


Assessing Predictors of Entrepreneurial Intentions Among STEM Students of Punjab, India
ABSTRACT:  
Research on college students’ entrepreneurial intentions remains fragmented, with limited integrated analysis of influencing mechanisms. This study examines social, psychological, entrepreneurial, and financial factors shaping entrepreneurial intention among STEM students, drawing on emotional theory, the Theory of Planned Behaviour, and cognitive entrepreneurship theory. Survey data were collected from STEM students in major cities of Punjab India, yielding 345 valid responses. Using variance-based Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), the results show that economic and psychological motives and the need for achievement significantly mediate entrepreneurial intention, while entrepreneurial and psychological motives have moderate effects and social motives show mixed influences. These findings highlight key drivers of entrepreneurial intention and support the need for policies and educational strategies that promote entrepreneurship among STEM students in developing countries.
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INTRODUCTION:
Over the past decade, growing efforts have been made to promote student entrepreneurship as an alternative to traditional wage employment. This trend is driven by several factors, including heightened expectations for academically trained entrepreneurs, the recognized importance of entrepreneurial training for startup success (Kennedy & Drennan, 2001), declining job security in large organizations due to global competition (Kolvereid, 1996; Franke, 2004), and rising graduate unemployment. Prior research consistently identifies entrepreneurial intention as the strongest predictor of entrepreneurial behaviour (Katz & Gartner, 1988; Reynolds, 1995; Krueger et al., 2000), making it essential to understand the factors that motivate individuals to start new ventures.
This study examines the antecedents of entrepreneurial intention among STEM students, who are particularly well positioned to translate innovative, technology-driven ideas into marketable solutions. By focusing on this group, the research aims to foster entrepreneurial mindsets and support economic development in emerging economies such as India.
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY:
Growing initiatives to promote student entrepreneurship reflect declining opportunities in traditional wage employment, rising graduate unemployment, and the recognized importance of education and training for startup success (Kennedy & Drennan, 2001; Kolvereid, 1996; Franke, 2004). As entrepreneurial intention is widely regarded as the strongest predictor of entrepreneurial behavior (Katz & Gartner, 1988; Reynolds, 1995; Krueger et al., 2000), understanding its key drivers is essential.
This study examines the antecedents of entrepreneurial intention among STEM students, who possess strong technological capabilities and innovative potential. By focusing on this group, the research contributes valuable insights for strengthening entrepreneurship education, fostering entrepreneurial mindsets, and supporting innovation-led economic development in developing countries such as India.
PROBLEM STATEMENT: 
In today’s era of fast technological advancement, generating sustainable employment continues to be a significant challenge, especially in developing economies grappling with population growth and increasing unemployment rates. Although holding a STEM degree does not automatically ensure career success, the substantial overlap between STEM skills and entrepreneurial competencies underscores the need to explore the influences that motivate STEM students to engage in entrepreneurial ventures.
STEM education provides a strong foundation for entrepreneurship through technical expertise, analytical thinking, and problem-solving skills. However, although STEM curricula emphasize scientific reasoning and innovation, they often lack explicit training in entrepreneurial skills such as leadership, decision-making, and venture creation. Addressing this gap can help translate students’ innovative potential into economic value.
Despite having a large pool of technical talent, India shows low participation in technology-based entrepreneurship, with only a small share of early-stage ventures in high-tech sectors. A clearer understanding of entrepreneurial intention can help convert the challenge of graduate unemployment into an opportunity for innovation and job creation. Given the strong economic impact of high-tech startups each generating multiple additional jobs promoting entrepreneurship among STEM students is critical for sustainable economic growth.
LITERATURE REVIEW: 
Recent studies highlight that effective STEM education extends beyond cognitive skills to include psychosocial, entrepreneurial, and pedagogical dimensions. Sánchez-Teba et al. (2025), drawing on the Theory of Planned Behaviour, identify attitude toward behaviour as a significant predictor of entrepreneurial intentions among female STEM students. Complementing this, Brahmi et al. (2025) show that psychosocial factors—particularly cognitive empathy—are positively associated with early STEM academic achievement. At the curricular level, Yu et al. (2025) emphasize that integrating entrepreneurial education into STEM enhances critical thinking, creativity, and problem-solving skills. Additionally, Bakthavatchaalam and Shivasankar (2024) demonstrate that gamification can boost motivation and engagement in STEM learning, though strategic implementation is required. Finally, Megawati et al. (2025) conclude that STEM education aligned with the Education 5.0 framework significantly strengthens 21st-century skills, provided adequate teacher training and resources are available.
Empirical evidence suggests that entrepreneurial intention results from a combination of personality traits, cognitive styles, risk preferences, autonomy, self-fulfilment, external environmental conditions, and entrepreneurship education (Zhao et al., 2010; Fayolle et al., 2014; Mahendra et al., 2017). Entrepreneurial orientation is commonly measured through innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking, as successful entrepreneurs often demonstrate strong achievement motivation, an internal locus of control, high self-efficacy, and substantial innovative capacity (Koe, 2016; Abdul-Mohsin et al., 2012).
However, empirical findings on the attitude–intention relationship remain mixed due to methodological differences. While some studies highlight the importance of autonomy and risk tolerance (Douglas, 1999), others report weaker or inconsistent effects of risk attitudes (Wang & Wong, 2004). Overall, the highlights the multifaceted nature of entrepreneurial intention and the necessity for integrative models that incorporate individual, cognitive, and contextual influences.
THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTION:
This study is grounded in Ajzen’s (1980) widely accepted Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), which provides a comprehensive framework for examining individual entrepreneurial motivation (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, 1987, 1991). Intentionality, defined by Bird (1988) as “a mental state in which one’s attention, experience, and action are focused on a single goal or course of action,” functions as a key predictor of planned entrepreneurial behaviour (Krueger, 1993) and conceptualizes entrepreneurial action as intentional behaviour (Bird, 1988; Shapero, 1982). Shapero (1982) further argues that individuals’ perceptions of desirability and feasibility strongly shape their decision to pursue entrepreneurship. Building on the works of Shapero and Ajzen, scholars have developed process-based conceptual frameworks to study entrepreneurial intention (Krueger, 1993; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993).
Although personality traits have traditionally been associated with entrepreneurial intention and success (Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986), attitudes are increasingly viewed as a more proximal and malleable determinant of entrepreneurial intention (Douglas, 1999; Robinson, 1991). According to the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), attitudes influence behaviour indirectly through intention, which is shaped by attitudes toward behavioural outcomes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control, often operationalized as self-efficacy. Empirical evidence from Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggests that these attitudinal constructs explain a significant proportion of variance in intentions. Attitudes are conceptualized as learned predispositions to evaluate an object or behaviour favourably or unfavourably.
Unlike personality traits, which are relatively stable yet can change over time and across contexts due to environmental interactions (Robinson et al., 1991), attitudes are more malleable and can be shaped through education and practice. Robinson (1991) emphasized the distinction between general attitudes, reflecting broad psychological dispositions, and domain-specific attitudes, which specifically pertain to entrepreneurship. This distinction underlines the potential for educators and practitioners to cultivate entrepreneurial mindsets effectively.

