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ABSTRACT

Despite the wealth of literature on factors influencing student entrepreneurial intentions (SEI),
as well as several review articles having provided an overview, the complexity of their
interrelationships remains inadequately understood. Furthermore, the scattered use and
adoption of theories by review articles to present their findings makes it even more difficult to
create a comparative overview and could prevent integration. In this paper, we address this and
conduct a systematic literature review of 23 review articles. As such, we provide an overview
of the factors influencing SEI and outline how they are interrelated, unravelling much-needed
research avenues in this study domain. The study reveals that the theory of planned behaviour
and entrepreneurial event theory is predominant in SEI research. It identifies 63 factors
affecting SEI, categorised into seven groups, with notable interrelations within and across
them. Based on the gaps and trends identified in this review of reviews, future
recommendations are put forward for researchers and entrepreneurship policymakers to ensure

the effective development of an entrepreneurial environment to cultivate SEI.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Educational institutions serve as vital incubators for entrepreneurial activity, shaping
entrepreneurial mindsets and encouraging students to prefer the autonomy of self-employment
over traditional employment through awareness creation and by providing essential
entrepreneurial knowledge and skills (Al-Lawati et al., 2022; Aziz et al.,, 2021). The
recognition of their pivotal role in fostering entrepreneurship has prompted an increase in
supportive policies aimed at enhancing student entrepreneurship support policies (Bergmann
et al., 2016; Siegel & Wright, 2015). This strategic emphasis on entrepreneurship support aids
in embedding an entrepreneurial culture (EC) across various educational settings (Al-Lawati
etal., 2022; Bergmann et al., 2016), such as higher education institutions (HEIs) and secondary
schools.

The contextual nature of entrepreneurship, including student entrepreneurship, as
outlined by Bergmann et al. (2016), suggests that the surrounding environment significantly
impacts students' entrepreneurial intentions and behaviour. A blend of curricular and
extracurricular entrepreneurial support is critical for augmenting students' propensity towards
initiating entrepreneurial ventures (Bergmann et al., 2016). Participation in entrepreneurial
activities not only fosters innovation and creativity within academic realms but also equips
students with vital skills such as critical thinking, problem-solving, and leadership, essential
for their professional journey (Bae et al., 2014; Nabi et al., 2017).

The Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students’ Survey (2021) indicates a
growing interest among students in entrepreneurship, with an increase in entrepreneurial
intentions from 28.3% in 2016 to 30.5% in 2021, five years post-graduation. This trend
underscores the strategic significance of nurturing student entrepreneurship across global
educational platforms, presenting educational institutions as unique ecosystems for
entrepreneurial exploration and development. The educational environment's critical role
extends beyond mere knowledge dissemination, actively shaping the entrepreneurial
intentions, mindsets, and behaviours of young learners. It provides a comprehensive foundation
that exposes students to entrepreneurial principles, practices, and cultures, significantly
influencing their inclination towards entrepreneurial behaviour.

Emphasizing the value of early entrepreneurship education and support, Gregorio and
Oliver (2022) argue that entrepreneurial skills are more effectively honed at a younger age; a
period of life which is full of development potential. Indeed, the Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor (2023) reveals a higher engagement in early-stage entrepreneurial activity among the

younger demographic (18 to 34 years), compared to older individuals (35 to 64 years),



highlighting the fertile ground educational phases offer for cultivating entrepreneurial
aspirations. Engaging young minds in entrepreneurial endeavours not only predisposes them
towards future entrepreneurial careers (Astuty et al., 2022; Bazkiaei et al., 2020) but also instils
a positive entrepreneurial outlook (Li et al., 2021) and familiarity with entrepreneurial
ecosystems (Porfirio et al., 2023). This exposure reshapes perceptions towards social and
environmental entrepreneurship, promoting its economic and societal value (Gupta et al.,
2020).

Elnadi and Gheith (2021) and Lihua (2022) mention that many studies have been
conducted focusing on the factors that trigger student entrepreneurial intentions, and numerous
factors have been investigated. However, the research results regarding these factors and their
interrelationships are relatively scattered (Lihua, 2022). Moreover, numerous entrepreneurial
intention theories and models exist, with some consisting of different variables and constructs
(Jena, 2020). This has led to several review articles being conducted focusing on the factors
influencing SEI (Gabbianelli et al., 2021; Kaur & Bhinder, 2019; Ketemaw, 2020; Sivarajah &
Achchuthan, 2013). Important to note, however, is that such review articles tend to either focus
on a specific construct such as demographical factors (e.g., Kaur & Bhinder, 2019), adopt a
specific entrepreneurial intention theory or model to present and describe their findings (for
example, theory of planned behaviour) (e.g., Massouati & Abdelbaki, 2022) or do not
specifically investigate the interrelationship between the factors that influence SEI (e.g.,
Gabbianelli et al., 2021). As a result, this rather scattered approach to presenting factors
influencing SEI may lead to gaps in knowledge and limited applicability in real-world
scenarios, especially when the interrelatedness among factors is not considered. To address
this, this paper aims to map the factors influencing SEI based on the findings of existing review
articles, ultimately answering the following research question: “What are the factors
influencing student entrepreneurial intentions, and how are these factors interrelated?”.

Conducting a “review of reviews” is a relatively new term and is commonly also
described as an “umbrella review” or an “overview of reviews” (Faulkner et al., 2022).
Faulkner et al. (2022, p. 74) further explain that the idea behind a “review of reviews” (umbrella
review) is to “prevent you from getting ‘soaking wet’ under a ‘rain of evidence’”. This would
be the case when examining the findings of the increased number of studies that have been
conducted on factors influencing SEI and is particularly useful when research questions are
wide in scope, and numerous review articles already exist focusing on the topic under

investigation (Faulkner et al., 2022). A “review of reviews” is ideal for exploring inconclusive



evidence across multiple systematic reviews (Gates et al., 2020), which is the case in the
findings regarding the factors influencing SEI.

The findings of this paper’s systematic literature review (SLR) will provide an
overview of the most common theories used to investigate the antecedents of SEI, identify the
various factors that influence SEI, and identify the interrelated relationships between these
influencing factors. Based on the findings of this study, gaps and trends can be identified, and
recommendations for future research can be made. The findings can also guide university
policymakers and entrepreneurship stakeholders to better develop their entrepreneurial
ecosystem to create a more conducive environment for stimulating SEI.

The methodology adopted in this study is elaborated in the next section, and the search
and selection process for the included articles is explained. This is followed by the results
section, presenting a descriptive overview of the included articles. Thereafter, the most
common theories to investigate SEI are elaborated on, followed by the presentation and
discussion of several factor groups influencing SEI. The paper concludes with a discussion,

theoretical implications, future research recommendations, and a conclusion.

2. METHODOLOGY

To answer the research question, we conducted a SLR on papers published until February 2023
to obtain a broader view of existing knowledge and examine the factors and their
interrelationships influencing SEI. According to Kraus et al. (2020), a SLR is a review process
followed to examine the existing body of literature focusing on a specific topic while following
a transparent and reproducible methodology. This transparency and reproducibility provide an
advantage over the traditional review process, which is not systematic (structured) in nature
(Kraus et al., 2020). Paul et al. (2021) concur, asserting that SLRs are by far the most
informative and scientific types of reviews, attributing to how rigorously they are conducted
and how well they are justified. Paul and Barari (2022) explain that a SLR aims to provide a
comprehensive overview of what is known within a specific field, after which it proposes
directions for future research based on what is not known.

