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ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION AND VALUES:
RESULTS FROM A RUSSIAN POPULATION SURVEY

P. SCHMIDTa, A.N. TATARKOa

Introduction

In Eastern Europe an increase in
entrepreneurial activity has been a
major challenge after the intensive
transformation process from a commu-
nist system to a market society.

Entrepreneurial intentions best reflect
the commitment of individuals to start
a new business (Engle et al., 2010).

As entrepreneurial activities are
important determinants for long-term
economic growth (Hmieleski & Baron,
2009), understanding these determinants

Abstract
This article examines the relationship between value orientations and Entrepreneurial Intention
according to Reasoned Action Approach. The empirical base of this study relied on the results of
a representative survey conducted in 2 regions of Russia (the Central Federal District and the
North Caucasian Federal District). The total sample included 2,061 respondents. Interviews
were conducted with representative samples of 1,026 respondents from the Central Federal
District of Russia, including Moscow, and 1,035 respondents from the North Caucasian Federal
District of Russia. It A subsample (269 pers.) was selected from this sample. The subsample was
composed of the respondents intending to open a business in the next 2 years. The results of
research carried out in the framework of Reasoned Action Approach allowed us to confirm the
validity of the Theory of Planned Behaviour in the Russian sample. The questionnaire included
methods related to the assessment of values (PVQ-R), entrepreneurial intentions, and demo-
graphic variables. To establish convergent and divergent validity of all the constructs of the the-
ory of planned behaviour, attitudes toward the behaviour, social norms, perceived behavioural
control, and intention as well as an additionally introduced concept of implementation intention,
we tested our measurement model simultaneously for all measures. For this purpose we conduct-
ed a simultaneous confirmatory factor analysis using maximum likelihood estimation for estimat-
ing all parameters. It was also found that the value of Self-Direction (Action) is positively asso-
ciated with the components of the model of entrepreneurial planned behaviour (attitude, subjec-
tive norm, perceived behavioural control). Value of Security (Personal) is negatively associated
with an attitude toward the idea of opening a new business.

Keywords: theory of planned behaviour, values, entrepreneurial behaviour.

а National Research University Higher School of Economics, 20 Myasnitskaya Str., Moscow, 101000,
Russian Federation
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is central to an economy’s well-being
(Sternberg & Wennekers, 2005). In
recent years there have been several
studies using the reasoned action
approach (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010),
also often referred to as the theory of
planned behaviour (TOPB), as a theo-
retical framework to explain entrepre-
neurial intention and behaviour. The
empirical results corresponded to those
of the general meta-analyses sum-
marised in Fishbein and Ajzen (2010).
However, for closing the intention-
behaviour gap, Gollwitzer (1999) has
argued that it would be necessary to
introduce the concept of implementa-
tion intention. These implementation
intentions are usually formed after a
general intention has been formed and
would fully mediate the effect of inten-
tion on behaviour. In addition the roles
values play were discussed, and
whether values have either a direct or
indirect effect on intentions (Liñán,
2008).

In our paper we address these1.
issues by answering the following
research questions while using a sub-
sample of our large population sample:

Can we establish both convergent2.
and discriminant validity for the con-
cepts of attitude, norms, perceived
behavioural control, intention, and
implementation intention?

Are we able to confirm the postu-3.
lated model of the theory of planned
behaviour including implementation
intention with Russian population
data?

Which of the new values of the4.
enlarged concept of human values
developed by Schwartz et al. (2012)
have predictive and explanatory power
for the intention to start a new busi-
ness, and are their effects fully mediat-

ed by the constructs of the theory of
planned behaviour?

Theory

Intentions are indications of a per-
son’s readiness to perform a specific
behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen 2010,
p. 39). Starting a business represents a
clearly planned and intentional behav-
iour, and this has been discussed inten-
sively in entrepreneurial research
(Bird, 1988; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993;
Carsrud & Brannback, 2009; Liñán &
Chen, 2009). However, in the last years
Gollwitzer (Gollwitzer, 1999; Goll -
witzer & Brandstätter, 1997; Goll -
witzer & Sheeran, 2006) has argued
that the step from intention to behav-
iour has to be analyzed in more detail.
He proposed a new concept called
“implementation intention”. This type
of intention comes out of more concrete
steps people will undertake to reach a
certain goal. Such additional steps
seem to be effective because they allow
people to delegate control of their goal-
directed behaviours to the social con-
text (the stimulus situation). Examples
in the context of entrepreneurial
research are questions of whether peo-
ple have started to write a business plan
or attempted to borrow money from a
bank if necessary. 

