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ABSTRACT 
This research is to analyze factors affecting the entrepreneurial orientation focused on 
agricultural university students. The research location was the Faculty of Agriculture 
(University of Brawijaya) with a total sample of 340 students. The data analysis to answer the 
research problems was Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). SEM is a statistical method 
allowing testing a series of relatively complex relationships simultaneously. The relationship 
can be developed from one or several dependent variables with one or several independent 
variables. Both variables are in the form of factors (constructs consisted of several 
indicators). The results show that the perception of structural support has direct and indirect 
effects on the entrepreneurial orientation of individual students. Furthermore, the perception 
of educational support does not directly affect the students’ IEO. However, the perception of 
educational support would affect IEO when mediated by self-efficacy. 
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Over the course of time, entrepreneurship has become an essential need for most 
people, not only to fulfill their needs but also for the sustainability of their livelihoods 
(Audretch, 2007). Building awareness of the significance of entrepreneurship in community is 
crucial. It must be begun at an early age, so it needs to be designed in the education to 
foster entrepreneurial skills in young generation (World Economic Forum, 2009). 

Many researches have explained the importance of entrepreneurship education. One 
of them was Turker & Skluck (2009) who explained that education offered by educational 
institutions affected the students' choices in determining their career, especially in 
entrepreneurship. On the other hand, entrepreneurship education in university was seen as 
vital to enhance economic growth since it had a significant effect on the students' 
opportunities for entrepreneurship (Giacomin et al., 2011). The results of the research 
conducted by Turker & Selcuk (2009) found that students’ entrepreneurial orientation was 
affected by educational support and structural support. Nonetheless, some of the previous 
literature related to students’ propensity to entrepreneurship was mostly involving business 
university students. AS we know that university has many departments, one of which is the 
Department of Agriculture. In this department, entrepreneurship education is one of the 
important courses and prioritized for the development of students’ abilities. Moreover, 
Agriculture is a department with various products and services that are potential for business. 
Therefore, the research on the factors affecting the entrepreneurial orientation focused on 
agricultural students need to be conducted. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

As explained earlier, where Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) can be applied to 
individuals so that the entrepreneurial orientation application is the same as its application in 
the company (Robinson & Stubberrud, 2014). Several studies have explained that EO has 
three dimensions including; innovative, proactive, and risk taking. 

Self-Efficacy describes the nature of one's abilities. Mcgee & Peterson (2017) define 
self-efficacy as a strong personal belief in individual's ability to begin a task and bring it to 
success. Some researchers have explained that self-efficacy is an important component to 
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predict initial intention in business and personal success (Krueger et al., 2000). Therefore, 
Kropp et al. (2008) use self-efficacy as a factor to measure EO in companies. On the other 
hand, Drnovsek, Wincent & Cardon, (2010) found that self-efficacy is a positive attribute in 
the business world. So, it can be concluded that self-efficacy has a positive effect on the 
entrepreneurial orientation. 

EO is a learning process to obtain entrepreneurial information that provides insight, 
enhances awareness and strong entrepreneurial mentality. Various literatures have 
explained that entrepreneurship can be taught and learned (Yusoff, Ahmad & Halim, 2016). 
Entrepreneurial education seems to increase individual ability in entrepreneurship (Matlay, 
2008). On the other hand, researchers have found that entrepreneurial education in 
university has a positive effect on the students’ entrepreneurial orientation (Gelard, 2011). In 
addition, Gorman et al., (1997) explain that educational program also has a positive effect on 
the individual entrepreneurial characteristics. Therefore, it can be conclude that education 
and training programs have a strong relationship with entrepreneurship. 

In addition to gaining knowledge about entrepreneurship, education also help 
individuals to improve self-efficacy to achieve success in business (Gelaidan & Abdullateef, 
2017). Therefore, knowledge about entrepreneurship can encourage individuals to adopt 
entrepreneurship. 

One of the factors affecting individual EO is the environment. Several studies explained 
that there was a positive relationship between EO and environment including family, friend, 
and community (Holienka, Myra & Marcin, 2013). For example; someone whose parent is an 
entrepreneur will have a higher EO. Hence, it can be concluded that relational support has a 
positive effect on EO. On the other hand, relational support also has a relationship with self-
efficacy. The supportive environment encourages a person to be more confident and 
enthusiastic in entrepreneurship (Ismail et al., 2009). 

Structural support is one of the contributing factors in EO where the context of 
entrepreneurship is currently formed by economic and political tools set by individuals in the 
public, private, and government sectors. Thus, the system can provide a threat to 
businessmen, such as the rules that can limit businessmen to innovate for business 
development. Nevertheless, if the regulation supports the business development, 
businessmen are more likely to develop their business (Gelard & Saleh, 2011). 
 