[image: ]
Figure 1: STRUCTURAL MODEL


Based on theoretical underpinnings and a comprehensive review of the relevant literature, we propose the aforementioned measurement model. The hypotheses derived from this model are as follows:
Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Intention
Independent Variable : Self Efficacy, Locus of control, Self-fulfillment, Need for achievement
H1: Self-efficacy positively and significantly influences the entrepreneurial intention of STEM students.
H2: Locus of control has a significant effect on the entrepreneurial intentions of STEM students.
H3: Self-fulfilment positively affects the entrepreneurial intentions of STEM students.
H4: The need for achievement significantly contributes to the entrepreneurial intentions of STEM students.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Pilot testing and sample design:
To test the study’s hypotheses, a structured questionnaire was developed. The model’s variables were adapted from prior research to align with standards for measuring entrepreneurial intention. A pilot study with 60 participants ensured that questions were clear and comprehensible, addressing potential content and face validity issues; responses from the pilot were excluded from the final analysis. All four pre-identified constructs demonstrated strong internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha values exceeding 0.70 (Chou & Bentler, 1995).
The final survey was conducted in six major cities of Punjab Khanna, Ludhiana, Amritsar, Jalandhar, Phagwara, and Kapurthala during the first quarter of 2025. Each questionnaire required approximately 20 minutes to complete. Out of 400 distributed surveys targeting students inclined toward entrepreneurship, 345 valid responses were retained for analysis, providing a sufficient sample size for variance-based Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) (Myers, Ahn, & Jin, 2011). Data were collected through personal interviews conducted on campus, with respondents briefed on the study’s purpose and instructed that there were no right or wrong answers.
[bookmark: _Hlk221294505]This study adopted a quantitative, cross-sectional research design to examine the influence of psychological traits on entrepreneurial intention. Data were collected through a structured self-administered questionnaire from first- and second-year undergraduate students enrolled in Science, Engineering, and Management colleges. A total of 345 valid responses were analysed (37% female, 63% male). Entrepreneurial Intention was modelled as the endogenous variable, while Self-Efficacy, Locus of Control, Self-Fulfilment, and Need for Achievement were treated as exogenous variables. All constructs were measured using pre-validated scales adapted from prior studies and assessed on a seven-point Likert scale.
To address common method bias, procedural remedies were applied and supported by Harman’s single-factor test and variance inflation factor analysis, which indicated no serious bias. Given deviations from normality, Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was employed using Smart PLS software. The measurement model demonstrated satisfactory reliability and convergent and discriminant validity
Result:
Demographic characteristics and measures:
The respondents were all students from Science, Engineering, and Management colleges, enrolled in the first or second year of their undergraduate programs. Of the 345 participants, 37% (128) were female and 63% (217) were male.
The structural model in this study comprises five factors. Entrepreneurial intention served as the endogenous variable, while self-efficacy (3 items), locus of control (5 items), self-fulfilment (5 items), and need for achievement (3 items) were treated as exogenous variables. Responses were measured using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 represented “strongly disagree” and 7 represented “strongly agree,” with intermediate values indicating varying degrees of agreement or disagreement.
Common method variance and nonresponse bias
Common method bias (CMB) is a critical concern in behavioural cross-sectional research (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To minimize potential CMB, this study employed both procedural and statistical remedies, as all endogenous and exogenous variables were measured using pre-validated scales from prior research (Hew & Kadir, 2016). Participants were informed that there were no right or wrong answers and assured of the confidentiality of their responses (Leong et al., 2019). Furthermore, multiple scales were used to assess the study constructs, all employing a seven-point Likert format (Wang et al., 2015; Hew et al., 2016).
