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The Great Resignation, or the Big Quit, shook the 

world of work, leaving it questionable whether 

organizations could find and retain the necessary 

talents. Nevertheless, the shrinking Transition to 

Entrepreneurship (TE) demonstrated that developing 

countries were less affected by this massive attrition 

wave. However, in the context of developing 

countries, the causes of thinner TE remain unknown. 

The current study investigated the perceived barriers 

to TE in the Sri Lankan context. The present study 

followed a quantitative approach to test the extent to 

which demographic, environmental, motivational, 

human capital, and behavioral factors are perceived 

as barriers to TE intention. Participants in the field 

survey provided the data based on a psychometric 

measure with a seven-point response scale. 

Structured Equation Modelling (SEM) analyzed the 

data. According to the findings, employees in Sri 

Lankan context are more likely to avoid transitioning 

from their current employment to entrepreneurship 

because they perceive behavioral, human capital, and 

demographic factors as barriers to TE. However, the 

prospective entrepreneurs in the Sri Lanka did not 

perceive motivational and environmental factors as 

significant barriers to TE. The implications suggest 

modeling TE by incorporating the identified 

roadblocks to TE to predict entrepreneurial 

penetration in developing countries. 
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Introduction 

Many of us expected that everything 

would return to normal by the 

beginning of 2022, with many people 

returning to their jobs. However, due to 

the advent of new COVID-19 variants, 

a fierce talent battle, record-high 

quitting rates, and the most astonishing 

inflation levels in a generation, 2022 

proved to be more unpredictable than 

planned.  

As the globe deals with fresh COVID-

19 variation waves, hybrid work 

continues, and the reality of real wage 

cutbacks for employees as annual 

compensation rises behind inflation, the 

volatility level only worsened in 2022. 

These realities are stacking on top of 

longer-term changes related to 

technological changes, economic 

downfalls, and persistent political 

unpredictability. Added to the Russian -

Ukraine war fight, massive distortion of 

international trade gave birth to the 

global energy supply crisis. 

Consequences appear very specular for 

developing countries with thinner 

economic reservoirs. 

Responding to COVID, handling 

layoffs during the recession, and 

switching to hybrid work have all been 

centred on Human Resource (HR) 

teams. HR is increasingly at the heart of 

hiring and retention challenges and is 

driving significant demand for talent. 

Job posts for HR have increased by 

more than 130% since COVID-19, even 

those for software programmers 

(Bieńkowska et al., 2022; Vyas & 

Butakhieo, 2021). It has been mounting 

over the past two years. Difficulties 

have caused many workers to re-

evaluate their objectives in terms of 

their careers. Employees had a lot more 

options when businesses resumed 

growing and increased recruiting. The 

result is the shocking acceleration of 

attrition in all capacities. 

When we look back, the early 2020s 

will be remembered as pivotal in 

elevating and reshaping the role of 

human resources in many 

organizations. The last few years have 

provided enormous learning and growth 

for HR professionals but have also 

resulted in significant burnout, with 

unique causes and solutions. 

Companies must get ahead of an 

attrition wave of talent that they cannot 

afford to lose, with more demand for 

HR hiring than ever before. 

Even though the story of the Great 

Resignation or Great Reshuffling has 

been told before, it still holds today. 

Early in 2022, voluntary attrition rates 

remained high, and many businesses 

still had difficulty adjusting. Another 

aspect of the great reshuffling many 

people ignore is the individuals they 

rely on to guide them in the right 

direction. According to the most recent 

US Bureau of Labour and Statistics 

data, the share of workers who 

voluntarily leave their jobs reached a 

new high of 3% in September 2021 

(Maury, 2022). 

Nevertheless, the story of developing 

countries appears different. The recent 

statistics of developing countries in the 

Asian region show that they were less 

affected fiercer "Great Resignation." 

For instance, according to a Robert 

Walters survey conducted in June 2022, 

the Southeast region experienced a 

'Not-So-Great' resignation: fewer 

employee departures, and higher 

retention rates. Although many 

Southeast Asian professionals have 

considered leaving or transferring 

employment, only a very few have done 

so (Robert Walter, 2022). According to 

the survey, they are likely to stay in 

their present employment until they 

decide on their future career steps 

(Robert Walter, 2022). In addition, facts 

about Vietnam demonstrated that the 

Great Resignation phenomenon was not 
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as prevalent in Southeast Asia as it was 

in other countries in the West. The 

reality of the South Asian region is not 

different from that of Southeast Asia. 

The alarming economic recession 

prevents people from giving up their 

jobs for any form of secondary desire. 

As with many other developing 

countries, Sri Lanka suffers from a low 

penetration of entrepreneurship. For 

instance, 57% of the Sri Lankan labour 

force consists of employees, and only 

3% carry the title of "employer" 

(Appendix: Table 1). This is below the 

region’s average of 27.5% and the 

majority of countries in the 

neighbourhood (e.g., Indonesia, China, 

and Bangladesh) possess higher values 

(Lee & Mirza, 2017). It can be observed 

that the employer's rate is getting lower 

year by year, highlighting individuals' 

resistance to becoming entrepreneurs. 

Since enterprises are the engine of 

economic growth, this would adversely 

affect the Sri Lankan economy, 

particularly for employment generation 

in the future. By promoting college-

fresh entrepreneurs and transitioning 

employees to entrepreneurship, several 

developed countries enjoyed high 

startup rates. New Zealand, for 

example, supports and enables micro-

enterprises with fewer employees 

among employed people (Small 

Business, 2022). 