Linnenluecke et al. (2020) explain that an SLR can either be author-centric or theme-
centric. Author-centric reviews usually guide readers chronologically through the presentation
of key findings published by various authors on a specific topic, while theme-centric reviews
guide readers through prior publications that have contributed to developing our understanding

of themes, concepts, or phenomena of interest (Linnenluecke et al., 2020). This SLR adopts a



theme-centric approach to extracting information from the selected review articles and
structuring the findings, specifically focusing on the factors (themes) influencing SEI.

SLRs create value for readers if they adhere to the following three aspects: (i)
integrating and synthesising existing literature to provide a state-of-the-art understanding; (ii)
identifying extant knowledge gaps and inconsistencies; and (iii) signalling avenues for future
research (Paul et al., 2021). After we unlayered the search and selection process, the following
information is provided in this SLR to ensure that all three aspects are met. First, an overview
of the included articles is provided. Then, as the theme-centric approach is adopted, the findings
from the included review articles are presented, discussed and compared. These findings are
structured according to the factors (themes) influencing SEI. Third and finally, gaps in the

existing research are indicated, and recommendations for future research are made.

2.1 Search and selection process

The search and selection phases mentioned by Moher et al. (2009) were adopted: identification,
screening, eligibility, and inclusion. Before conducting a SLR, Linnenluecke et al. (2020)
advise undertaking an initial scoping process to gain a preliminary overview of the current field
or topic being investigated, as well as to define the key concepts to be used within one’s search
string. This initial scoping process was conducted on the databases Web of Science and Scopus
to achieve the following purposes: to act as a precursor to a systematic review, to identify the
types of available evidence in a given field, and to clarify key concepts/definitions in the
literature (Munn et al., 2018). Kitchenham and Charters (2007) explain that such an initial
scoping process can be done by using basic keywords obtained from the research question (in
this case, “what are the factors influencing student entrepreneurial intentions, and how are these
factors interrelated?”). Thus, based on this research question, the following terms were used in
the initial scoping process “student*” AND “entrepreneur*” AND “intention*”. By doing so,
it allowed the researchers to get an idea of the existing literature and the keywords used.
Considering Shaffril et al.’s (2021) caution that employing overly specific keywords may yield
more pertinent articles, but carries the risk of excluding potentially relevant records, the
researchers opted to focus on an institutional perspective (for example, “education* institut*”
OR “university*” OR “college* - see Table 1 for alternatives used) to allow for a broader initial
inclusion of articles from different levels. Based on this decision, three overarching keywords
were considered “institut*” (described as educational institutions), “entrepreneur*” (focusing

on the individual aspect), and “intent*” (defined as one’s desire to become an entrepreneur).



Xiao and Watson (2019) assert that the search string can be extended by including
synonyms, abbreviations, alternative spellings, and related terms. In the current study, this was
done by examining alternative keywords utilized in previous research accessible through Web
of Science (WoS) and Scopus, which align closely with the operational definitions previously
mentioned (Shaffril et al., 2021). Additionally, the selection of keywords was further refined
and validated by consulting an online thesaurus (Shaffril et al., 2021). These key terms and
their alternatives were combined to create search terms for the actual systematic search
focusing on our three focus areas: institution, entrepreneur, and intention. The wildcard symbol
(*) was used to expand the search, increasing the chances of obtaining the most relevant articles
for this SLR.

These search terms were combined to create a search syntax to obtain relevant articles
from academic databases during a systematic search (Adams et al., 2017; Linnenluecke et al.,
2020). In the first phase (identification), a search was conducted in the databases WoS and
Scopus, focusing specifically on peer-reviewed journal articles written in English and
considered review articles (see Table 1). The number of review articles returned from WoS and
Scopus was 68 and 127, respectively. To further expand the search, Google Scholar was also
explored to identify other relevant journal-published review articles, identifying another 11
review articles. After removing 15 duplicates, 191 review articles remained.

The reference lists of these 191 articles were then consulted to identify additional
relevant review articles (Thome et al., 2016; Xiao & Watson, 2019), adding another two review
articles. Thus, the total number of review articles found throughout the first phase and selected

for the second phase (screening) was 193.

Insert Table 1 about here

To increase the rigour of the article selection process and decrease bias, a second researcher
was requested to be involved in the screening, eligibility and inclusion phases (Thome et al.,
2016; Xiao & Watson, 2019; Linnenluecke et al., 2020). Considering the inclusion criteria (see
Table 2), the second researcher, who is experienced in the field of entrepreneurship and SLRs,
also went through the list of possible review articles to be included within these phases to
confirm whether the appropriate articles were chosen to be included. When different opinions

regarding the inclusion of an article occurred, a verbal discussion occurred to explain the



reasoning. In the second phase (screening), the titles, abstracts and keywords of the identified

193 articles were screened (Linnenluecke et al., 2020).

Insert Table 2 about here

Based on the inclusion criteria, 157 articles were excluded, and 36 review articles were
accepted to move to the third phase (eligibility). During the third phase, the full text of the
articles was screened to determine their eligibility for inclusion, considering the same inclusion
criteria indicated previously. From these 36 review articles, 13 were excluded, amounting to
23 review articles to be selected for the SLR, completing the fourth phase (inclusion). The
process followed, and the number of articles returned for each step are summarised and

depicted in Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1 about here

3. RESULTS

3.1 Overview of selected review papers

Table 3 provides a broad overview of the 23 review articles selected to be included in this
review of reviews paper. The year of publication of these articles ranges from 2022 to 2007,
with the majority (7) from 2022. These articles also stem from a diverse group of research
journals, with only Education and Training and Management Review Quarterly comprising
more than one article selected for this paper (each consisting of two). Of the 23 articles, only
13 mentioned a publication year limitation within their inclusion criteria, with the article by
Aparicio et al. (2019) including the oldest articles in their review from 1987. Four review
articles did not mention the number of articles they included within their study (Nabi & Lifian,
2011; Pittaway & Cope, 2007; Singh et al., 2022; Sivarajah & Achchuthan, 2013). Based on
the other 19 articles, the average number of articles included in the review papers is calculated
to be 121. However, this average is skewed, with four articles having more than 290+ (290;
325; 259; 454), while the median is 73 articles. Based on the analysis of the review articles,
seven major factor categories were identified as having been investigated in terms of
influencing SEI, including contextual, demographical, social, environmental, educational,
cognitive and personality factors. The most common factor categories discussed in the review

articles to influence SEI are educational factors (21) and demographical factors (13).



Insert Table 3 about here

3.2 Theories used to investigate the factors influencing student entrepreneurial
intentions

From the 23 review articles included in this study, 13 mentioned the theories most used by the
articles they reviewed to investigate the factors influencing SEI. It is evident that the theory of
planned behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) is the most common (articles 1, 4-10, 12, 17, 19, 21,
22). According to the TPB, an individual’s behaviour is predicted by three variables, namely
personal attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991; Tingting
et al., 2022). Gabbianelli et al. (2021) explain that, unlike the other models, the TPB allows
scholars to investigate and predict entrepreneurial intentions by focusing on both personal and
social factors. The second most often used theory is the entrepreneurial event theory (EET)
(articles 4, 5, 7-9, 17), developed by Shapero and Sokol (1982), and defines three antecedents
— perceived desirability, perceived feasibility, and the propensity to act. The TPB and the EET
are often used together to investigate and predict entrepreneurial intentions (Tingting et al.,
2022). The other theories identified by the review articles include the social cognitive theory
(articles 9, 17), the expectancy theory (article 4), the theory of planned behaviour
entrepreneurial model (article 4), the entrepreneurial intention model (article 4), the social
cognitive career theory model (article 4), and the Luthje and Franke model (article 4).