Empirical studies have confirmed
the relevance of implementation inten-
tions as bridges between general inten-
tions and concrete behaviour (Goll -
witzer & Sheeran, 2006). How ever,
Ajzen et al. (2006) have challenged this
by arguing that it is the commitment,
and not the implementation intention,
that leads to a higher consistency
between intention and behaviour. We
tried to replicate this finding in a field
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study but could not establish sufficient
divergent validity of the concepts
intention, implementation intention,
and commitment (Zercher, 2010).
Therefore, this different evaluation of
the role of implementation intention is
still not settled.

According to the theory of planned
behaviour, attitudes toward the behav-
iour, social norms, and perceived
behavioural control are the only direct
and positive antecedents of inten -
tion.This has been confirmed by a series
of meta-analyses (Fishbein & Ajzen,
2010).

Given the overwhelmingly positive
empirical evidence we can now formu-
late explicitly the propositions derived
from the theory of planned behaviour
and combine them with the concept of
implementation intention:

H1: The higher the intention to
start a new business, the higher the
implementation intention to start the
new business.

H2: The more positive the attitude
toward starting a new business, the
higher the intention to start a new
business.

H3: The higher the perceived
behavioural control concerning the
start of a new business, the higher the
intention to start a new business.

H4: The stronger the social norms
for starting a new business, the higher
the intention to start a new business.

Hypotheses H2—H4 are derived
from the theory of planned behaviour,
and H1 is part of Gollwitzer’s (1999)
concept of implementation intention.

Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) argued
that a series of more distal background
factors (individual, social, and informa-
tional) influence attitudes, norms, and
perceived behavioural control. In the

context of our research and taking into
account the limited interview time, we
have selected those which were seen as
especially relevant and/or had some
supporting empirical evidence. Within
the group of individual determinants,
the concept of values has become espe-
cially important in recent years.
Because of its theoretical foundation
and its refined measurement instru-
ments, we have chosen to use Shalom
Schwartz’s (1992) value theory in the
present study.

Both on an empirical and theoreti-
cal level, a systematic comparison of
the most prominent value concepts of
Hofsteede, Inglehart, and Schwartz are
still missing. However, comparisons of
the value theory and measurements of
Inglehart and Schwartz show a higher
reliability and validity of the value
dimensions of Schwartz (Datler, Jago -
dzin ski, & Smidt, 2013).

The original theory specifies
10 basic values that are ordered in a cir-
cular motivational structure. Schwartz
(2012) has proposed a refinement of
the theory and the measurement of
these 10 basic human values to reduce
the problems of reliability and validity.
He suggested a substantial increase in
the number of values and proposed to
partition the continuum into 19 more
narrowly defined, conceptually precise
and discrete values instead of the origi-
nal 10. In pretest studies we translated
and validated the new instrument for
use in the present research. Schwartz
(1992) suggested that the value struc-
ture could be summarized by distin-
guishing four higher-order values that
form two dimensions: self-enhance-
ment vs. self-transcendence and open-
ness to change vs. conservation. The
values grouped within each of the four
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higher-order values often exhibit simi-
lar correlations with a large number of
different behaviours, attitudes, and
personality variables (Schwartz, 2006).
Furthermore, Schwartz (Schwartz et
al., 2012) postulates that the latent
variables for each of the 19 variables
should load on the appropriate higher-
order variable. Three of the original 10
values, ( hedonism, stimulation, and
achievement), were so narrowly
defined that they required no further
subdividing. The others were subdivid-
ed based both on conceptual considera-
tions and empirical evidence.

This expansion from 10 to 19 values
without doubt increases the complexi-
ty of the theory. Now the question of
how to derive propositions for explain-
ing attitudes, norms, perceived behav-
ioural control, intention, and behaviour
by values arises. In principle, one can
formulate propositions on the level of
the four underlying basic concepts, on
the level of the 10 values, or on the
level of the 19 values.