Entrepreneurs in impoverished nations 

are typically driven by necessity rather 

than market opportunity (Hessels et al., 

2008). Being a developing country, Sri 

Lanka is also experiencing this, with 

entrepreneurs launching new 

businesses in response to their 

unhappiness with the current state of 

affairs (Dhanapala, 2022). 

Consequently, current employees who 

are unsatisfied with their current 

position may look for alternative 

opportunities. However, most of the 

time, the career option is not 

"entrepreneur," but "employee" in 

another firm (Hyytinen & Ilmakunnas, 

2007). As a result, job mobility is quite 

prevalent both within and between 

industries (AbouAssi et al., 2021). As a 

result, TE has had no or little influence 

on venture development. 

The formation of new businesses is 

highly desirable in the pursuit of 

economic development. This has been 

adequately recognized by the policy 

framework, which provides substantial 

support for the formation of 

entrepreneurial initiatives. 

Additionally, Sri Lankan secondary and 

tertiary educational institutions offer 

entrepreneurial development courses, 

degree programmes, and other facilities 

to encourage young citizens to create 

new businesses. However, despite all 

these penetrations, Sri Lanka is still 

lacking in entrepreneurial development. 

Sri Lanka's young population is still 

depending on established businesses for 

their career destinations rather than 

establishing their own businesses. In Sri 

Lanka, the attitude toward starting a 

new venture as an occupation is low 

(Weeratunge, 2010). 

Cochran’s theory of entrepreneurship 

(1965) posited that entrepreneurial 

efforts can result from the occupational 

hazards and expectations that 

employees encounter from their 

profession (Otaghsara & Hosseini, 

2014). It discusses how variables such 

as cultural values, role expectations, 

and social sanctions influence 

entrepreneurship. This view also 

contends that entrepreneurs are not 

outliers. Rather, they are individuals 

who represent society's modal 

personality. In a nutshell, this theory 

talks about the social aspect of 

entrepreneurship, where an employee 

would consider a social perspective in 

evaluating the entrepreneurial 

opportunities he or she encounters. 

Besides the numerous applications of 
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Cochran’s theory of entrepreneurship in 

explaining entrepreneurial motives 

backed by social drives, particularly the 

gendered perspectives, the theory is still 

novel in its evaluation within the 

framework of barriers to transition 

(Cochran, 2019). 

Despite several attempts to foster new 

entrepreneurial setups, neither 

politicians nor researchers have devoted 

sufficient attention to studying why TE 

is not significantly contributing to the 

development of new companies. As a 

result, it is both theoretically and 

practically critical to determine why TE 

is inadequate, particularly in 

developing countries. The present 

study, based on a societal standpoint, 

attempted to detect the barriers 

perceived by current employees toward 

the transition to entrepreneurship. The 

anticipated implications would be 

mutually beneficial to policymakers 

and potential entrepreneurs. 

Policymakers can detect and target 

policy reforms to dilute the barriers 

with high intensity, while employees 

with an entrepreneurial mindset can 

identify the potential self-generated 

roadblocks on their way toward an 

entrepreneurial career. 

Transition to entrepreneurship 

TE is “leaving one organization to 

found another'' (Dobrev et al., 2005, 

p.434). Alternatively, this may be to 

become an entrepreneur/self-

employment to transition to 

unemployment. In contrast, 

organizational employees may engage 

in entrepreneurial activities on a part-

time basis while continuing with their 

organizational employment. For 

instance, Dyer and Handler (1994) put 

this as “entrepreneurial careers by 

moonlighting” starting from the soft 

layer so the risk of failures can be kept 

minimised (p.72).  In literature, TE is 

referred to as the partial transition to 

entrepreneurship as it involves creating 

their own businesses while keeping 

their regular employment (Gacheu, 

2007). Whether full or partial, as 

compared to employee transition to 

unemployment, transition from 

employment to entrepreneurship is 

often desirable from economic and 

social standpoints (Hyytinen & 

Maliranta, 2008). Hence, the 

entrepreneurial literature 

predominantly occupied the employee 

transition to employment as opposed to 

the employee transition to 

unemployment.  

Cochran’s theory of 

entrepreneurship 

According to Cochran's (1965) theory 

of entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial 

endeavours might originate from the 

occupational dangers and expectations 

that individuals face in their field 

(Otaghsara & Hosseini, 2014). It 

examines how cultural values, role 

expectations, and social punishments 

impact entrepreneurship. It claims that 

entrepreneurs are not anomalies. 

Rather, they are individuals who 

represent the modal personality of 

society. In Cochran’s theory of 

entrepreneurship, Cochran underlined 

the importance of cultural values in 

both entrepreneur and investor 

attitudes. Entrepreneurs, as he claims, 

are impacted by how their culture 

regards key aspects of their profession, 

such as risk-taking attitudes and the 

difficult degree of professional 

advancement. One example is India's 

Parsi community, which, while modest 

in size, makes significant contributions 

to the country's commerce and 

entrepreneurial activity (Times Now, 

2020). Overall, this theory discusses the 

social part of entrepreneurship, in 

which an employee considers a social 

viewpoint while evaluating 

entrepreneurial prospects. Apart from 

the multiple applications of Cochran's 
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theory of entrepreneurship in 

understanding entrepreneurial motives 

reinforced by social forces, notably 

gendered views, the theory remains 

innovative in its evaluation within the 

context of transition obstacles 

(Cochran, 2004). Hence, the present 

study defines the conceptual frame of 

the study based on the perceived 

obstacles in Cochran’s theory of 

entrepreneurship, in which dominant 

social factors are interpreted as 

obstacles for a movement from 

employment to entrepreneurship.  