Harman’s single-factor test indicated that a single component explained 35.53% of the variance, below the 50% threshold, suggesting that CMB is not a major concern (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To further ensure robustness, the study employed additional techniques, including variance inflation factor (VIF) analysis through full collinearity tests (Kock & Lynn, 2012). All VIF values for constructs and individual items were below 3.3 and well under O’Brien’s (2007) threshold of 5, confirming the absence of significant multicollinearity or method bias. Overall, these checks indicate that the dataset is free from the threat of common method bias.
Multivariate assumptions
Assumptions were checked before the advent of multivariate analysis. Shapiro test, Wilk's K-S test, and QQ plots were utilized to check for data normality. If you need to determine if your data have a normal distribution and your sample size is smaller than 2000, the Shapiro-test Wilk's is reliable. The p-values for all variables appear to be less than 0.05, according to the test. Each statement's VIF falls well below the recommended criterion of 5.0, ranging from 2.67 to 4.22. The VIF or tolerance tests did not detect a lack of multi-collinearity. A scatter plot of the entrepreneur intention regression projected value vs. the standardized residual was used to assess for homoscedasticity. Not all multivariate assumptions are satisfied. PLS was employed because it resists non-normal distributions and has a statistically higher predictive ability.
Measurement Model
The measurement model was examined using PLS 3. Employing variance-based structural equation modelling (SEM) is considered the most robust approach for testing a novel, unvalidated model (Hair et al., 2017).
The authors of this study (Hair et al. 2021) emphasized the importance of considering the whole picture and evaluating the internal and external factors of the model. Assessment of data reliability using the alpha and rho statistics. All latent construct values are more than 0.70, indicating high data credibility levels.
When compared to the requirements for convergent validity as described, factor loadings >0.70, average variance extracted >0.50, and composite reliability >0.70 all fit well (Hair et al., 2017).
In addition, CR > AVE guarantees convergent validity for internal models for all previously discovered constructs (Hair et al., 2016). Identifying the dissimilarities between latent constructs as a whole. Discriminant validity was used in this investigation. The HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait) procedure was conducted on a non-native speaker and a person with no skills. The intra-construct calculation is greater than the square root of AVE (Lowry and Gaskin 2014). No HTMT values surpass the 0.85 threshold, and none are below it, either (Hamid, Sami, and Sidek 2017). Research establishes discriminant validity when the analysis, mentioned above it was taken into account.
Testing of the hypothesis of the structural model:
The structural model was evaluated using Smart PLS 4 with 5,000 bootstrapping samples, revealing no significant model changes (Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015). Results indicate that self-efficacy (B = 0.126, t = 5.18, p < 0.001), locus of control (B = 0.193, t = 5.86, p < 0.001), self-fulfilment (B = 0.164, t = 4.32, p < 0.001), and need for achievement (B = 0.432, t = 10.03, p < 0.001) all positively influence entrepreneurial intention, supporting hypotheses H1–H4 and aligning with prior literature.
The findings further highlight the predictive strength of the exogenous factors: need for achievement exhibits the strongest predictive power on entrepreneurial intention, while self-efficacy, locus of control, and self-fulfilment show moderate predictive effects. Overall, the four exogenous variables collectively explain 66.7% of the variance in entrepreneurial intention, emphasizing their substantive impact (Cohen, 1992).
Model fit indices confirm the robustness and suitability of the structural model: SRMR = 0.0342, dULS = 0.3860, and dG = 0.3120, with both 95% and 99% quartiles exceeding these values. These results demonstrate the model’s strong goodness-of-fit and suggest its potential for replication and generalization in future research.
Table 1: Reliability and Constructs of Measurement Model