As starting a new business can be
regarded as a type of innovation, we use
the conceptual model of Fishbein and
Ajzen (2010, p. 22) to generate more
specific propositions relating specific
higher-order values and attitude, norms,
and perceived behavioural control
(Jaccard & Jacoby, 2010, pp. 137—176).
Openness to Change values like Self-
Direction and Stimulation especially
promote the motivation to act innova-
tively including starting one`s own
business. This should lead to a more
positive attitude toward starting a new
business and could also lead to higher
perceived norms because of the selec-
tion effects (homophily) within social
networks. However, we would expect
small effects on perceived behavioural

control due to cognitive dissonance
effects. Self-Direction (Action) might
lead to a downward bias in the percep-
tion of difficulties and barriers. Exp -
licitly one can formulate the following
hypotheses:

H5: The higher the Self-Direction
(Action) value, the more positive the at -
titude toward starting a new business is.

H6: The higher the Self-Direction
(Action) value, the more positive the
norms concerning the start of a new
business are.

H7: The higher the Self-Direction
(Action) value, the higher the per-
ceived behavioural control.

Security (Personal) value should
have the opposite effect. If, for people,
personal security is a very high value,
the risk of starting a new business will
be threatening and their attitude
toward starting their own business will
tend to be more negative. Similarly,
people with high Security (Personal)
value will tend to display lower per-
ceived behavioural control. The explic-
it propositions are elaborated in the fol-
lowing three hypotheses:

H8: The higher the Security (Per -
sonal) value, the more negative the at ti -
t ude toward starting a new business is.

H9: The higher the Security (Per -
sonal) value, the more negative the
norms concerning the start of a new
business are.

H10: The higher the Security (Per -
sonal) value, the lower the perceived
behavioural control.

To test the hypotheses we specified
a sequence of models described below.
We start with a test of the underlying
measurement model of the theory of
planned behaviour to establish its con-
vergent and divergent validity using a



244 P. Schmidt, A.N. Tatarko

subsample of our representative sam-
ple. Next, we proceed to test a structur-
al equation model to explain intention
and implementation intention to start a
new business in Russia. Finally, we
enlarge the model by testing whether
the effects of values and demographic
variables on intention are fully mediat-
ed by attitude, norms, and perceived
behavioural control.

Sample and Measurements

Sample

The total sample included 2,061
respondents. Interviews were conducted
with representative samples of 1,026
respondents from the Central Federal
District of Russia, including Moscow,
and 1,035 respondents from the North
Caucasian Federal District of Russia.
The questionnaire included methods
related to the assessment of values,
entrepreneurial intentions, and demo-
graphic variables. A more detailed
description of the methodology of the
study is presented below. In addition to
these methods, the questionnaire includ-
ed a filter question: “Are you thinking
about starting your own business within
the forthcoming two years?” The possi-

ble answers were: “Yes”, “Maybe/Not
sure” and “No”. Next, two subgroups of
respondents from the entire sample were
selected for further analysis. The first
group (n = 269) included the respon-
dents who answered either “Yes”, or
“Maybe/ Not sure” — they were labeled
the “intenders.” The number of people
who did not plan to start a new business
within the next two years was 1,792.
Further, a second group of 270 respon-
dents was selected from this part of the
representative sample, who matched the
intenders in their socio-demographic
characteristics (“non-intenders”).

The distribution of respondents
according to gender, age, and education
in both subsamples was equal: female —
42.4% (for “intenders”) and 44.4% (for
“non-intenders”); age (median) — 30
years old (for both groups). In both
groups most of the respondents had a
specialized secondary education or
higher education and were employed.
Therefore, there were practically no
differences between the two groups
with respect to gender, age, education,
and distribution of their current occu-
pations, which allowed testing of the
hypotheses by comparing the groups.

Table 1 presents the distribution of
the professional status of respondents’

Professional Status
Father % 
(for 269)

Father % 
(for 1,789)

Mother % 
(for 269)

Mother % 
(for 1,789)

Employee 68.4 65.1 62.5 53.7

Self-employed 10.5 5.5 4.8 4.1

Not working 5.1 6.9 26.7 26.1

Father/Mother deceased/absent
when the respondent was 14

16.0 22.5 6.0 6.1

Table 1
Distribution of professional status of respondents’ parents assessed retrospectively 

at age 14 years
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parents, assessed retrospectively at the
respondent’s age of 14 years. Par ti -
cipants were asked the following ques-
tion: When you were 14, did your
father (mother) work as an employee,
was he (she) self-employed, or was he
(she) not working at that time?