 

Perceived barriers to transition to 

entrepreneurship 

In comparison to other traditional jobs, 

being an entrepreneur is a unique career 

path in that the advancement of an 

entrepreneurial career does not often 

follow a chronological route (Burton et 

al., 2016). Employee motives to leave 

their employment and pursue an 

entrepreneurial career have been 

predominantly described by push and 

pull forces (Dawson & Henley, 2012). 

Pull factors, according to Shane (2000), 

boost an employee's understanding of 

prospects in certain industries and self-

confidence in new business 

development, so driving a transfer to 

entrepreneurship (Audia & Rider, 

2005a). Push mechanisms, on the other 

hand, originate from employee 

discontent with existing organizational 

job circumstances in comparison 

aspirations in an entrepreneurial career 

(Moore & Muller, 2002). Employees 

will generally be expected to migrate to 

entrepreneurship when they discover an 

entrepreneurial opportunity with a 

perceived opportunity cost greater than 

continuing in employment, given the 

employees' personal and social capital. 

While some workers may uncover 

entrepreneurial potential and aspire to 

migrate, only a handful may really do so 

since "not all identified chances are 

realized" (Shane et al., 2000). However, 

due to a variety of issues, most workers 

are hesitant to make the shift to 

entrepreneurship. The objective of the 

study attempts to analyse those 

elements or impediments that might be 

regarded as the primary roadblocks to 

employee transfer to entrepreneurship. 

As a result, the following five 

characteristics were identified as major 

roadblocks to TE: Demographic 

Factors, Human Capital Factors, 

Motivational Factors, Environmental 

Factors, and Behavioural Factors. The 

hypothesized association among the 

variables are graphically depicted in 

Figure 1 (Appendix). 

 

Methods 

The study is epistemological as it 

investigates the assumed relationship in 

light of the existing theoretical 

foundation. Furthermore, the study is 

characterized by a positivistic research 

philosophy because it assumes that the 

variables have objective behavior that 

can be confirmed by the fractal data 

obtained from the research site. 

Additionally, the study assumes that the 

behavior of these variables carries 

lasting effects on the behavior of the 

study subject, employees. The research 

approach is identified as deductive, as it 

developed its reasoning based on the 

available theoretical support. The study 

collects quantitative data and interprets 

them objectively. Hence, the 

methodological choice of the study is 

quantitative, while the research strategy 

is the survey method. This is a cross-

sectional study in which data collection 

was performed only once. The study 

tested to what extent certain factors are 

perceived as barriers to TE. Such five 

factors were previously proven to be the 

determinant of TE intention 

(Wijethunge et al., 2020; Tennakoon et 

al., 2021). They were demographic, 

environmental, motivational, human 



Wayamba Journal of Management, 14 (1) – June 2023 

  

21 

 

capital, and behavioural factors. The 

instruments with acceptable levels of 

reliability and validity measured the 

variables. Each factor assesses the 

respondent’s dominant attributes with 

the potentiality to affect a TE decision 

[i.e., demographic factors (marital 

status, parenthood), environmental 

factors (access to finance, business 

network), motivational factors 

(entrepreneurial passion, economic 

motive), human capital factors 

(entrepreneurial education, previous 

business experience), and the 

behavioral factors (epistemological 

belief, self-efficacy)]. The TE intention, 

the predictor variable, was tested using 

their entrepreneurial propensity 

(Appendix: Table 2). The survey 

instrument was a semi-structured 

questionnaire (58 items), which ranked 

the responses on dichotomous, 

multiple-choice, and seven-point Likert 

scales. Adopting cluster sampling, 218 

employees of multi industries made the 

sample. The employees currently 

employed in both private and state 

establishments were surveyed. The 

profiles of the respondents are 

summarized in Table 3 (Appendix). 

Structured Equation Modeling (SEM) 

with the SMART PLS statistical 

package analysed the data.  

The sample profiles evidenced the 

representativeness of the sample units 

(Appendix: Table 3). The majority of 

respondents were male. Males' 

entrepreneurial orientation and risk-

taking are reported to be ahead of that 

of females (Tennakoon, 2017), as are 

their entrepreneurial propensities 

(Koellinger et al., 2013). Most of the 

sample represents the age range of 29–

42 years (years of birth: 1981–1994). 

They represent the "digital natives," 

with significant involvement in 

technological advancements (Dingli & 

Seychell, 2015, p. 9). Although most of 

them are married, they do not have 

children. This could be a penetrating 

factor for TE due to the lowered risk 

and the possible impact of such a 

decision on personal life. Although 

most of them are married, they do not 

have children. This could be a 

penetrating factor for TE due to the 

lowered risk and the possible impact of 

such a decision on personal life. The job 

positions and highest educational 

qualifications resemble the majority's 

financial and educational backgrounds, 

which would facilitate a transition 

decision. 

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics identified the 

nature of the data distribution, while the 

SEM was equipped to test the study's 

hypotheses. Table 4 (Appendix) 

presents the summary of descriptive 

statistics for the study variables. The 

statistics evidenced a fair distribution of 

responses across possible response 

items with an acceptable degree of 

variation.  