3.3 Factors influencing student entrepreneurial intention

3.3.1 Contextual factors

Only two of the 23 review articles refer to contextual factors influencing SEI. Based on the
articles reviewed, the contextual factor group includes job satisfaction, social status,
opportunities, and unemployment (see Table 4). Figure 2 presents an overview of the

relationships stemming from contextual factors.

Insert Table 4 about here

Although both studies referred to job satisfaction and its influence on SEI, Maheshwari et al.
(2022) (article 1) only mentioned that there is an influence without further elaboration. Tingting
et al. (2022) (article 2), however, explained that individuals who are happy and enjoying their

current employment are less likely to have entrepreneurial intentions, indicating that job



satisfaction has a significant negative correlation with SEI. Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article
1) only mentioned social status, opportunities, and unemployment as influencing factors

without further elaboration on the specific influence.

Insert Figure 2 about here

3.3.2 Demographical factors

The second-factor group was identified as demographical factors, referred to by 13 of the 23
review articles and consisted of family background, gender, age, educational level, education
major and nationality (see Table 5). Figure 3 presents an overview of the relationships

stemming from demographical factors.

Insert Table 5 about here

The most referred to demographical factors by the review articles include gender (10), followed
by family background (8) and age (7). Of the ten review articles that mentioned gender within
their analyses and findings, three (articles 6, 10, 11) only mentioned that gender influences
SEI. The review articles that elaborated more on the influence of gender on SEI (articles 3, 5,
7-9, 12, 13) all arrived at a similar conclusion that gender influences SEI and that men tend to
be more entrepreneurially inclined. Although Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article 3) note that
gender differences do not play a role in the self-efficacy of individuals, other review articles
(articles 5, 7, 12) claim that due to gender stereotypes, females are less likely to pursue a career
in entrepreneurship due to the perceived lack of necessary skills. Females also tend to be less
aggressive and competitive, which could lead to them being unable to meet the demands of
becoming an entrepreneur (article 7).

Of the eight review articles including family background in their findings, two only
mentioned an influence on SEI without further elaboration (articles 1, 6). Kumar et al. (2022)
(article 2) found that the research findings on the influence of family background on SEI are
contradictory, with numerous studies indicating a significant positive relationship (articles 9,
11, 13) and others finding no significant relationship (article 12). They do, however, come to a
broader conclusion that family business background can act as both a pull and push factor, as
entrepreneurial parents can be parental role models and provide family support but can also
discourage students when the family business is not doing well, influencing students outlook

on entrepreneurial activities (article 2). Furthermore, Nabi et al. (2017) (article 10) explained

10



that students from entrepreneurial families experience a weaker impact of entrepreneurship
education on their entrepreneurial intentions, which contradicts that of Kumar et al. (2022)
(article 2), who found that family business background enhances the positive effect of
entrepreneurship education on SEI, as the students experience non-formal training and
experiences.

All seven of the review articles that mention or discuss age and its influence on SEI
consider it an important factor to consider. While articles 1, 3, 4, 6, and 13 only mention its
importance, the other two review articles (articles 7, 9) conclude that younger individuals tend
to be more entrepreneurially inclined than older individuals. Based on the articles reviewed by
Brune and Lutz (2020) (article 7), older age groups could be more difficult to convince of the
attractiveness of starting a new business, which is in line with the findings of Kaur and Bhinder
(2019) (article 9), mentioning that young students are more likely to be entrepreneurially
inclined. Kaur and Bhinder (2019) (article 9) also note that people aged 25 — 30 are more active
and prepared to take the risk associated with starting one’s own business and have sufficient
knowledge to do so.

Both Kaur and Bhinder (2019) (article 9) and Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article 3)
conclude that the specific field of study followed by students (their major) influences their SEI.
Overall, the findings seem to suggest that business and economics students and engineering
students tend to be more entrepreneurially inclined than those following a different major. The
review articles that included educational level (articles 3, 6, 13) and nationality (articles 3, 10)
within their discussion only mentioned that these factors are important to consider and have an

influence on SEI. No further elaboration was provided in terms of the influence.

Insert Figure 3 about here

3.3.3 Social factors
The third-factor group is social factors, and in total, nine review articles that mentioned or
discussed social factors that influenced SEI were included in this paper. These social factors
include family support, friends support, moral obligation, prior experience, life experience, and
country culture (see Table 6). Figure 4 presents an overview of the relationships stemming
from social factors.

The social factors referred to the most by the reviewed articles included in this study
include country culture (5) (articles 1, 2, 4, 8, 9) and prior experience (5) (articles 1, 2, 5, 7, 8).

Although five studies mentioned the importance of country culture and its influence on SEl,

11



none of these review articles elaborated on how the culture impacts SEI. Nabi et al. (2017)
(article 8) did, however, mention that although culture and national context are considered
essential factors, they are rarely tested directly as most studies in their review focus on a single
country or cultural context. Regarding prior entrepreneurial experience, the consensus from the
included review articles is that a positive influence exists on SEI (articles 1, 2, 5, 7, 8). Although
generally having a positive influence on SEI, if the prior entrepreneurial experience was
negative, it could increase students’ fear and insecurities, ultimately decreasing their
entrepreneurial intention (Maheshwari et al., 2022) (article 1). Prior experience can also
indirectly influence SEI through mediating factors, specifically self-efficacy (article 5),
empathy (articles 1, 5), moral obligation (articles 1, 5), and perceived social support (articles
1,5).

Insert Table 6 about here

The support received from family and friends influences SEI (articles 2, 3, 6). While Massouati
et al. (2022) (article 2) only mentioned that an influence exists between these factors, Tingting
et al. (2022) (article 3) also explains that a supportive environment from family and friends
also reduces the fear of failure experienced by student entrepreneurs during their
entrepreneurial process. Swarupa et al. (2020) (article 6) also mentioned that a supportive
family was positively related to perceived desirability and feasibility. Students’ moral
obligation also influences their entrepreneurial intentions, and even more so when it comes to
social entrepreneurship (article 5). Individuals who see it as their moral obligation to assist
marginalised people are more likely to strive to become social entrepreneurs and address these
issues (articles 3, 5). Although included in Table 6, life experience was only mentioned by
Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article 1) as an influential factor but was not elaborated upon except

that it could lead to greater self-efficacy and ultimately influence entrepreneurial intention.

Insert Figure 4 about here

3.3.4 Environmental factors

The fourth-factor group is environmental factors, which consist of networking, level of
economic development, institutional infrastructure, business support, human resources, social
capital, government support, country norms, physical infrastructure, legal institutions, and

access to capital (see Table 7). Eight of the selected review articles within this study referred
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to one or multiple of these factors. Figure 5 presents an overview of the relationships stemming

from environmental factors.