An interesting finding revealed in
Table 1, is that presently in Russia the
father’s self-employment status is twice
as high only for those who intend to
start a new business, whereas no differ-
ence is found for the mother’s self-
employment status.

Measures

Behavioural intention (� = .72) was
measured using a two-item question-
naire on a 7-point Likert scale, similar
to that used by Ajzen (2002). Example:
“How likely is it that you will start a
business within the next two years?”
with answers ranging from “very
unlikely” (�3) to “very likely” (3).

Behavioural attitude (� = .86) was
measured using two statements.
Example: “The idea of starting a busi-
ness within the next two years is for
me...” with answers ranging on a 7-point
Likert scale from “very inappropriate”
(�3) to “very appropriate” (3). 

Subjective norms (� = .60) were
measured using two items. Example:
“Most people who are important to me
think I should start my own business
within the next two years.” For both
statements answers ranged on a 7-point
Likert scale from “strongly disagree”
(�3) to “strongly agree” (3).

Perceived behavioural control (� = .93)
was measured using two items.
Example: “For me to start a business
within the next two years is...” with
answers ranging on a 7-point Likert

scale from “very difficult” (-3) to “very
easy (3).

Implementation intention (� = .73)
was measured using three items follow-
ing Gollwitzer’s (1999) approach. For
example: “Are you currently saving
money for your intention to start a
business?” with answers ranging on a
5-point Likert scale from “No, I am not”
(1) to “I have been actively doing
this/have already done this” (5).

Portrait Value Questionnaire Revised
(PVQ-R). The new version of the
Russian version of the Schwartz value
instrument included 57 value items,
representing each type of value
(Schwartz et al., 2012). In accordance
with the key, an average rating is calcu-
lated for the 19 values corresponding to
the 19 types of motivation (or individ-
ual-level values) delineated by Schwartz.

Initial results suggest that the
instrument functions well to measure
the 19 values, and this refers both to
convergent and divergent validity
(Schwartz et al., 2012). However, in
this study we used only the values that
are on two axes — Conservation (Secu -
rity (Personal) value) and Openness to
Change (Self-Direction (Action)
value) — because they are the most rel-
evant predictors for starting a new
business and for innovation in general
(see Dollinger, Burke, & Gump, 2007;
Lebedeva & Schmidt, 2012).

Results

Simultaneous Confirmatory Factor
Analyses: Model 1

To establish convergent and diver-
gent validity of all the constructs of the
theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen,
1991), attitude toward the behaviour,
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social norms, perceived behavioural
control, and intention as well as the
additionally introduced concept of
implementation intention (Gollwitzer,
1999), we tested our measurement
model simultaneously for all measures
(Brown, 2006). For this purpose we
conducted a simultaneous confirmato-
ry factor analysis using maximum like-
lihood estimation to estimate all
parameters using the computer pro-
gram AMOS version 21 (Arbuckle,
2012). We deleted one indicator of
intention because of significant error
correlations with some indicators of
attitude. The fit of the model was good
according to the recommended criteria
for goodness of fit (Brown, 2005; Hu
and Bentler, 1999): �2 = 121,001; df = 44;

�2/df = 2.75; CFI = .935; RMSEA =
= .08; CAIC default model consider-
ably lower than the CAIC of the satu-
rated model (Byrne, 2010, p. 82).

Figure 1 illustrates the measure-
ment model for the TOPB constructs
with the standardized coefficients.

All factor loadings are significant
and higher than .40. The standardised
loadings of the TOPB constructs are
much higher than 0.4, whereas the
lower loadings of the implementation
items may reflect their greater speci-
ficity because they refer to different
concrete actions taken and not to
intention in general. As one can see
from the path diagram, all items load
only on the factor (construct) they
were to supposed to and on no other