METHODS OF RESEARCH 

 
The respondents in this research were students of the Faculty of Agriculture, Brawijaya 

University, from the classes of 2016 to 2018 with consideration of accessibility where those 
students were still taking courses so it was easy to meet them. Simple random sampling 
method was used for determining the respondents in this research. The number of samples 
was determined through sample size simple random sampling method. From 2797 students, 
the sample size obtained through simple sample size sampling method was 419 students. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1 – Research Framework 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 
To measure the level of students’ entrepreneurial orientation and its affecting factors, 

this research adopted the questions used by (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). . Each question was 
measured using Likert scale where the value of 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for 
neutral, 4 for agree and 5 for strongly agree. Table 2 consists of questions to measure the 
students’ entrepreneurial orientation and it’s affecting factors. 
 

Table 2 – Descriptive Statistics 
 

Variable Mean Std. Dev. 

1. Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation 
  

a. Proactive 
  

When dealing with other people, I usually respond to the actions taken by others. 2.86396 0.92964 
When dealing with other people, I usually initiate actions that other people respond 
to. 

3.52506 0.83076 

In a group, I usually start to use new products/services. 3.07399 0.84817 
In confrontational situation, I usually adopt direct and competitive attitude. 3.74702 0.84319 
b. Risk taking 

  
In general, I tend to do business with high risk. 3.38664 0.86584 
I believe that courage is a necessary. 3.56325 0.90595 
When faced with a decision-making situation involving uncertainty, I usually adopt 
bold and aggressive attitude to maximize potential opportunities. 

4.19093 0.72006 

2. Self-Efficacy 
  

Starting a business is easy for me. 2.86396 0.89556 
I know how to develop an entrepreneurial project. 3.1957 0.86111 
If I try to start a business, I will have a high probability of success. 3.57041 0.82814 
3. Perception of Educational Support 

  
Education in my university encourages me to develop creative ideas to become an 
entrepreneur. 

4.0716 0.80941 

My university provides necessary knowledge about entrepreneurship. 4.05728 0.80463 
My university develops my entrepreneurial skills and abilities. 3.83294 0.86989 
4. Perception of Relational Support 

  
If I decide to be an entrepreneur, my family will support me. 4.4105 0.76932 
If I decide to be an entrepreneur, my friends will support me. 4.3389 0.71531 
5. Perception of Structural Support 

  
In Indonesia, entrepreneurs are driven by structural system including private, public, 
and non-government organizations. 

3.97136 0.78511 

Economy in Indonesia provides many opportunities for entrepreneurs. 3.95704 0.82894 
Indonesian laws (rules and regulations) are not suitable for doing business. 3.04535 0.86691 

 
Table 3 – Validity Test and Reliability Test 

 

Item Obs Sign Item-Test Correlation Item-Test Correlation Average Interitem Covariance Alpha 

p1 419 + 0.3456 0.2339 0.1631726 0.8415 
p2 419 + 0.5056 0.4193 0.1562617 0.8311 
p3 419 + 0.3782 0.2789 0.162136 0.8382 
p4 419 + 0.6528 0.5833 0.1489778 0.8227 
r1 419 + 0.6202 0.5440 0.1500253 0.8246 
r2 419 + 0.5436 0.4533 0.1530882 0.8294 
r3 419 + 0.4540 0.3757 0.1603062 0.8332 
s1 419 + 0.5175 0.4252 0.1546072 0.8309 
s2 419 + 0.5778 0.4964 0.1522163 0.8272 
s3 419 + 0.5992 0.5239 0.1518817 0.8259 

pp1 419 + 0.6409 0.5729 0.1503715 0.8236 
pp2 419 + 0.6028 0.5303 0.1522387 0.8257 
pp3 419 + 0.5768 0.4944 0.1520894 0.8272 
pr1 419 + 0.4461 0.3614 0.1599185 0.8338 
pr2 419 + 0.5264 0.4548 0.1574267 0.8298 
ps1 419 + 0.4963 0.4142 0.1574502 0.8314 
ps2 419 + 0.5172 0.4323 0.1557429 0.8305 
ps3 419 + 0.3306 0.2259 0.1643204 0.8410 

Test Scale 0.1556795 0.8384 

Reliability Statistic (Cronbach’s Alpha) = 0.838   
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The validity test in this research uses 95% confidence level with a level of 0.05 in table 
R with a value of 0.098 with a total of 419 respondents. The Validity Test Results in the table 
below state that each component of the question had a validity value of > 0.098. It shows that 
the items to obtain the research data are valid. Furthermore, the Reliability Test Result 
(Cronbach’s Alpha) is 0.838 > from the r table. Hence, it can be concluded that the 
questionnaire used in this research is reliable. 

Goodness of fit (GOF) testing is needed for the goodness of the model in the research. 
Some statistical tests were carried out to determine the goodness of the model in this 
research. As shown in table 4, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value 
is 0.060 ≤ 0.06 (Hu and Bentler 1999) meaning that the RMSEA statistical test results show 
good fit. The comparative Fit Index (CFI) Test obtains a value of 0.909 > 0.90 (Huber & Crop, 
2014). From the results of the CFI test, the model in this research is a good fit. Furthermore, 
TLI test obtains values of 0.889 < 0.889 and > 0.80 (Huber & Crop, 2014). Tucker-Lewis 
Index (TLI) statistical test results show that the model used in this research is Adequate fit. 
Finally, the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) test results obtain a value of 
0.06 < 0.08 (Huber & Crop, 2014). These results indicate that the model used in this 
research is a Good Fit. From those statistical tests to determine the GOF of a model, it can 
be concluded that the model used in this research is GOF. 
 

