
Page 1/26

Impact of Attitude Towards Entrepreneurship Education and Role
Models on Entrepreneurial Intention
KWAKU AMOFAH  (  ka3@alumnes.udl.cat )

Law and Business Administration, University of Lleida, Lleida, Spain, Sunyani Technical University

Research

Keywords: Theory of Planned Behaviour, Entrepreneurial intention, Students

Posted Date: December 14th, 2020

DOI: https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-125154/v1

License:   This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.   Read Full License

Version of Record: A version of this preprint was published at Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship on March 19th, 2022. See the
published version at https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-022-00197-5.

https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-125154/v1
mailto:ka3@alumnes.udl.cat
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-125154/v1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-022-00197-5


Page 2/26

Abstract
In this paper, we investigate entrepreneurial intention by applying the Theory of Planned Behavior by Ajzen (1991). We speci�cally examine the
role of gender on entrepreneurial education and role models or parental self-employment, by carrying out a Multi-Group Analysis. We used a
web-based questionnaire to collect information from 216 students at a Spanish university. Data are analysed with the help of Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM) – Partial Least Square (PLS). We conducted a tripartite analysis on Complete, Male, and Female Models. Regarding
the Complete and Male Models, all the primary hypotheses were accepted, compared with four for the Female Model. We recommend the
institutionalization of traineeship, elective courses, conference and workshops on entrepreneurship to boost the entrepreneurial spirit of
students.  Though this study has con�rmed the applicability of the TPB model to entrepreneurial intention, we did not �nd a signi�cant
relationship between Males and Females about their entrepreneurial intentions for some relationships. But this study suggests that the
relationship between PSE and PBC is stronger for Males than Females Our results have implications for entrepreneurship education scholars,
program evaluators, and policymakers. 

1.0 Introduction
Entrepreneurship is an individual’s ability to turn ideas into action (European Commission, 2020). The transformative power of entrepreneurship
has been widely documented, but only 37% of Europeans aspire to be self-employed compared to 51% of people in the US and China
respectively. The European Commission’s initiative promoting entrepreneurship, as summarized in the January 2013 Entrepreneurship Action
Plan aims to reignite Europe’s entrepreneurial spirit by educating young people about entrepreneurship, highlighting opportunities for women
and other groups, easing administrative requirements and making easier to attract investors. The European Commission (2020) professes that
‘young people still struggle to �nd jobs but remain more in education and training’. The youth unemployment rate in Spain increased to 30.90%
in February from 30.80% in January of 2020. Accordingly, a key action plan in the Spanish Strategy on Social Economy (2017–2020) revolves
around the ‘support for employment and entrepreneurship’ (European Commission, 2020).

Over the years, researchers have established a link between entrepreneurship and economic growth and transformation (Audretsch, Horst, &
Thurik, 2009; Stoica, Roman, & Rusu, 2020). Due to the positive outcomes associated with entrepreneurial activity, researchers and
policymakers alike are motivated in the quest to acquire an in-depth knowledge of entrepreneurial intention. Thus, the relationship between
university culture and student’s entrepreneurial intentions needs to be examined (Liñán, Urbano, & Guerrero, 2011).

Entrepreneurship Education (EE) may interact with other factors to generate a more appropriate environment for entrepreneurship or it may
have a moderation effect on the in�uence of other factors (e.g., gender) on the generation of entrepreneurial behavior (Entrialgo & Iglesias,
2016). According to Davidsson (1995), personal factors like age, gender, education, vicarious experience, and experiences of change to a variety
of attributes in�uence conviction and entrepreneurial intentions.

Previous studies have examined student entrepreneurship and the impact of entrepreneurship courses. Universities are required to play an
important role in the environment that propels entrepreneurship and boosts students to pursue career alternative. Some researchers have
analysed the role played by entrepreneurship education in shaping entrepreneurial intentions of students, (Peterman & Kennedy, 2003; Souitaris,
Zerbinati, & Al-Laham, 2007). But the role of universities as provider and enabler of an environment conducive to nurture entrepreneurial
intention, leading to new venture creation, has not been studied (Trivedi, 2016). Moreover, despite the proliferation of entrepreneurship courses,
literature exploring the relationship between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial behavior remains limited (Kraaijenbrink, Groen, and
Bos (2010); Lüthje & Franke, 2003). Furthermore, empirical studies exploring university support factors and entrepreneurship promotion among
university students are limited (Walter, Auer, & Ritter, 2006). Turker and Selcuk (2009) posited that entrepreneurship education in general and
university education in particular play a major role in shaping entrepreneurial intention among students. Kraaijenbrink et al. (2010) proposed
that as universities support students in diverse means, it is necessary to understand the effect of such measures and the extent to which they
could impact students’ entrepreneurial careers.