Figure 1
Model 1 — Simultaneous confirmatory factor analysis results for the TOPB constructs and

implementation intention
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construct. Therefore, convergent valid-
ity was established. Furthermore, no
construct had to be combined with
another one because of extremely high
correlations between them. As predict-
ed from theory, all correlations between
the factors intention, implementation
intention, attitude toward the behav-
iour, and perceived behavioural control
are positive. The most critical case is
the correlation between intention and
implementation intention, which is
rather high. However, even in this case
the model containing both factors was
better confirmed by the data than the
model postulating only one factor for
all intention and implementation items.
To check for method effects (Podsakoff
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003),
we compared a confirmatory model
with only one general factor with a
model which specified all the five sub-
stantive factors just discussed and a
model with the five substantive factors
plus a method factor. For the last model
we had to constrain the loadings of the
method factor to be equal, because oth-
erwise we could not reach a proper solu-
tion (see Brown, 2006). All global fit
measures did not indicate a significant-
ly better fit for the model with method
effects (AIC: 129.49 vs. 132.69; CFI:
.968 vs .965; RMSEA .061 vs. .064;
�2/df: 1.92 vs. 2.03). The first number
represents the result for the model
without method effects and the second
number the model with method effects.
As a consequence, we did not take into
account a method factor in the subse-
quent structural equation models.

Structural Equation Models

Model 2: Determinants of Intention
and Implementation Intention: What

role do attitudes, norms and PBC
play?

We have specified Model 2 in Figure 2
based on the theory of planned behav-
iour and its direct measures (Ajzen,
1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) supple-
mented by the concept of implementa-
tion intention (Gollwitzer, 1999).
Implementation intention is specified
in Model 2 as a dependent construct
which is only directly influenced by the
intention to start a new business. The
reasoning for this is that intention is a
more general tendency which influ-
ences a more concrete implementation
intention (Gollwitzer, 1999; Gollwitzer
& Sheeran, 2006). The intention itself
is determined by the three constructs:
attitude toward the behaviour, social
norms, and perceived behavioural con-
trol as postulated by the theory and
confirmed in all meta-analyses
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). We postulate
that there is a total mediation of the
effects of attitude, norms, and PBC on
implementation intention via intention
as argued above. The standardised
coefficients both for the structural
model and the measurement model can
be found in Figure 2.

For the estimation we used the max-
imum likelihood estimation procedure
available in the program AMOS ver-
sion 21.

The model of full mediation as spec-
ified here was not significantly worse
than a model with direct influences of
attitude, norms, and perceived behav-
ioural control on implementation inten-
tion. The measures of global fit are sat-
isfactory (CFI = 0.961, RMSEA = 0.06,
�2/df = 2,031, AIC default model = 133.61
vs. AIC saturated model =132). As one
can see in Figure 2, intention has a very



248 P. Schmidt, A.N. Tatarko

strong effect (.80) on implementation
intention and as demonstrated here and
in the confirmatory factor analysis
described above, divergent validity has
been established thus empirically cor-
roborating the assumption of two inde-
pendent constructs. As it has been shown
in meta-analyses (Fishbein & Aizen
2010), the predictors of attitude toward
the behaviour, norms, and PBC are also
in our model all positively and signifi-
cantly correlated. However, one can see
that attitude is more strongly correlated
with norms and PBC than norms are
with PBC. The effects of attitude and
PBC on intention are as expected:
strong, positive, and significant (.61;
.45). Also, in our model social norms has
a positive and significant effect (.59).

Model 3: A MIMIC Model for the
TOPB, Implementation Intention,
Values, and Demographics

In Model 3 we firstly tested whether
values have a significant effect on atti-
tudes, norms, and PBC and whether the
impact of values on intention and imple-
mentation intention is fully mediated by
attitude, norms, and PBC. Secondly, we
examined how the influence of demo-
graphic variables on intention operates.
As postulated by the TOPB (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 2010, pp. 225—235), we assume
full mediation which means that the
demographic variables influence inten-
tion and implementation intention only
via attitude, norms, and PBC and,
therefore, not directly.

Figure 2
Model 2 — Determinants of Intention and Implementation Intention 
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In addition, we postulated that self-
employment of father and mother should
also have an effect on values of self-deter-
mination and subjective security. The
acronym MIMIC stands for multiple
indicators multiple causes (Jöreskog &
Goldberger, 1975; Kline, 2011, pp. 322—
325).This type of SEM model is called a
MIMIC model because the model con-
tains both formative and reflective indi-
cators in addition to the latent variables
themselves. The demographic variables
are the formative observed variables,
which influence the latent constructs
represented by values and the constructs
of the TOPB including implementation
intention. In contrast to the formative
indicators the items to measure values
and the TOPB constructs are seen as
reflective indicators determined by their
respective constructs (Brown, 2006;
Bollen & Davis, 2009).