	Factor
	Cronbach's Alpha
	CR
	Interpretation

	SEF (Self-Efficacy)
	0.9029
	0.9387
	Excellent reliability

	LOC (Locus of Control)
	0.9384
	0.9529
	Excellent reliability

	SFT (Self-Fulfillment)
	0.956
	0.9660
	Excellent reliability

	NFA (Need for Achievement)
	0.9115
	0.9443
	Excellent reliability

	ENI (Entrepreneurial Intention)
	0.9226
	0.9509
	Excellent reliability




· Cronbach’s Alpha (α): Measures internal consistency (≥0.70 is acceptable, ≥0.90 is excellent).
· Composite Reliability (CR): Similar to Cronbach’s Alpha, but considered more accurate for SEM (≥0.70 is good, ≥0.90 is excellent).

All constructs exhibit excellent internal consistency and composite reliability.
[bookmark: _Hlk219722949]Convergent Validity
· Average Variance Extracted (AVE): Indicates how much variance is captured by the construct vs. error (≥0.50 is acceptable, ≥0.80 is excellent).
· Factor Loadings (FL): Should be ≥0.70. Higher values indicate stronger item-construct relationships.
Table 2: Convergent Validity and Constructs of Measurement Model
	Factor
	AVE
	Interpretation

	SEF
	0.8363
	Excellent convergent validity

	LOC
	0.8020
	Excellent convergent validity

	SFT
	0.8505
	Excellent convergent validity

	NFA
	0.8498
	Excellent convergent validity

	ENI
	0.8659
	Excellent convergent validity


 
All constructs have AVE > 0.80, indicating strong convergent validity.
Indicator Reliability (Factor Loadings)
· All factor loadings (FL) for the items are above 0.88, with many above 0.90.
· This confirms that each item strongly contributes to measuring its respective construct.
Interpretation:
The overall evaluation of the measurement model indicates excellent psychometric properties, confirming its robustness and suitability for subsequent structural analysis. All constructs exhibit strong internal consistency, with Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability (CR) values exceeding 0.90, reflecting a high degree of reliability. Convergent validity is well-supported, as evidenced by Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values above the recommended threshold of 0.80. Indicator reliability is also strong, with all factor loadings (FL) exceeding 0.88, demonstrating that each item meaningfully contributes to its respective construct.
In summary, the constructs Self-Efficacy, Locus of Control, Self-Fulfilment, Need for Achievement, and Entrepreneurial Intention are measured with high reliability and validity. This provides a solid foundation for proceeding with the structural model assessment, including path analysis and hypothesis testing.
Figure 2: Entrepreneurial Intention Model
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Table 3: Result of Hypotheses 
	Path Effect
	Beta
	M
	t-value
	p-value (2-sided)
	Hypothesis
	Result