Sarstedt et al. (2014) recommended 

data analysis in PLS-SEM in two 

phases: 1. assessment of the 

measurement model (also referred to as 

the outer model) and 2. assessment of 

the structural model (also referred to as 

the inner model). The assessment of the 

measurement model involves checking 

for reliability and validity properties. 

They include Composite Reliability 

(CR) to evaluate internal consistency, 

individual indicator reliability, and 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) to 

evaluate convergent validity (Hair et 

al., 2013). The conceptual model of the 

present study consists of Lower Order 

Constructs (LOC) and Higher Order 

Constructs (HOC). Thus, their 

measurement models are evaluated 

separately using the results of PLS-

SEM and presented next. 

The first low-order measurement model 
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consisted of items and their respective 

latent variables. The authors used the 

disjoined approach to estimate the 

latent variables. Consequently, the 

calculated values of the latent variables 

(latent variable scores) in the low-order 

model were fed to the latent variables of 

the second-order model. Table 5 

(Appendix) presents the latent 

variables' loadings, validity, and 

reliability statistics after reducing the 

items with poor loadings. 

The reflective measurement model of 

the study was evaluated for internal 

consistency reliability, convergent 

validity, and discriminant validity (Hair 

et al., 2013). Composite Reliability 

(CR) indicates internal consistency 

reliability, which assesses the 

congruence of the instrumental items 

(Hair et al., 2013). All the CR values 

satisfy the base value (> 0.70). Thus, the 

internal consistency of the first lower-

order measurement model is 

established. Convergent validity refers 

to the extent to which a measure 

correlates positively with alternative 

measures of the same variable (Hair et 

al., 2013). In PLS-SEM, Average 

Variance Exchange (AVE) assesses 

convergent validity. Table 5 

(Appendix) shows that all the AVE 

values of latent variables satisfy the 

reference criterion (> 0.50; Hair et al., 

2013). Thus, the convergent validity of 

the first low-order measurement model 

is ensured. Discriminant validity is the 

extent to which a variable is genuinely 

distinct from other variables (Sarstedt et 

al., 2014). It shows how an instrument 

correlates with other variables and the 

unidimensionality of the variable (Hair 

et al., 2013). Fornell and Larcker's 

(1981) criterion and cross-loading 

scores assess discriminant validity. 

Table 6 demonstrates that the squared 

roots of AVE for all latent variables 

were higher than the inter-construct 

correlations (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

It is an indication of sufficient 

discriminant validity. Further, all 

indicators' loadings exceeded their 

respective cross-loadings which is 

additional evidence of discriminant 

validity (Hair et al., 2013). 

Consequently, the first low-order 

measurement model is confirmed to be 

valid and reliable in estimating the 

exogenous variables.  

The validity and reliability of the 

second low-order measurement model 

are next evaluated. The latent variables 

estimated by the first low-order 

measurement model are used in the 

second low-order measurement model. 

These latent variable value estimations 

(latent variable scores) were preserved 

and utilized as indicators in the second 

low-order measurement model based on 

the disjoined method (Sarstedt et al., 

2019). The measurement characteristics 

of the second low-order measurement 

model that resulted are annexed 

(Appendix: Table 7). All the indicators 

of the second low-order measurement 

model satisfy the criteria of internal 

consistency and convergent validity 

(Hair et al., 2013). Hence, it is claimed 

that all the presented measures are 

reliable and valid. Further, the 

discriminant validity among the 

indicators was evaluated and proved to 

be within the acceptable range 

(Appendix: Table 8). After confirming 

the measurement models' reliability and 

validity, the structural model is tested to 

test the predicted relationships. 

The structural model of the study 

consisted of perceived barriers for TE 

(demographic factors, environmental 

factors, human factors, motivational 

factors, and behavioural factors) and 

employee intention to transition to 

entrepreneurship (Appendix: Figure 2). 

Assessment of the structural model is 

usually executed by assessing 

collinearity issues, path significance 
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and relevance, the model’s explanatory 

power (R2), effect size (f2), and 

predictive relevance (Q2). 

The inner model's collinearity 

assessment demonstrates the overlap 

among the independent variables. 

Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values 

are used to estimate the collinearity of 

the model. Table 9 (Appendix) presents 

the collinearity of the structural model's 

variables. The VIF values below 3.3 are 

considered sound indicators of 

acceptable levels of collinearity among 

the variables (Diamantopoulos & 

Sigouw, 2006). Hence, it is confirmed 

that there is no significant collinearity 

issue among the exogenous variables.  

The significance and relevance of the 

pathways are determined by their path 

coefficients and p values. Three paths 

were found to be significant and 

relevant in predicting the employees' 

TEI. Accordingly, present employees 

identified demographic, behavioural, 

and human capital factors as the 

significant paths toward perceived 

barriers to TE (Appendix: Table 10). 

The structural model demonstrates a 

0.628 coefficient of determination, 

which indicates a substantial 

relationship between exogenous and 

endogenous variables (Cohen, 1988). 

Accordingly, the model suggests that 

the study variables explain a 62.8% 

variance in TEI (Appendix: Figure 2). 