Insert Table 7 about here

Business support was the factor most mentioned (4) by the reviewed articles in this study as
influencing SEI (articles 2, 4, 5, 8). However, three of these four articles only mentioned that
an influence exists, and Pittaway and Cope (2007, p. 493) (article 8) was the only one that
noted that “business support infrastructures can have a profound impact on the level of student
intentionality in different countries”.

Business support is followed by the level of economic development (2) (articles 3, 7)
and government support (2) (articles 1, 4) as the environmental factors referred to the most by
the included review articles. Nabi et al. (2011) (article 7) found that, in general, entrepreneurial
intentions tend to be higher in developing countries than in developed countries. Tingting et al.
(2022) (article 3) take this argument further, explaining that the social valuation of
entrepreneurs is higher in developed countries, while closer valuation is more important in
developing countries. The higher social valuation has a significant positive impact on
subjective norms and perceived behavioural control, while the higher closer valuation can
predict behaviour attitudes and subjective norms (article 3). Government support was
mentioned by Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article 1) and Gabbianelli et al. (2021) (article 4) as
influencing factors, but no elaboration was provided on the level of influence.

The environmental factors influencing SEI referred to by only one article include
networking, institutional infrastructure, human resources, social capital, country norms,
physical infrastructure, legal institutions, and access to capital. From these eight factors, five
were only mentioned as influencing SEI, namely networking (article 4), human resources
(article 1), social capital (article 4), country norms (article 4), and legal institutions (article 4).
Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article 1) elaborated that institutional and physical structural support
significantly impacts SEI and that greater comprehensive support is needed to stimulate
entrepreneurial intentions among young people. Furthermore, access to capital generally

correlates negatively and significantly with SEI (article 1).

Insert Figure 5 about here

3.3.5 Educational factors

13



The fifth-factor group is educational factors, consisting of educational courses (curriculum),
extracurricular activities, and a supportive university environment (see Table 8). Twenty-one
of the selected review articles within this study referred to one or multiple factors. Figure 6

presents an overview of the relationships stemming from educational factors.

Insert Table 8 about here

All 21 review articles in this study that refer to educational factors influencing SEI mentioned
entrepreneurial courses (curriculum). However, seven of these 20 (articles 4, 7, 8, 13-15, 18)
only mentioned that it influenced SEI and did not elaborate any further on what the influence
consists of. Overall, there seemed to be a consensus between the findings of the review articles,
with the majority indicating that entrepreneurial courses (curriculum) positively influence SEI
(articles 1-3, 5, 6, 9-12, 16, 17, 19-21). Nevertheless, Tingting et al. (2022) (article 6)
emphasise explicitly the fact that other variables need to be accounted for when considering
the impact of entrepreneurial courses (curriculum) on SEI. These variables include prior
exposure to entrepreneurship, initial entrepreneurial intention, entrepreneurship course type
(elective or compulsory / theoretically or practically oriented / semester or workshop format),
entrepreneurship course content (business planning/venture creation), method of assessment,
and cultural context. The effect of entrepreneurial courses (curriculum) on entrepreneurial
intention, subjective norms and behavioural control tends to be greater (although not always
significant) among students with less previous exposure to entrepreneurial activities (articles
6, 11). Furthermore, the impact of education is also reduced when the students have a greater
initial entrepreneurial intention (article 6). While whether the course is formulated as a
semester or workshop format does not influence the SEI (article 6), elective courses tend to be
more influential (articles 2, 6), as well as practically oriented courses (article 6). Carpenter and
Wilson (2022) (article 2) mention that the findings regarding compulsory entrepreneurial
courses on SEI are mixed, and further research needs to be conducted on this topic. The
entrepreneurship course content was found not to have an impact on the influence of
entrepreneurial courses (curriculum) on SEI (article 6), but the impact was greater when the
method of assessment consisted of continuous assessment (article 6). In a cultural context
where high in-group collectivism, low gender egalitarianism and low uncertainty avoidance
are experienced, entrepreneurial courses (curriculum) have also been found to have a greater
influence on SEI (article 6). Pittaway and Cope (2007) (article 21) also mention that

entrepreneurship educational programmes can shift intentionality and perceptions regarding

14



the desirability and feasibility of becoming an entrepreneur. Over and above the direct effects
of entrepreneurial courses (curriculum), several articles (articles 3, 5, 20) also mention the
positive effect on self-efficacy, sometimes increasing risk propensity, leading to greater
entrepreneurial intentions.

Alternatively, extracurricular entrepreneurship activities have positively impacted
students’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship and their intentions to act entrepreneurially
(articles 2, 3). Considering the influence of both curriculum and extracurricular entrepreneurial
activities, several review articles (articles 1, 3, 8, 16) also concluded that a supportive
university entrepreneurial environment leads to greater entrepreneurial intentions among
students. This supportive environment directly impacts their intentions to act entrepreneurially

and influences how education influences their intentions (articles 1, 16).

Insert Figure 6 about here

3.3.6 Cognitive factors

The sixth-factor group is cognitive factors, consisting of subjective norms, personal attitude,
perceived behavioural control, perceived feasibility, perceived desirability, self-efficacy, the
propensity to act, the expected value of starting a business, perceived support and barriers, and
perceived social support (see Table 9). Eleven of the selected review articles within this study
referred to one or multiple of these factors. Figure 7 presents an overview of the relationships

stemming from cognitive factors.

Insert Table 9 about here

As seen from Table 9, the cognitive factors mentioned by most review articles included in this
study (8) are personal attitude, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control (articles 2,
4-9, 11). This is consistent with the fact that these cognitive factors make up the TPB, which
was noted as the most used theory when investigating the effects of factors on entrepreneurial
intention and behaviour. Gabbianelli et al. (2021) (article 5) is the only article of these eight
that only mentions that there is an influence between personal attitude, subjective norms,
personal behavioural control, and SEI and does not elaborate more on this influence or impact.
The other seven articles concluded that these three factors generally positively affect SEI and
can be used to predict behaviour and intentions. However, Tingting et al. (2022) (article 4)

argue that personal attitude and perceived behavioural control have a more significant effect
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on entrepreneurial intentions among students than subjective norms. This is not always the
case, as subjective norms play an important role in influencing the entrepreneurial intentions
of students who wish to become social entrepreneurs (article 6).

Several review articles (articles 1-4, 6) concluded that self-efficacy has a positive
influence on the entrepreneurial intentions of students, with Gabbianelli et al. (2021) (article
5) only mentioning that an influence exists. The more students believe in their entrepreneurial
abilities and in successfully conducting entrepreneurial actions, the more likely they are to have
entrepreneurial intentions (article 4). Several articles (articles 2, 3, 11) also mention the positive
effect of self-efficacy on risk propensity, leading to greater entrepreneurial intentions. As
indicated in previous sections, self-efficacy also acts as a mediator between other variables in
other factor groups, indirectly affecting entrepreneurial intentions.

Five review articles referred to perceived desirability and perceived feasibility and their
influence on SEI (articles 2, 4-6, 10), and there is consensus that while perceived desirability
has a significant effect on SEI, perceived feasibility does not (articles 1, 4) except when it
comes to social entrepreneurship (article 6). Moreover, these two variables can positively
predict SEI, but their relationship is negative (article 4). Furthermore, the propensity to act was
found to have a significant positive relationship with SEI, specifically in the sphere of social
entrepreneurship (article 6), and the expected value of starting a business (articles 2, 5),
perceived support and barriers (article 2), and perceived social support (article 4) was only

mentioned as influencing factors without further explanation.