Model 3 in Figure 3 represents only
those paths that were at least signifi-
cant at the 5% level. In the sense of the
seminal paper by Jöreskog (1993), who
differentiates strictly between confir-
matory, alternative, and model generat-
ing models, our final model belongs to
the third category. The fit of this Model
3 seems to be sufficient: �2 = 206.913
with 137 degrees of freedom, �2/df =
1.510, CFI = .959, RMSEA = .044,
CAIC for our model (default model) =
556,433 compared to CAIC for the sat-
urated model = 1,252,995.

Firstly, the path diagram reveals
that the factor loadings of all con-
structs are sufficiently high to establish
convergent validity. In Figure 3, one
can see that the relation between inten-
tion and implementation intention did
not change (0.80) compared with the
coefficient in Model 2. As there is no

Figure 3
Model 3 — Standardized Coefficients for the Integrated Model of Demographic Variables,

Values, Theory of Planned Behaviour Constructs, and Implementation Intention
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other direct effect on implementation
intention, the explained variance of
implementation intention also did not
change (.64). The same is true for the
explained variance of intention (.73). 

Let us now refer to the relations
between values, attitude, norms, per-
ceived behavioural control, intention,
and implementation intention. As pre-
dicted, there is no direct relation
between the two values and intention
and implementation intention, which
confirms the fully mediated model spec-
ification outlined in Fishbein and Aizen
(2010). Self-Determination (Action)
seems to be the only significant value of
the higher-order factor Openness to
Change for the prediction of attitude
(.40), norms (.35), and PBC (.45). The
positive and significant effects corrobo-
rate the theoretical hypotheses for this
dimension of Openness to Change. The
only subdimension of Conservation
that has an impact seems to be Security
(Personal), which has, however, only a
negative effect on attitude. This means
the more people value Security (Per -
sonal) as a value, the more negative
their attitude toward starting their own
business is (�.24). The negative sign of
the coefficient also confirms the theo-
retically postulated hypothesis.

The explained variance of attitude is
.16, of norms .19, and of PBC .21 that
shows that important variables are still
missing in our model specification. The
explained variances of Self-Deter mi -
nation (Action) and Security (Per so -
nal) by demographics are even consid-
erably lower (.03 and .09).

Summary and Discussion 

Our findings are consistent with
some empirical results using the theory

of planned behaviour as a framework to
explain entrepreneurial behaviour. In
our study only attitude toward the
behaviour and perceived behavioural
control had a statistically significant
effect. Autio et al. (2001) found that
social norms had only a weak effect,
Liñán and Chen (2009) reported that
norms had only an indirect effect via
attitudes and perceived behavioural
control, and Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud
(2000) found no significant effect at all.
In contrast to this, Kolvereid (1996),
Tkachev and Kolvereid (1999), and
Zapkau et al. (2015) found that all
three determinants of intention had a
significant effect, as the theory pre-
dicts. Concerning such inconsistent
findings, Fishbein and Ajzen (2010)
argue that depending on situational
and contextual factors these coeffi-
cients can vary considerably and can
sometimes be nonsignificant. Liñán and
Chen (2009) have taken up this point
and argued that social norms may have
a stronger influence in collectivistic
cultures and a weaker one in individu-
alistic cultures. The breakdown of the
Soviet Union certainly led to a longer
period of anomia (i.e., normlessness),
and this could explain the finding that
norms had no significant effect in our
study. However, in the Caucasus region
the culture is much more collectivistic
than in central Russia around Moscow.
However, our sample size in the
restricted sample was very small, so we
could not use a multi-group MIMIC
Model to test this assumption.
However, in the big sample the Cau -
casus region had significant effects on
values and intention. Additionally we
could show that intention and imple-
mentation intention could be estab-
lished as separate constructs although
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they are closely related and that all
effects from attitude and perceived
behavioural control were fully mediat-
ed by intention. Concerning the values,
we could confirm the assumption of
Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) that values
are important but more distal predic-
tors. Their effect on intention and
implementation intention was, as pre-
dicted, fully mediated by attitude,
norms, and perceived behavioural con-
trol. In the descriptive analysis it was
found that all subdimensions of open-
ness were higher for those individuals
who intended to start a new business,
whereas for all those individuals who
had no intention to start a business, all
subdimensions of conservation were
higher. Regarding the subdimensions of
openness, we could demonstrate that
self-determination of actions seems to
be the only significant and positive
determinant.