The effect size of the independent 

variables' impact (coefficient of 

determination) on the dependent 

variable is estimated using f2. As to Hair 

(2014) and Cohen (1988), the effect size 

varies based on their level of acceptance 

(> 0.35 for a larger effect, > 0.15 for a 

medium effect, and > 0.002 for a 

smaller effect). Table 11 (Appendix) 

shows the effect sizes of the variables 

with significant paths. Based on the 

evaluation of f2, behavioural, 

demographic, and human capital factors 

have a large, medium, and small effect 

on the TEI respectively (Hair, 2014; 

Cohen, 1988).  

The predictive relevance of the 

structural model shows to what extent 

the saturated model is sufficient to 

model the variance of the endogenous 

construct. Predictive relevance is 

usually assessed by using Q2. Q2 value 

greater than zero indicates that an 

exogenous construct has greater 

predictive relevance over the 

endogenous variable (Stone, 1974: 

Geisser, 1974, Hair et al., 2017). The Q2 

value of the structural model is 0.393 

(Appendix: Table 12). 

The result of the SEM supported three 

hypotheses (H1, H3 & H5) while failing 

to support the rest of the two hypotheses 

(H2 & H4). Demographic factors, 

Human Capital factors, and 

Behavioural factors are perceived as 

barriers to TE. The negative association 

indicates that these factors are 

negatively perceived or considered as 

constraining factors for moving from 

employment to entrepreneurship. 

However, motivational factors and 

environmental factors were not 

significant at the 0.05 level. It implies 

that these two factors are not perceived 

by the respondents as significant 

barriers to TE in the Sri Lankan context 

(Appendix: Table 13). 

 

Discussion 

Demographic factors have long been 

discussed and tested as a constraint on 

the movement of jobs to 

entrepreneurship. Demographic factors 

such as gender, marital status, 

education, employment status, age, and 

family background are showing mixed 

results towards TE (Hatak et al., 2014; 

Wang et al., 2014). The present study 

assessed the demographic factors using 

several indicators, of which marital 

status and parenthood were included in 
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the final measurement. Results 

indicated that the demographic factors 

are perceived as a barrier to TE by the 

Sri Lankan working crowd. Similar 

findings are reported by Dipesh and 

Uike (2019), Welmilla et al. (2011), 

Nguyen (2018), and Ajefu (2019). This 

can be speculated as a misperception or 

to their understanding about the work-

life balancing potentiality of married 

entrepreneurs and or entrepreneurs 

having children. On the other hand, the 

overemphasis given to children's 

education and early childhood 

development in the Sri Lankan context 

might also prevent employees from 

moving to a hardworking and 

challenging entrepreneurial career. 

Human capital was also discovered to 

be a significant perceived barrier to TE. 

The final measurement included prior 

business experience and entrepreneurial 

education as indicators of human 

capital factors. Several previous 

researchers have identified these factors 

as significant determinants of TE 

(Cooper & Gimeno-Gascon, 1992; 

Millan et al., 2014; Qian et al., 2014). 

Hence, the present study's findings are 

in line with previous knowledge. In 

addition, human capital is frequently 

reported as a driving force towards 

startup intention. Nevertheless, it 

proved to be a restraining factor for 

employee with significant career 

stability. 

Early studies recognized willpower as 

the most important predictor of 

achievement. Hence, the researchers 

conceptualized motivational factors as 

contributing factors towards lower 

entrepreneurial initiatives. The refined 

measures of motivational factors were 

entrepreneurial passion and economic 

motives. The results indicated that the 

motivation factors are not perceived as 

a constraint towards TE. It means that 

individuals are sufficiently driven to 

become entrepreneurs, but that other 

reasons prevent them from transitioning 

from employment to entrepreneurship. 

The aligning findings are reported in 

previous literature (Shane et al., 2003; 

Collins et al., 2004; Douglas & 

Shepherd, 1999), where the motivation 

toward moving into entrepreneurship 

was found to be a driving force rather 

than a constraint. Accordingly, the 

present study claimed that motivation 

factors in the context of developing 

countries context are not identified as a 

barrier to TE. 

Entrepreneurship ventures are 

frequently sparked by a favorable 

business environment (Gnyawali & 

Fogel, 1994; iEduNote, 2020). Thus, 

any deficiency in environmental factors 

may act as a barrier to blooming 

entrepreneurial initiatives. The 

evaluation of the measurement model 

suggested access to finance and 

business networks as sound measures of 

environmental factors. Thus, they were 

included in the final model. 

Nevertheless, environmental factors 

have not been confirmed as a perceived 

barrier to TE. Even though this is 

surprising as far as inconsistent 

previous findings are concerned, the 

study claimed that the environmental 

factors are not negatively affecting the 

decision of employees to move on to 

entrepreneurship. This can be justified 

based on the ample facilitations 

provided by the economies of 

developing countries to harness 

entrepreneurial initiatives. 

The behavioral factors of the present 

study have been defined in line with the 

arguments of the SLT (Bandura, 1969), 

where epistemological belief and self-

efficacy have been identified as their 

dimensions. Both of these factors 

explained the intrinsic properties of an 

individual that drove him or her towards 

the performance targets. The results 

proved that the behavioral factors are 

regarded as a constraint to rebranding 
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them as entrepreneurs. Behavioral 

factors have been deemed as the barrier 

blocking the way. Previous researchers 

have reported identical research 

findings too (Luluk et al., 2017). 