Insert Figure 7 about here

3.3.7 Personality factors

The seventh-factor group is personality factors, consisting of 23 variables. However, most were
only mentioned as influencing factors without further elaborations, including psychological
traits (article 5), opportunity recognition (article 5), entrepreneurial skills (article 5), individual
personality patterns (article 5), outcome expectations (article 4), stress tolerance (article 5),
need for freedom (article 3), abstract thinking (article 5), need for power (article 3), need for
autonomy (articles 3, 5, 9), tolerance for ambiguity (articles 2, 9), need for satisfaction (article
2), desire for independence (article 2), and entrepreneurial identity (article 5). The other
variables elaborated on regarding their influence include risk propensity, need for achievement,
internal locus of control, creativity/innovativeness, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, empathy,

openness to change, and pro-activeness (see Table 10). Ten of the selected review articles
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within this study referred to one or multiple of these factors. Figure 8 presents an overview of

the relationships stemming from personality factors.

Insert Table 10 about here

Several review articles (articles 2-5, 9, 10) concluded that students with a greater risk
propensity tend to be more likely to have entrepreneurial intentions. While Tingting et al.
(2022) (article 4) mentioned that risk propensity has a direct impact on SEI, Maheshwari et al.
(2022) (article 2) further elaborate that the influence is significantly positive, especially with
the existence of the TPB antecedents evident. While Gabbianelli et al. (2021) (article 5) and
Sivarajah and Achchuthan (2013) (article 9) only mention the need for achievement as
influencing SEI, other review articles specifically mention that the influence is positive (articles
1, 2, 4, 7). Students’ need for achievement can also indirectly influence their entrepreneurial
intentions (article 4) through entrepreneurial attitudes and perceived behavioural control
(article 2). Furthermore, students’ internal locus of control also positively affects their
entrepreneurial intentions, with six review articles coming to similar conclusions (articles 2, 4,
5, 7-9).

More creative and innovative students tend to have greater entrepreneurial intentions,
as they can develop new solutions to solve problems from an entrepreneurial perspective
(article 4). Considering this argument, several other review articles also mention this influence
(articles 3, 5, 9), and another two specifically indicate that the influence is direct and positive
(articles 2, 4). Moreover, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation have an influence on SEI
(articles 2, 3), with Maheshwari et al. (2022) (article 2) explaining that entrepreneurs with
intrinsic motivations will demonstrate more effective performance, more persistence and
greater autonomy, leading to dynamic entrepreneurs, and those with extrinsic motivations will
be less persistent when confronting challenges, more likely to discontinue nascent
behaviourism and concentrate on external achievement. The three other variables considered
to have a positive influence on SEI, specifically among social entrepreneurs, include empathy

(articles 4, 6), openness to change (article 4), and pro-activeness (articles 5, 6).

Insert Figure 8 about here

4. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
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This study investigated the factors influencing SEI and how they are interrelated. This was
achieved by conducting a SLR focusing on review articles aimed at antecedents of SEI. This
approach was adopted as, although numerous review articles regarding this topic exist, results
and interrelatedness are relatively scattered (Lihua, 2022). Moreover, several theories and
models exist and are adopted in the review articles, with some consisting of different variables
and constructs (Jena, 2020). These existing review articles also do not generally refer to the
interrelatedness between the various antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions (for example,
Gabbianelli et al., 2021). Considering these aspects, this study included 23 review articles
focusing on the antecedents of SEI.

From a theoretical perspective, this review of reviews study aimed to investigate the
factors studied by past scholars influencing SEI. Furthermore, the study also strived to develop
an overview of the interrelationship between these various factors and how that influences SEI.
Thus, this research aims to contribute to the literature on entrepreneurship intentions, which
could guide both scholars in future research as well as practitioners in establishing a conducive
environment to foster SEIs. To provide a more visual overview of the factors influencing SEI
and their interrelatedness, the findings of this study were used to develop an online interactive
tool titled “The Student Entrepreneurial Intention Cloud: An interactive tool to better
understand factors influencing student entrepreneurial intentions”, available at

https://bit.ly/TheStudentEntrepreneurialintentionCloud. Based on the insights garnered from

this study, we propose theoretical implications and key directions for future research
endeavours. These include: (i) advocating for the diversification and integration of theoretical
frameworks to explore SEI, (ii) emphasizing the importance of comprehensive research on the
interconnectedness of factors affecting SEI, (iii) exploring mechanisms to enhance SEI, (iv)
encouraging further cross-cultural investigations to understand the variabilities in factors
influencing SEI across different cultures, (v) highlighting the necessity for longitudinal studies
to capture the dynamic nature of SEI over time, as well as measuring its long-term influence,
(vi) recommending the exploration of various methodologies and paradigms to enrich the
understanding of SEI, and (vii) focusing on primary and secondary education students. We also

offer a suggestion for practice based on the developed interactive tool.

4.1 Diversification and integration of theoretical frameworks
First, in this study, we highlighted the theoretical foundations underpinning SEI research,
allowing researchers to better understand the factors contributing to SEI. This knowledge can

serve as a foundation for future research and guide the development of new theoretical
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frameworks that capture the complexity of SEI. Our review showed that the most common
theory employed to study SEI is the TPB, followed by the EET. Both theories consist of
cognitive constructs. Interestingly, our review uncovered a wide variety of factors influencing
SEI, and many other factor groups, aside from cognitive factors, turned out to influence SEI.
This calls for the adoption of other theories, or the development of new theories allowing for
interrelatedness between various factor groups, to investigate SEI. More specifically, the
findings of the review articles revealed various factors (63 in total) influencing SEI. These 63
factors, including those generally investigated using the TPB and EET, were grouped according
to seven-factor groups, namely contextual-, demographical-, social-, environmental-,
educational-, cognitive -, and personality factors. The factor groups influencing SEI can be
further categorised as individual factors (cognitive, demographical, and personality) and
external factors (contextual, social, environmental, and educational).

The findings of the reviewed review articles indicated that the most common factor
group investigated to influence SEI is the cognitive factor group, which aligns with the fact
that the TPB is the most adopted theory to investigate SEI. As previously mentioned, the TPB
believes that an individual’s behaviour is predicted by three variables, namely personal attitude,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991; Tingting et al., 2022), which
are cognitive factors (Anjum et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2021). From the findings, it is evident that
cognitive factors directly influence SEI, but also act as mediators in almost all other factor
groups influencing SEI (except for contextual factors). The fact that the findings do not indicate
cognitive factors as possible mediators between contextual factors and SEI, could possibly be
attributed to the fact that only 2 of the 23 reviewed review articles (Maheshwari et al., 2022;
Tingting et al., 2022) mentioned factors categorised as contextual factors (job satisfaction,
social status, opportunities, unemployment). Thus, the importance of investigating cognitive
factors is not argued against, as by considering cognitive factors, researchers can gain a deeper
understanding of the complex interplay between different variables. However, future
researchers are also urged to consider other factors from other factor groupings during their
investigation, and the importance of external factors should not be ignored.