As in the study of Zapkau et al.
(2015), we did not find any significant
connection between prior role model
exposure and the intention to start a
business. Neither self-employment of
fathers nor of mothers had an effect.
There was one exception; however, the
self-employment of mothers had even a
negative effect on perceived behaviour-
al control. One explanation for this
might be that respondents with self-
employed mothers get a more realistic
view on the problems of starting a new
business.

However, this explanation would
have to be tested in new studies. The
explanation provided by Zapkau et al.
(2015) for the insignificant findings
was twofold. Firstly, they argued that

samples of business owners were often
used instead of representative samples.
Secondly, prior research has mostly
neglected to take into account how a
positive or negative role model expo-
sure was actually perceived by the
respondents. Concerning the effect of
gender and its mediation by attitude,
norms, and perceived behavioural con-
trol, in a meta-analysis Haus et al.
(2013) could demonstrate that the
direct effect of gender is rather low.
This corresponds to our results.

One major limitation of intention-
based research is that the strength of
the relation between intention and
behaviour and its stability can be only
observed in longitudinal studies
(Davidsson & Honig, 2003).

However, numerous studies and
meta-analyses have shown the close
connection between intention and
behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).
Since our study was designed as a lon-
gitudinal study and had 2 assessible
steps, we had the opportunity at the
end of the year to test the predictive
validity of the research assets used by
measuring the actual behaviour of
those participants who had eariler
expressed the intent to start a new
business.
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Предпринимательское намерение и ценности личности: 
результаты опроса российского населения

П. Шмитa, А.Н. Татаркоa

a Национальный исследовательский университет «Высшая школа экономики», 101000, Россия,
Москва, ул. Мясницкая, д. 20

Резюме

В данной статье рассматривается взаимосвязь между ценностными ориентациями и
предпринимательским намерением с опорой на теорию разумного действия.
Эмпирической базой данного исследования явились результаты репрезентативного опро-
са, проведенного в двух регионах России (Центральный федеральный округ и Северо-
Кавказский федеральный округ). Общий объем выборки включал 2061 респондента,
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в Центральном федеральном округе опрошены 1026 респондентов и в Северо-Кавказс -
ком — 1035 респондентов. Затем из общей выборки было отобрано 269 респондентов, наме-
ревающихся открыть собственный бизнес в течение ближайших двух лет. Все дальнейшие
виды математико-статистического анализа проводились именно на этой подвыборке.
Результаты нашего исследования позволили подтвердить валидность теории разумного
действия на российской выборке и применительно к предпринимательскому поведению.
Анкета включала в себя методы, направленные: а) на оценку индивидуальных ценностных
ориентаций (PVQ-R Ш. Шварца); б) оценку предпринимательских намерений; в) оценку
социально-демографических характеристик респондентов. Для выявления конвергентной
и дивергентной валидности всех конструктов, влияющих на намерение, в соответствии с
теорией планируемого поведения (в основе которой лежит теория разумного действия),
мы, помимо основных составляющих намерения (аттитюд, социальные нормы, восприни-
маемый поведенческий контроль), дополнительно добавили в модель конструкт «реализа-
ция намерения». Связь всех вышеописанных конструктов была протестирована в модели
одновременно. С этой целью мы провели симультанный конфирматорный факторный ана-
лиз, используя метод максимального правдоподобия при оценке параметров. Далее мы
проверили гипотезы о связи ценностных ориентаций с компонентами планируемого пове-
дения (аттитюд, социальные нормы, воспринимаемый поведенческий контроль). Было
показано, что такая ценность, как «Самостоятельность действия», позитивно связана со
всеми компонентами планируемого предпринимательского поведения.  Ценность
«Безопасность личная» продемонстрировала отрицательную связь с отношением к идее
открытия нового бизнеса (предпринимательским аттитюдом).

Ключевые слова: теория планируемого поведения, ценности, предпринимательское
поведение, предпринимательское намерение. 
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