 

Conclusion 

 

The present study targeted identifying 

the perceived barriers to TE in the 

context of Sri Lanka. Following the 

deductive approach, the researchers 

performed an empirical study to detect 

perceived barriers to employees of 

private and public institutions in Sri 

Lanka. The quantitative approach was 

supported by a field survey in which a 

first-hand survey instrument gathered 

the data. Structural equation modelling 

performed the data analysis to aid in the 

hypothesis testing. Based on the results, 

it is concluded that the employees of Sri 

Lanka tend to prevent transitioning 

from their job to entrepreneurship as 

they perceive behavioural factors, 

human capital factors, and demographic 

factors as constraints. However, they do 

not perceive motivational and 

environmental factors as constraints 

towards TE. The findings are 

surprising, as the perceived barriers to 

TE in the context of Sri Lanka showed 

a significant difference from those of 

developed countries. Demographic and 

human capital concerns, in particular, 

are rarely seen as limiting 

considerations for TE in developing 

nations (Ardichvili & Kuchinke, 2002). 

Likewise, significant disparities are 

noted in the perceived barriers to TE 

among different economic contexts. 

Hence, it is claimed that perceived 

barriers to TE do not follow identical 

patterns in developing and developed 

countries. Employees in developing 

countries are still attracted to 

employment over an entrepreneurial 

career due to several perceived barriers. 

Hence, as claimed by Walters (2022), 

the great resignation is "not-so-great" 

for Asia: developing context. The "great 

resignation" trend in the developed 

context hardly reflects conditions in 

developing countries. As a result, it 

advocates for diverse policy 

implications tailored to developing 

nations in order to address the lower 

penetration of TE.  

Theoretically, the findings imply that 

the scholars may identify a new model 

with obstacles influencing TE in poor 

nations. In practice, current and 

prospective entrepreneurs might 

concentrate on taking remedial efforts 

to overcome the identified hurdles to 

TE. Overcoming the perceived 

demographic barriers may call for 

improving childcare services and 

establishing better work-life balance, 

particularly for females, to enable them 

to engage in entrepreneurial activities. 

Hence, the study's implications for 

policymakers and regulators on 

socioeconomic factors in a nation will 

be helpful. Human capital factors such 

as entrepreneurial education and prior 

business experience too were found 

limiting factors to TE in Sri Lanka. The 

policy interventions can be aimed at 

improving the entrepreneurial skill of 

human capital by providing them with a 

good education in entrepreneurship 

(formal & informal). Further, the prior 

business experiences can be 

strengthened through pilot programmes 

and entrepreneurial mentors. Moreover, 

behavioural factors specifically 

epistemological beliefs, and self-

efficacy are also found road blockers of 

TE. Epistemological beliefs and 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy of 

employees can be raised through 

uplifting self-confidence and self-

awareness of their strengths and 

weaknesses.  Employees are also 

recommended to discover their 

strengths and weaknesses to pursue 

success and to learn continuously. 
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However, relevant government 

authorities are also recommended to 

provide a favourable and stimulating 

economic, financial and legal 

environment for potential entrepreneurs 

to uplift their self-confidence and self-

efficacy. Owing to the limited 

background information on TE in 

developing countries, the current study 

may be considered one of the 

pioneering attempts to study the 

perceived barriers toward TE in Sri 

Lanka. Further, to have comprehensive 

insights into TE and its influencers, 

large-scale, qualitative, and mixed 

studies on different samples are 

suggested for future researchers. In 

addition, there is a possibility of 

studying entrepreneurs who have 

already transited from employment to 

entrepreneurship. Future studies can 

also accommodate possible mediating 

and moderating relationships to the 

main effect. Future researchers can 

explore more complexities in TE in 

other communities around the world. 
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Figures and Tables 

 
Table 1 

Percentage Distribution of the employed population 

Employment Status N % 

Employee 4,592,864 57 

Public 1,213,037 15 

Private 3,379,826 42 

Employer 238,343 03 

Own Account Worker 2,701,255 34 

Contributing Family Worker 477,878 06 

Total 8,010,340 100 

Note: Department of Census and Statistics. (2023). Labor Force Survey. 

http://www.statistics.gov.lk/qlink/publications 

 

Figure 1 

Research Model 

 

 

Note: Author-developed (2022) 
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Table 2 

Operationalization of the Study Variables 

Variable Dimension Indicator 

Item 

(Seven-

Point 

Likert 

Scale) 

Reference 

Demographic Factors  

Marital Status 
Married or 

unmarried 
DF1 

(Hatak, Harms & 

Fink, 2014) 

(Wang, Wong & 

Qing, 2014) Parenthood Having Children DF2 

Environmental 

Factors 

Access to 

Finance 

Financial 

knowledge and 

skills 

EF6, 

EF7 

Global 

Entrepreneurship 

Monitor, 2017 

Market 

Knowledge 

EF5, 

EF8 

Business 

Network 

Customers 
EF1, 

EF3 

Suppliers EF2 

Employees EF4 

Motivational Factors 

Entrepreneurial 

Passion 

Motivation for a 

better outcome 
MF1 

Cardon, M. S., 

Gregoire, D. A., 

Stevens, C. E., & 

Patel, P. C. 