To do so, a wider variety of theoretical lenses could be adopted or integrated with the
TPB or EET to explore the factors influencing SEI. For example, the resource-based view
(RBV) highlights the critical role of tangible and intangible resources in the development of
entrepreneurial intentions and ventures (Zahra, 2021). It suggests that students' access to
resources (e.g., financial, human, social capital) and their ability to leverage these resources

effectively are key determinants of their entrepreneurial intentions (Politis et al., 2012;).
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Moreover, understanding the challenges related to resource acquisition and management can
provide insights into the barriers and enablers of student entrepreneurship.

Additionally, Human Capital Theory (HCT) can be considered to investigate the factors
influencing SEI. Human capital theory suggests that higher education and specific
entrepreneurship education programs contribute to the development of entrepreneurial skills
and knowledge, which are crucial for recognizing and exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities
(Passaro et al., 2018). Research indicates that entrepreneurship education and training, as
components of human capital, have a significant relationship with entrepreneurship-related
human capital assets and entrepreneurship outcomes, including entrepreneurial intentions
(Martin et al., 2013).

Thus, combining other theories such as the RBV or HCT with the predominant theories
of TPB and EET, can offer a more comprehensive understanding of the factors influencing
student entrepreneurial intentions. This integrated approach can elucidate the complex
interplay between individual capabilities, resource availability, and entrepreneurial intentions,
as well as offer a more nuanced understanding of how personal attributes (such as skills,
knowledge, and experience) and psychological factors (such as attitudes, subjective norms, and

perceived behavioural control) interact to influence entrepreneurial intentions.

4.2 Comprehensive research on the interrelatedness of factors influencing SEI

In addition to considering factors other than the traditional cognitive factors, the cruciality of
understanding the interrelatedness among factors and factor groups should not be disregarded
to develop a comprehensive understanding of SEI. Maheshwari et al. (2022) argued that
considering the interrelatedness among factors and factors groups will bring out a more holistic
overview of factors affecting SEI. Without considering the interrelatedness among factors and
factor groups and their mediating and moderating effects, it may be difficult to identify specific
determinants of entrepreneurial intentions among students (Anjum et al., 2022; Nitu-Antonie
et al., 2022). This can be done by adopting, for example, systems theory that offers a more
holistic view on factors affecting SEI intentions. Unlike theories that focus predominantly on
cognitive aspects, such as the TPB and EET, systems theory emphasizes the interconnectedness
and interdependence of various elements within the entrepreneurial ecosystem. This approach
allows for the examination of how external factors such as educational support, social norms,
and environmental conditions interact with internal factors like personal attitudes, self-efficacy,
and individual motivations (Nabi et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2019). By applying systems theory,

research can explore, for example, how different elements of entrepreneurial education
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programs, such as curriculum design, teaching methods, and extracurricular activities, interact
with students’ personal attributes and external factors to influence their entrepreneurial
intentions (Zollo et al., 2017).

The importance of considering such interrelatedness is evident by, for example, the
findings of Georgescu and Herman (2020). Georgescu and Herman (2020) investigated the
main factors directly influencing SEI, particularly entrepreneurial family background
(demographical factor), the effectiveness of entrepreneurship education (educational factor),
and entrepreneurial personality traits (personality factors). The results indicated that students
with an entrepreneurial family background (demographical factor) had higher entrepreneurial
intentions than those without such a background. Moreover, entrepreneurship education
(educational factor) was found to have a positive direct effect on SEI, especially among
younger individuals (Georgescu & Herman, 2020). Entrepreneurial personality traits were also
found to have a significantly positive influence on SEI, with Georgescu and Herman (2020)
explicitly mentioning innovativeness, risk-taking propensity, sense of self-confidence,
optimism, and competitiveness. Interestingly, entrepreneurial family background
(demographical factor) was also found to, although marginally, negatively moderate
entrepreneurial education (educational factor) (Georgescu & Herman, 2020). Overall, all three
independent variables were found to be statistically significant, having a positive influence on
SEI, with entrepreneurial personality traits receiving the strongest weight, followed by
entrepreneurial family background, and then effective entrepreneurship education (Georgescu
& Herman, 2020).

4.3 Mechanisms enhancing SEI

Future research can delve deeper into these factor groups and explore the specific mechanisms
through which they jointly influence SEI. By doing so, they would add to the results of scholars
like Schimperna et al. (2022), who found several support initiatives that could possibly directly
and/or indirectly influence SEI. These initiatives include, but are not limited to,
entrepreneurship courses, entrepreneurship-related games, seminars, workshops, summer
schools, business plan competitions, grants, and business support programmes (Schimperna et
al., 2022). The influence of some of these mechanisms was considered by Nguyen et al. (2021),
who investigated the effect of entrepreneurship extracurricular activities on SEI. The results of
their study indicated that extracurricular entrepreneurial activities and entrepreneurial
inspiration significantly correlate with SEI and that entrepreneurial self-efficacy partially

mediates these relationships (Nguyen et al., 2021). Moreover, entrepreneurship education was
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also found to have a varying effect on SEI depending on students’ field of study, with technical
students benefiting more from entrepreneurship education than business and economics
students (Nguyen et al., 2021). Considering the numerous curricular and extracurricular
mechanisms that can be implemented to influence SEI, it would be interesting for future
researchers to examine the relations between these mechanisms and SEI while also considering
various other mediating and moderating variables (such as educational or demographical

background).

4.4 Need for cross-cultural studies on factors influencing SEI

Future research could also consider conducting cross-cultural studies, as different cultural
contexts could directly influence SEI or indirectly influence one or more of the other factors
identified within this study. Such studies could also lead to more comparative studies on factors
influencing SEI to determine whether the existing theories and models hold true across
different cultural or geographical settings (Nitu-Antonie & Feder, 2017; Tomal & Szromnik,
2021). Indeed, in a study conducted by Rajar et al. (2022), the socio-cultural context was found
to play a significant role in influencing entrepreneurial intentions. Factors such as collectivism,
power distance, and uncertainty avoidance were negatively correlated with entrepreneurial
intentions (Rajar et al., 2022). The study suggested that prevalent family culture and gender-
role orientation can impact entrepreneurial spirit, with masculine gender orientation being
associated with a vibrant entrepreneurial mindset (Rajar et al., 2022). Furthermore, a study
exploring entrepreneurial intentions in European post-communist states found that
entrepreneurial self-efficacy was the most important factor influencing intentions (Tomal &
Szromnik, 2021). However, the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy was found to vary based
on the cultural values of the respondents’ countries (Tomal & Szromnik, 2021). Thus, cross-
cultural studies could provide more insights into country differences and inform policymakers
and educators about the need for tailored programs and measures to encourage entrepreneurial
intentions and behaviours that consider cultural values (Nitu-Antonie & Feder, 2017).
Moreover Gabbianelli et al. (2021) emphasize that personality traits, contextual/situational
factors, and factors related to personal background can vary based on cultural difference, and

different results could emerge.

4.5 Longitudinal studies based on factors influencing SEI
Our study highlights the need for longitudinal research to capture the dynamic nature of SEI.