	Self-Efficacy entrepreneurial intention
	0.262
	0.193
	5.180
	0.000
	H1
	SUPPORTED

	Locus of control entrepreneurial intention
	0.193
	0.261
	5.865
	0.000
	H2
	SUPPORTED

	Self-fulfilment entrepreneurial intention
	0.164
	0.165
	4.323
	0.000
	H3
	SUPPORTED

	Need for achievement entrepreneurial intention
	0.432
	0.431
	10.034
	0.000
	H4
	SUPPORTED



[bookmark: _Hlk134128753]Table 4: Convergent Validity
	Latent Construct
	Item
	Factor loading
	AVE
	Cronbach's alpha(α)
	Rho_A
	CR
	VIF

	SELF EFFICACY (SEF)
	SEF1
	0.9403
	0.3061
	0.9029
	0.9302
	0.9387
	3.2666

	
	SEF2
	0.8878
	0.3799
	
	
	
	2.6321

	
	SEF3
	0.9146
	0.3466
	
	
	
	2.8846

	LOCUS OF CONTROL (LOC)
	LOC1
	0.8927
	0.2917
	0.9384
	0.9436
	0.9529
	3.4277

	
	LOC2
	0.9107
	0.2767
	
	
	
	3.6130


	
	LOC3
	0.8964
	0.2958
	
	
	
	3.3807


	
	LOC4
	0.8946
	0.2941
	
	
	
	3.3999


	
	LOC5
	0.8831
	0.3474
	
	
	
	2.8784


	SELF FULFILLMENT (SFT)
	SFT1
	0.9223
	0.2315
	0.956
	0.9568
	0.9660
	4.3186

	
	SFT2
	0.9250
	0.2208
	
	
	
	4.5282

	
	SFT3
	0.9121
	0.2475
	
	
	
	4.0407

	
	SFT4
	0.9137
	0.2555
	
	
	
	3.9141

	
	SFT5
	0.9379
	0.1882
	
	
	
	5.3131

	NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT (NFA)

	NFA1
	0.9325
	0.2859
	0.9115
	0.9123
	0.9443
	3.4967

	
	NFA2
	0.9282
	0.2947
	
	
	
	3.3926


	
	NFA3
	0.9046
	0.3732
	
	
	
	2.6795


	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION (ENI)

	ENI1
	0.9374
	0.2664
	0.9226
	0.9568
	0.9509
	3.7532

	
	ENI2
	0.9310
	0.2809
	
	
	
	3.5593

	
	ENI3
	0.9232
	0.3174
	
	
	
	3.1504



Table 5: Discriminant Validity
	Construct
	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION

	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	0.8659
	
	
	
	

	SELF EFFICACY
	0.1786
	0.8131
	
	
	

	LOCUS OF CONTROL
	0.3594
	0.0614
	0.8498
	
	

	SELF FULFILLMENT
	0.272
	0.1987
	0.1181
	0.8505
	

	NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT
	0.1118
	0.0152
	0.0222
	0.0185
	0.8020



Table 6: Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
	Construct
	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	SELF EFFICACY
	LOCUS OF CONTROL
	SELF FULFILLMENT
	NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT

	ENTEREPRENURIAL INTENTION
	
	
	
	
	

	SELF EFFICACY
	0.4502
	
	
	
	

	LOCUS OF CONTROL
	0.6534
	0.2651
	
	
	

	SELF FULFILLMENT
	0.5547
	0.4654
	0.3676
	
	

	NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT
	0.3561
	0.1291
	0.1599
	0.1446
	



[bookmark: _Hlk134128786]Table 7: Bootstrapping and effect size
	Standard bootstrap results


	Relationship
	Original coefficient

	Mean value
	Standard error
	t-value
	p-value (2sided)
	p-value (1sided)

	SELF EFFICACY ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION
	0.262
	0.193
	0.0379
	5.180
	0.0000
	0.0000