(2013) 

Scanning the 

environment  

MF2, 

MF4 

Establishment of 

a new company 
MF3 

Economic 

Motives 

Make my family 

rich 
MF5 

Supplements the 

family income 
MF7 

Make money to 

clear debts 
MF6 

Human Capital 

Factors 

Entrepreneurial 

Education  

Formal and 

vocational 

education 

HF1, 

HF2 
Bruderl, 

Preisendorfer, & 

Ziegler, 1992; 

Gimeno et al.; 

Wiklund & 

Shepherd, 

2003,2008 

Professional 

education 
HF3 

Previous 

Business 

Professional 

work activities 
HF4 
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Experience Practical 

learning incurred 

during non-

formal 

 educational 

activities such as 

“job training" 

HF5 

Experience in 

labor markets 

HF6 

 

Behavioral Factors 

Epistemological 

belief 

Structure 

BF1, 

BF2, 

BF3 

Schraw et al. 

(2002) 

Speed 

BF4, 

BF5, 

BF6 

Control 

BF7, 

BF8. 

BF9 

Source 

BF10R, 

BF11R, 

BF12 

Self-Efficacy 

Mastery 

Experiences 

BF13, 

BF14, 

BF15, 

BF16 

Social Modeling 

BF17, 

BF18, 

BF19 

Social 

Persuasion 

BF20, 

BF21, 

BF22, 

BF23 

Psychological 

Responses 

BF24, 

BF25, 

BF26, 

BF27 

Transition to 

Entrepreneurship 

Intention  

Entrepreneurial 

Propensity 

Need for 

achievement 

TEI2, 

TEI3 

Global 

Entrepreneurship 

Monitor, 2017 

Need for 

Innovativeness 

TEI4, 

TEI6, 

TEI7 

Creativity 
TEI8, 

TEI9, 
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TEI10 

Over-confidence 
TEI1, 

TEI11 

Need for 

Autonomy 

TEI12, 

TEI5 

High Flexibility 
TEI13, 

TEI14 

Risk Propensity 
TEI15, 

TEI16  

Independence 

and power 
TEI17 

Note: Author-Generated (2020/2021) 

 

Table 3 

Profiles of the Respondents 

Attribute N % 

Gender 
Male 134 61.5 

Female 84 38.5 

Year of Birth 

1965-1980 43 19.7 

1981-1994 145 66.5 

1995-2012 30 13.8 

Marital Status 
Married 147 67.4 

Not Married 71 32.6 

Parenthood 
Have Children 102 46.8 

Do Not Have Children 116 53.2 

Job Position 
Executive & above 124 56.9 

Non-Executive 94 43.1 

Highest Educational 

Qualification 

O/L 27 12.4 

A/L 92 42.2 

Degree and Upper 99 45.4 

Source: Survey Data (2020/2021) 

Table 4 

Descriptive statistics of study variables 

Variable Dimensions 

Mean 

(Response 

scale - 7- 

point 

Likert 

scale) 

Standard 

Deviation 
Skewness 

Kurto

sis 

Demographic 

Factors 

Marital Status  4.04 1.829 -0.274 -1.291 

Parenthood  4.06 1.838 -0.185 -1.312 

Environmental 

Factors 

Access to 

Finance 
4.71 0.801 -0.570 0.465 

Business 

Network 
4.79 0.808 -0.187 0.457 
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Motivational 

Factors 

Entrepreneurial 

Passion 
5.29 0.965 -1.282 1.320 

Economic 

Motives 
5.50 0.925 -0.382 0.112 

Human Capital 

Factors 

Entrepreneurial 

Education  
5.63 0.829 -0.781 1.265 

Previous 

business 

experience 

5.29 0.884 -0.794 1.134 

Behavioral 

Factors 

Epistemological 

belief 
5.20 0.645 -0.582 1.799 

Self-Efficacy 5.34 0.828 -0.522 1.611 

Transition to 

Entrepreneurship 

Intention 

Entrepreneurial 

Propensity 
5.49 0.604 -0.118 0.540 

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021) 

 

Table 5 

Measurement Properties of First Low-Order Measurement Model 

Dimension 
Items 

Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach 

Alpha 
rho 

Composite 

Reliability 
AVE 

Criterion > 0.708 > 0.6 > 0.7 > 0.7 > 0.7 

Marital Status DF1 0.961 
0.881 0.941 0.943 0.892 

Parenthood DF2 0.927 

Access to Finance 
EF8 0.947 

0.837 0.887 0.923 0.858 
EF7 0.904 

Business Network 

EF1 0.746 

0.770 0.924 0.860 0.673 EF2 0.912 

EF4 0.791 

Entrepreneurial Passion 
MF1 0.937 

0.879 0.889 0.943 0.891 
MF2 0.951 

Economic Motives 

 MF5 0.877 

0.849 0.856 0.908 0.768 MF6 0.905 

MF7 0.845 

Education 

HF1 0.897 

0.856 0.862 0.912 0.776 HF2 0.890 

HF3 0.855 

Previous Business 

Experience 

HF5 0.792 
0.633 0.692 0.840 0.726 

HF6 0.908 

Epistemological 

Belief 

BF10R 0.888 
0.683 0.691 0.863 0.759 

BF12 0.854 

Self-Efficacy 
BF13 0.902 

0.775 0.775 0.899 0.816 
BF14 0.905 

Entrepreneurial 

Propensity 

TE2 0.852 

0.836 0.836 0.901 0.753 TEI3 0.882 

TEI14 0.869 

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021
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Table 6 