Understanding how student entrepreneurship intentions evolve can provide valuable insights
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into the factors that influence the sustainability of these intentions. Longitudinal studies can
track changes in SEI over time, providing insights into how these intentions develop and evolve
(Belchior & Lyons, 2021). This information can be used to develop more effective
interventions and support programs for aspiring student entrepreneurs. Moreover, longitudinal
studies can also help identify the barriers and challenges that students face when pursuing
entrepreneurship and possibly shed light on the effectiveness of interventions and policies
promoting SEI (O’Loughlin, 2019). By understanding these challenges, educators and

policymakers can develop targeted interventions to address them.

4.6 Diversification of methodologies and paradigms

Fourth and finally, the findings of our study indicate that numerous empirical and conceptual
research have been conducted focusing on identifying the factors influencing SEI. However,
although these factors have been identified, the research consists predominantly of quantitative
research (Maheshwari et al., 2022). As a result, the investigation into the interrelationships
between these factors remains vague, and SEI’s “dynamic nature” continues to be a “black
box” issue. Moreover, entrepreneurship research was found to be mainly located within the
bounds of the functionalist paradigm (Jennings et al., 2005). By predominantly adopting the
same paradigm, researchers forgo the opportunity to investigate factors influencing
entrepreneurial intentions through a different lens, leading to them being stuck in single-loop
learning (Argyris, 1976). In single-loop learning, researchers would essentially “stay within
the same frame” and not fundamentally question or change their underlying assumptions or
values (Argyris, 1976). Thus, an argument can be made for researchers to adopt a more
comprehensive array of methodologies to investigate the factors influencing SEI, for example,
using experimental research designs that could lead to the identification of causal relationships
between the factors under investigation. Furthermore, future researchers should consider
investigating factors influencing SEI through different philosophical lenses and paradigms,
which could alter their study results compared to those already conducted following the

traditional paradigms.

4.7 Expanding research sample to primary and secondary education students

The promotion of entrepreneurial education within secondary schools is increasingly
recognized as a crucial component for bolstering innovation systems and fostering a culture of
entrepreneurship (Lizuka et al., 2024; Gregorio & Oliver, 2022). Several studies have

emphasized claimed further underscore the necessity of embedding entrepreneurial education
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early in the academic journey, positing that entrepreneurial skills are more effectively
developed when introduced during formative educational years (Elert et al., 2015; Huber et al.,
2014). Despite the acknowledgement of the importance of early entrepreneurial development,
there remains a notable gap in studies focusing on primary and secondary education levels
(Lizuka et al., 2024; Gregorio & Oliver, 2022). Lizuka et al. (2024) suggest that the exploration
of SEI determinants, well-documented in the context of higher education, could be extended to
investigate their impact during the different developmental stages encountered in primary and
secondary schooling. Thus, future research can focus more predominantly on investigating the
antecedents of SEI among primary and secondary students, which could differ from those of
tertiary students. Moreover, investigating students at such a young age could also offer the
opportunity for longitudinal studies, following the same student during the education period
from primary to tertiary education.

4.8 Practical implications

The effectiveness of entrepreneurship education in fostering the development of entrepreneurs
has been widely recognised (Pittaway & Cope, 2007). However, there seems to be no clear
consensus on how entrepreneurship should be taught (Pittaway & Cope, 2007; Thein et al.,
2023). Sarasvathy (2001) developed the effectuation approach, which has since become a well-
researched topic within entrepreneurship research and education (Sioukas, 2022). As opposed
to focusing on causation (taking a particular effect as given and focusing on selecting between
means to create that effect) (Sarasvathy, 2001), effectuation “takes a set of means as given and
focuses on selecting between possible effects that can be created with that set of means”
(Sarasvathy, 2001, p. 245). Effectuation considers the logic of control rather than the logic of
prediction, meaning that the focus is more on an individual’s existing means and their preferred
level of risk (Karami et al., 2023), focusing on the questions of “who am 1?7, “what do I
know?”, and “who do I know?”.

The findings of this study and the developed interactive tool can guide coaches and
educational staff in adopting an effectuation approach to educating students by focusing on
those factors influencing SEI. For example, based on the findings of this study, creativity and
self-efficacy are drivers of SEI. Knowing this, educators and coaches can design their curricula
in such a way as to stimulate these aspects. By fostering creativity and self-efficacy, educators
can encourage students to think in terms of effectuation, focusing on the resources and means

at their disposal rather than on predetermined goals (Shi et al., 2020).

24



The findings of this study also indicated that SEI is influenced by their personal
attitudes, which are shaped by their personality traits and perception of the university
environment. Effectuation involves adapting to and co-creating with the environment rather
than trying to predict and control it (Sarasvathy, 2001). Educators can help students develop
this adaptability by creating learning experiences that mimic the unpredictability of real-world
entrepreneurship (Neck & Greene, 2011). Courses can include modules that teach students to
be comfortable with uncertainty and to view every outcome as a learning opportunity (Neck &
Greene, 2011).

5. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this SLR of review articles has shed light on the factors influencing SEI and
provided a broad overview of the most common theories used to investigate the antecedents of
SEl. The findings of this study have identified various factors that influence SEI and
highlighted the interrelated relationships between these factors. By synthesising the existing
knowledge, this SLR has not only filled gaps in the literature but has also identified trends and
provided recommendations for future research in this area. Overall, this SLR has provided
valuable insights into the factors influencing SEI and paved the way for future research. By
building upon the findings of this study, researchers can delve deeper into specific factors,
explore new dimensions, and contribute to the ongoing discourse on fostering entrepreneurial

intentions among students.
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Table 1: Search syntax and results

Database

Search Syntax

Web of Science

TS = ((“institut*” OR “higher education* institut*” OR “education* institut*” OR
“education™® organi?ation®” OR “college™”” OR “universit*” OR “high school*” OR
“secondary school*”) AND (“Entrepreneur®*” OR “Enterpris*””) AND (“Intent*” OR
“Propensity” OR “Desire” OR “Determination” OR “Ambition” OR “Aspiration”))

Scopus

TITLE-ABS-KEY ((“institut*” OR “higher education* institut*” OR “education*®
institut*” OR “education* organi?ation®™’ OR “college®” OR “universit*” OR “high
school*” OR “secondary school*”) AND (“Entrepreneur®*” OR “Enterpris*””) AND
(“Intent*” OR “Propensity” OR “Desire” OR “Determination” OR “Ambition” OR
“Aspiration”))
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Table 2: Article inclusion criteria

Inclusion Criteria

The review article focuses on factors influencing entrepreneurial intention (as the dependent variable)

The review article sample consists of articles focusing on (a) student sample(s)

The review article sample consists of articles focusing on tertiary (higher) or secondary education students
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Table 3: Overview of included review papers