Table 4 – Goodness of Fit 
 

Indicator Result Criteria Description 

RMSEA 0.06 ≤0.06 good fit 
CFI 0.909 >0.90 good fit 
TLI 0.889 >0.95 Adequate fit 

SRMR 0.06 <0.08 good fit 

 
Table 5 is the result of structural equation model (SEM) analysis to analyze the factors 

affecting the entrepreneurial orientation of the students of the Faculty of Agriculture, 
University of Brawijaya. The correlation between self-efficacy and entrepreneurial orientation 
has a coefficient of 0.250193 with a significance of 0.000. This shows that self-efficacy has a 
positive and significant effect on the students’ entrepreneurial orientation. The correlation 
between perception of educational support and entrepreneurial orientation obtains a 
coefficient value of 0.014827 with a significance level of 0.741. It shows that perception of 
educational support has no significant effect on the entrepreneurial orientation. The 
perception of structural support obtains a coefficient value of 0.183487 with a significance 
level of 0.031. It shows that the perception of structural support has a positive and significant 
effect on the entrepreneurial orientation. The correlation between perception of relational 
support and entrepreneurial orientation obtains a coefficient value of 0.038887 with a 
significance level of 0.398. It shows that the perception of relational support has no 
significant effect on the entrepreneurial orientation. 
 

Table 5 – Structural Equation Model 
 

Structural Coef Std. Err z Probability 

Entrepreneurial Orientation 
    

Self-Efficacy 0.250193 0.054188 4.62 0.000*** 
Educational Perception 0.014827 0.044869 0.33 0.741 
Structural Perception 0.183487 0.085051 2.16 0.031** 
Relational Perception 0.038887 0.046052 0.84 0.398 
Self-Efficacy 

    
Educational Perception 0.29801 0.085827 3.47 0.001*** 
Structural Perception 0.301415 0.154084 1.96 0.050** 
Relational Perception 0.022129 0.08803 0.25 0.802 

 
Furthermore, the correlation between perception of educational support and 

entrepreneurial orientation has a coefficient value of 0.29801 with a significance level of 
0.001. This shows that the perception of educational support has a positive and significant 
effect on the self-efficacy. The perception of structural support also has a positive and 
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significant effect on the self-efficacy with a coefficient value of 0.301415 and significance 
level of 0.050. However, the perception of relational support does not significantly affect the 
self-efficacy where the coefficient value is 0.022129 and the significance level is 0.802. 
 

 
 

Figure 2 – Structural Equation Model 

 

 
 

Figure 3 – Structural Equation Model using Stata 

 
Self-efficacy has a positive and significant effect on the entrepreneurial orientation. 

This finding is in line with research done by Mueller & Dato (2013). McGee et al. (2009) 
explained that self-efficacy was one of the factors of successful entrepreneurship. Moreover, 
Bandura (1986) said that self-efficacy was believe in abilities. Forbes (2005) argued that 
when someone believed in his/her ability to do business, his/her tendency to do 
entrepreneurship would be higher. In contrast, when someone had low confidence in his/her 
ability to do entrepreneurship, his/her tendency towards entrepreneurship would be lower. 
Previous research (Luthje and Franke 2003; Pittaway et al. 2010) found that self-efficacy 
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could determine individual tendency to start a new business since it depicted the belief in 
their business. 

The perception of educational support directly does not significantly affect the 
entrepreneurial orientation. However, when mediated by self-efficacy, the perception of 
educational support has a positive and significant effect on the entrepreneurial orientation. It 
shows that building entrepreneurial orientation in education must be accompanied by self -
efficacy. Accordingly, the students would not only obtain knowledge but also awaken their 
confidence to carry out entrepreneurship (Bandura, 1997). 

The perception of structural support directly has an effect on the entrepreneurial 
orientation and also has a significant effect when mediated by self-efficacy. This finding is in 
line with the research conducted by Dada and Watson (2013). They argued that structural 
support was a success factor in business success. Mutlutürk and Mardikyan (2018) argued 
that the regulations made by the agency or the government would determine the facilities for 
individuals to obtain capital, raw materials, and markets. As a consequence, when it is 
accessible, the tendency of someone to do business would increase. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

This research provides an overview of the factors affecting university students’ 
individual entrepreneurship orientation (IEO). The results reveal that the perception of 
structural support has a direct or indirect effect on the students’ individual entrepreneurial 
orientation. Moreover, the perception of educational support does not directly affect the 
students’ IEO. However, the perception of educational support will affect IEO when mediated 
by self-efficacy. This finding proves how entrepreneurship education implemented by 
universities does not have a direct effect on the students' tendencies towards 
entrepreneurship. It shows that individuals propensity to entrepreneurship required self-
confidence in abilities. It is important for the family, friends, and people around to give 
support to boost their confidence. 
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