	LOCUS OF CONTROL ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION
	0.193
	0.261
	0.0431
	5.865
	0.0000
	0.0000

	SELF FULFILLMENT ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION
	0.164
	0.165
	0.0447
	4.323
	0.0000
	0.0000

	NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION
	0.432
	0.431
	0.0372
	10.034
	0.0000
	0.0000



The structural model (Table 3) provides robust confirmation of the proposed hypotheses between psychological traits and entrepreneurial intention. All paths from Self-Efficacy, Locus of Control, Self-Fulfilment, and Need for Achievement to Entrepreneurial Intention are significant (p < 0.001). Need for Achievement has the strongest effect (β = 0.432, t = 10.034), indicating that goal-oriented individuals are most likely to develop entrepreneurial intentions, followed by Self-Efficacy (β = 0.262, t = 5.180), highlighting the influence of self-confidence. Locus of Control (β = 0.193, t = 5.865) and Self-Fulfilment (β = 0.164, t = 4.323) also show significant but smaller effects, supporting hypotheses H1–H4.
Convergent validity (Table 4) is confirmed, with factor loadings above 0.88 and AVE values exceeding 0.50. Cronbach’s alpha and Composite Reliability (CR) values are above 0.90, while VIF values (2.6–5.3) indicate acceptable multicollinearity, confirming the reliability of the constructs. Discriminant validity is supported via the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Table 5) and HTMT ratios (Table 6), ensuring that constructs are conceptually distinct.
Bootstrapping results (Table 7) further validate the model, with all paths showing substantial t-values and p = 0.000, demonstrating that the relationships are statistically significant and robust.
Overall, the findings demonstrate that psychological traits self-efficacy, locus of control, self-fulfilment, and need for achievement are key drivers of entrepreneurial intention. These results suggest that fostering these traits can enhance entrepreneurial potential among individuals, highlighting important implications for educational and training interventions aimed at promoting entrepreneurship.
Discussion
This study offers valuable theoretical and practical insights into promoting entrepreneurship among STEM students. The findings indicate that the need for achievement is the strongest predictor of entrepreneurial intention, while self-efficacy also exerts a significant positive influence. These results suggest that universities can foster entrepreneurial motivation by providing advisory services, financial support, and cultivating a supportive entrepreneurial culture. Moreover, collaboration among universities, businesses, and government agencies can further enhance innovation and provide robust support for emerging entrepreneurs.
Economic motivation emerges as a key driver of entrepreneurial intention, with locus of control and other traits playing secondary roles. STEM students are more likely to pursue entrepreneurial opportunities when they anticipate tangible and intangible rewards. Promoting entrepreneurship should therefore focus on intrinsic traits, identifying students with genuine drive and commitment. Governments can facilitate this process by reducing regulatory barriers, providing mentorship programs, and raising awareness of entrepreneurial opportunities.
Overall, the study underscores that fostering psychological traits such as achievement orientation and self-efficacy, combined with institutional and policy support, can effectively enhance STEM students’ entrepreneurial potential and contribute to a sustainable culture of innovation.
Conclusion
This study highlights that the need for achievement and self-efficacy are the strongest drivers of entrepreneurial intention among STEM students, with economic motivation also playing a significant role. The findings emphasize the importance of nurturing intrinsic psychological traits alongside providing institutional and policy support. Universities, in collaboration with industry and government, can foster entrepreneurship through advisory services, financial support, mentorship, and reduced regulatory barriers. Overall, strengthening both individual motivation and supportive ecosystems is essential for enhancing STEM students’ entrepreneurial potential and sustaining a culture of innovation.

Limitations and Future Research
The cross-sectional design of this study constrains the generalizability of the findings, as the results primarily capture STEM students’ current entrepreneurial intentions rather than their future trajectories. Nonetheless, the study offers valuable insights into the factors shaping students’ decisions to engage in entrepreneurial activities. Future research could extend these findings by examining latent factors across diverse geographical regions and academic disciplines, as well as exploring the roles of attitudes, risk preferences, and psychological well-being. Longitudinal studies would be particularly valuable in revealing the dynamic processes that drive entrepreneurial behavior over time. Additionally, investigating students who have already launched ventures could provide deeper insights and serve as a benchmark for comparative analyses of entrepreneurial intention and its antecedents.
Consent 
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