Factors included
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tAl-Lawati et al. | Entrepreneurial culture in educational Cogent Business and 2003 - 94 X
(2022) institutions: a scoping review Management 2021
2Carpenter and A systematic review looking at the The International
Wilson (2022) effect of entrepreneurship education on | Journal of 2016 - 10 X X X X
higher education student Management 2019
Education
SKumar et al. Entrepreneurial intention among Malaysian Journal of
(2022) university students: does family Social Sciences and - 34 X
background matter? A narrative review | Humanities
4Maheshwari et | Factors affecting students’ Management Review
al. (2022) entrepreneurial intentions: a systematic | Quarterly 2005 -
review (2005 - 2022) for future 2022 sl X X X X X X X
direction in theory and practice
SMassouati and A review of the literature on factors European Scientific
Abdelbaki that may influence entrepreneurial Institute - 25 X X X X X
(2022) intention among university students
6Singh et al. Impact of entrepreneurship education International Journal
(2022) on entrepreneurial intention among of Business and - - X X
millennial generation in India: a review | General Management
"Tingting et al. A bibliometric analysis of college Frontiers in
(2022) students’ entrepreneurial intention from | Psychology 2000 -
2000 to 2020: research trends and 2020 454 X X X X X X X
hotspots
8Aziz et al. Role of educational institutions in Audit and
(2021) influencing entrepreneurial intentions: | Accounting Review - 15 X
a scoping review
*Gabbianelli et An overview of students’ Piccola Impresa 2006 -
al. (2021) entrepreneurial intention antecedents Small Business 2020 — 2 2 & & & &
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Factors included
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%Bazan et al. A systematic literature review of the Journal of Innovation
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environment and support system on the 2018 28 X X X X X
precursors of social entrepreneurial
intention of students
11Brune and Lutz | The effect of entrepreneurship Management Review 1997 -
(2020) education in schools on entrepreneurial | Quarterly 2017 21 X X
outcomes: a systematic review
2K etemaw Determinants of entrepreneurial International
(2020) intentions in university graduating Research Journal of 2013 - 16 X X X
students, Ethiopia Science and 2019
Technology
18Swarupa and Entrepreneurial intentions of students: International Journal 2014 -
Goyal (2020) review of academic literature of Scientific and 2019 100 X X X
Engineering Research
¥ Aamir et al. A review of entrepreneurship education | Education and 2011-
(2019) research in the special issues of Training 2018 59 X
Education plus Training journal
BAparicio etal. | Conceptual structure and perspectives European Research 1987-
(2019) on entrepreneurship education research: | on Management and 2017 325 X
a bibliometric review Business Economics
16Kaur and Influence of demographic factors on Think India Journal
Bhinder (2019) the entrepreneurial intentions: literature - 52 X X X X
review in context of university students
"Huang-Saad et | Entrepreneurship assessment in higher | Journal of
al. (2018) education: a research review for Engineering - 359 X
engineering education researchers Education
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Factors included
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Authors (Year) Title Journal inclusion | papers % ol IRl g - T | Dw Q v
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a |
8Nabi et al. The impact of entrepreneurship Academy of
(2017) education in higher education: a Management 2004 -
. . : 159 X X X
systematic review and research agenda | Learning and 2016
Education
B\Wu and Wu A decade of entrepreneurship education | Management 2007 -
(2017) in the Asia pacific for future directions | Decision 2016 75 X X X
in theory and practice
2Bae et al. The relationship between Entrepreneurship
(2014) entrepreneurship education and Theory and Practice
LR - 73 X X X
entrepreneurial intentions: a meta-
analytic review
ZSivarajah and Entrepreneurial intentions among European Journal of
Achchuthan undergraduates: review of literature Business and - - X X X
(2013) Management
22Nabi and Lifian | Graduate entrepreneurship in the Education and
(2011) developing world: intentions, education | Training - - X X X X
and development
23pijttaway and Entrepreneurship education - a International Small i i X X X X
Cope (2007) systematic review of the evidence Business Journal
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Table 4: Articles focusing on contextual factors

Authors (Year)

Contextual factors

Job satisfaction

Social status

Opportunities

Unemployment

!Maheshwari et al. (2022)

X

X

X

X

2Tingting et al. (2022)

X
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Table 5: Articles focusing on demographical factors

Demographical factors

>0 = @ T = 2
ES 2 < 53 | €% 5
Authors (Year) < 2 @ = S e c
L S O o S S
~ S S =
& S w =
o I
Carpenter and Wilson X
(2022)
2Kumar et al. (2022) X
3Maheshwari et al. (2022) X X X X X
4Massouati and Abdelbaki X
(2022)
5Tingting et al. (2022) X
Gabbianelli et al. (2021) X X X X
"Brune and Lutz (2020) X X
8Swarupa et al. (2020) X
®Kaur and Bhinder (2019) X X X X
1°Nabi et al. (2017) X X X
I\Wu and Wu (2017) X X
12Bae et al. (2014) X X
3pitteway and Cope
(2007) X X X X
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Table 6: Articles focusing on social factors

Social factors
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!Maheshwari et al. (2022) X X X

2Massouati and Abdelbaki

(2022) o a A

3Tingting et al. (2022) X X

“Gabbianelli et al. (2021) X

SBazan et al. (2020) X X

6Swarupa et al. (2020) X

"Kaur and Bhinder (2019) X

®Nabi et al. (2017) X X

Bae et al. (2014) X

41




Table 7: Articles focusing on environmental factors

Environmental factors

(2007)
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"Nabi and Lifian (2011) X
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Table 8: Articles focusing on educational factors

Authors (Year)

Educational factors

Entrepreneurial

courses

(curriculum)

activities

Extracurricular

University
supportive
environment

Tingting et al. (2022)

2Carpenter and Wilson
(2022)

X

3Maheshwari et al. (2022)

4Massouati and Abdelbaki
(2022)

5Singh et al. (2022)

SAl-Lawati et al. (2022)

"Aziz et al. (2021)

8Gabbianelli et al. (2021)

°Bazan et al. (2020)

9Brune and Lutz (2020)

1K etemaw (2020)

2Swarupa et al. (2020)

3Aamir et al. (2019)

“4Aparicio et al. (2019)

Huang-Saad et al. (2018)

6Nabi et al. (2017)

YWu and Wu (2017)

8Sjvarajah and
Achchuthan (2013)

°Bae et al. (2014)

®Nabi and Lifian (2011)

2pjttaway and Cope
(2007)
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Table 9: Articles focusing on cognitive factors

Authors (Year)

Cognitive factors

Personal attitude

Subjective norms

Perceived behavioural control

Perceived feasibility

Self-efficacy

Perceived desirability

Propensity to act

Expected value of starting a

business

Perceived support and barriers

Perceived social support

!Carpenter and Wilson
(2022)

2Maheshwari et al. (2022)

X

X

X

3Singh et al. (2022)

4Tingting et al. (2022)

SGabbianelli et al. (2021)

®Bazan et al. (2020)

XX | X[ X|X| X

"Ketemaw (2020)

8Kaur and Bhinder (2019)

*Wu and Wu (2017)

XXX [ X | X | X
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Sivarajah and
Achchuthan (2013)

INabi and Lifan (2011)

44




Table 10: Articles focusing on personality factors

Personality factors
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Figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram of the search process
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| Total articles selected for screening (n = 193)
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Articles accepted by title and abstract
screening (n = 36)

I

Articles excluded by title and

= abstract screening (n = 157)

Articles assessed for eligibility through
full text screening (n = 36)

Articles excluded by full text
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Articles included as systematic review
papers (n=23)

Source: Adapted from Moher et al. (2009)
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Figure 2: Relationships stemming from contextual factors
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Figure 3: Relationships stemming from demographical factors
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Figure 4: Relationships stemming from social factors
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Figure 5: Relationships stemming from environmental factors
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Figure 6: Relationships stemming from educational factors
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Figure 7: Relationships stemming from cognitive factors
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Figure 8: Relationships stemming from personality factors
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