Discriminant Validity of First Lower-Order Measurement Model 

 AF AR BN DF EM EE EP EPR EB FF GS PBE PK SE 

AF 0.926              

AR 0.198 1.000             

BN 0.335 0.176 0.821            

DF -0.049 -0.002 0.132 0.944           

EM 0.168 0.088 0.252 -0.016 0.876          

EE 0.294 0.059 0.355 -0.119 0.512 0.881         

EP 0.445 0.211 0.520 -0.076 0.319 0.409 0.944        

EPR 0.257 0.030 0.268 -0.204 0.423 0.550 0.350 0.868       

EB 0.327 0.085 0.236 -0.102 0.468 0.472 0.376 0.511 0.871      

FF -0.035 0.059 -0.043 -0.115 0.411 0.152 0.132 0.047 0.169 1.000     

GS 0.107 0.050 0.262 0.319 0.127 0.055 0.192 -0.064 0.098 0.016 0.856    

PBE 0.269 0.087 0.384 -0.023 0.408 0.494 0.437 0.407 0.361 0.119 0.295 0.852   

PK 0.253 -0.075 0.358 0.051 0.109 0.354 0.339 0.269 0.264 -0.016 0.129 0.460 1.000  

SE 0.178 0.059 0.100 -0.193 0.458 0.473 0.239 0.533 0.700 0.144 -0.052 0.398 0.166 0.903 

Note: AF - Access to Finance, AR - Availability of Resources, BN - Business Network, DF - Demographic Factors, EM - Economic Motive, EE - 

Educational & Experience, EP - Entrepreneurial Passion, EPR - Entrepreneurial Propensity, EB - Epistemological Belief, FF - Freer for Failure, GS - 

Government Support, PBE - Previous Business Experience, PK - Prior Knowledge, and SE - Self-Efficacy
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Table 7 

Reliability and Validity Measures of the Second Low-Order Measurement Model 

 

Latent Variable 
Dimension 

Factor 

Loading 

Cronbach 

Alpha 
rho 

Composite 

Reliability 
AVE 

Criterion > 0.708 > 0.6 > 0.7 > 0.7 > 0.7 

Demographic 

factors 

Demographic 

Factors 
1 1 1 1 1 

Environmental 

Factors 

Access to Finance 0.808 
0.502 0.503 0.801 0.667 

Business Network 0.826 

Motivational 

factors 

Entrepreneurial 

Passion 
0.771 

0.484 0.495 0.793 0.658 

Economic Motive 0.850 

Human Capital 

factors 

Entrepreneurial 

Education 
0.905 

0.661 0.702 0.852 0.743 Previous 

Business 

Experience 

0.817 

Behavioral 

factors 

Epistemological 

Belief 
0.918 

0.823 0.824 0.919 0.850 

Self-Efficacy 0.925 

Transition to 

Entrepreneurship 

Intention 

Entrepreneurial 

Propensity  
1 1 1 1 1 

Note: Survey Results (2021/2022) 

 

 

Table 8 

Discriminant Validity of the Second Low-Order Measurement Model 

 
Behavioral 

Factors 

Demographic 

Factors 
ETE 

Environmental 

Factors 

Human 

Capital 

Factors 

Motivational 

Factors 

Behavioral 

Factors 
0.922      

Demographic 

Factors 
-0.161 1     

TEI 0.567 -0.204 1    

Environmental 

Factors 
0.276 0.053 0.321 0.817   

Human Capital 

Factors 
0.541 -0.09 0.564 0.46 0.862  

Motivational 

Factors 
0.522 -0.053 0.479 0.502 0.632 0.811 

Note: Survey Results (2021/2022) 
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Figure 2 

Structural Model 

 

  

Note: Author-developed (2022) 
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Table 9 

Inner VIF Values of the Structural Model 

Variable VIF 

Behavioral Factors 1.565 

Demographic Factors 1.040 

Environmental Factors 1.420 

Human Capital Factors 1.953 

Motivational Factors 1.994 

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021) 

 

Table 10 

Path Significance and Relevance 

 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

T 

Statistics 

P 

Values 

Behavioral Factors -> TEI -0.325 -0.319 0.074 4.383 0.000 

Human Capital Factors -> 

TEI 
-0.294 -0.295 0.075 3.921 0.000 

Motivational Factors -> TEI 0.087 0.092 0.074 1.174 0.241 

Environmental Factors -> TEI 0.059 0.065 0.065 0.912 0.362 

Demographic Factor -> TEI -0.124 -0.123 0.062 1.989 0.037 

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021) 

 

Table 11 

The Effect Size of the Variables 

Variable Transition to Entrepreneurship Intention Effect size 

Behavioral Factors 0.420 Large 

Demographic Factor 0.206 Medium 

Human Capital Factors 0.079 Small 

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021) 

 

Table 12 

The Predictive Relevance of Independent Variables 

 SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 

Behavioral Factors 436 436  

Demographic Factor 218 218  

Transition to Entrepreneurship Intention 218 132.364 0.393 

Environmental Factors 436 436  

Human Capital Factors 436 436  

Motivational Factors 436 436  

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021) 
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Table 13 

Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis 

Results 

Decision 
Standard 

β estimate 
p-value 

H1: Demographic factors are perceived 

as a barrier to TE 
-0.124 0.037 Significant 

H2: Motivational factors are perceived as a 

barrier to TE 
0.087 0.241 Not Significant 

H3: Human Capital factors are perceived 

as a barrier to TE 
-0.294 0.000 Significant 

H4: Environmental factors are perceived as 

a barrier to TE 
0.059 0.362 Not Significant 

H5: Behavioral factors are perceived as a 

barrier to TE 
-0.325 0.000 Significant 

Note: Survey Data (2020/2021)
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