Previous studies have provided much needed empirical evidence about entrepreneurial intention among students from various perspectives
(Zhang, Duysters, & Cloodt, 2014;Trivedi, 2016). Some researchers argue that entrepreneurial motivation can be nurtured with speci�c
entrepreneurship education (Souitaris et al., 2007) whereas others disagree, questioning whether teaching can propel entrepreneurial motivation
(Colette, Hill, & Leitch, 2005).

This paper uses the theory of planned behavior (TPB) proposed by Ajzen (1991) as the basic framework to understand the entrepreneurial
intention of students and then modi�ed the same by integrating Attitude Towards Entrepreneurship Education (ATEE) and Role Models or
Parental Self-Employment as antecedents of TPB to understand their in�uence on intention. Previous studies have used and supported the
effectiveness of TPB in predicting entrepreneurial intention (Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud, 2000; Moriano, Gorgievski, Laguna, Stephan, &
Zarafshani, 2012).
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From the foregoing, we advance some questions: What are the entrepreneurial intentions among university students? What is the relationship
between PSE and ATE and PBC? What is the relationship between ATEE and ATE and PBC? To what extent do the relationships between Males
and Females differ? Following Entrialgo and Iglesias (2017), we examine the indirect effect of PSE and ATEE on entrepreneurial intentions with
the TPB and also analyse the role of gender in these relationships. Thus, the main objective of this study is to examine the role played by the
attitude towards entrepreneurial education (ATEE) and Parental Self-Employment (PSE) in fostering entrepreneurial intention among students.

To test the validity of the model, samples were drawn from students from a university in Catalonia, Spain. According to Liñán, Urbano, and
Guerrero (2011) Catalonia has a reputation for having a hard-working population, entrepreneurial spirit, and a dynamic economy.

To our best knowledge, this is a novel approach and may encourage future research in this area. A contribution of this paper is the provision of
a better understanding of the role of Entrepreneurship Education and PSE and their impact on entrepreneurial intention. Moreover, the outcomes
of this study could be bene�cial to policymakers to understand not only the pattern of relationships among intention antecedents but also its
implications for interventions and developing entrepreneurial intention. Our paper extends the studies of Trivedi (2016) by introducing Role
Model or Parental Self-employment as an additional antecedent of the TPB and gender as a moderating variable.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In the second part, the literature on entrepreneurial intention in line with TPB along with the
university environment and support (which we operationalize as Attitude towards Entrepreneurship Education-ATEE) is outlined. The next
section provides the methodology. Finally, the results of the study and their practical implications have been provided along with direction for
future research and conclusion.

2.0 Theoretical Framework And Hypothesis Development

2.1 Entrepreneurial Intention and the Theory of Planned Behaviour
Bird (1988, p. 442) de�ned intention as ‘a state of mind directing a person’s attention toward a speci�c object (goal) or path in order to achieve
something (means)’. Entrepreneurial intention is considered to be the most critical aspect for the future formation of entrepreneurial ventures
(Nguyen, Do, Vu, Dang, & Nguyen, 2019). According to Bae et al. (2014) entrepreneurial intentions are the willingness to own or venture into a
business. The concept of intention and its antecedents have received immerse attention in entrepreneurship research for its importance in
predicting entrepreneurial behavior.

The TPB (Ajzen, 1991, 2002) is perhaps one of the most popular models that has caught the attention of researchers in these contemporary
times. Thus among the many models (e.g. Shapero & Sokol, 1982 and Bird, 1988) used to explain entrepreneurial intentions, none have had as
much impact as Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Krueger et al., 2000; Liñán & Chen, 2009). As of April 2020, the theory of
planned behavior (Ajzen, 2012) has been subject to empirical analysis in more than 4,200 papers referenced in the Web of Science
bibliographical database, making it one of the popular theories in the social and behavioral sciences (Bosnjak, Ajzen & Schmidt, 2020). They
further revealed that the TPB has gained enormous attention in disciplines like health sciences, environmental science, business and
management, and educational research. The model explains how the cultural and social environment affects human behavior. In this study, the
TPB is used as a basic framework to understand students’ entrepreneurial intentions. The TPB model has often been used to study the
intention to start a venture in a couple of research setting (Krueger, 1993; Trivedi, 2016) and it has proven that Ajzen’s TPB was an appropriate
research framework for assessing intentions in the choice of employment (Kolvereid, 1996; Iakovleva & Kolvereid, 2009). According to the TPB,
human behavior is guided by three kinds of re�ections, beliefs about the likely consequences of the behavior (behavioural beliefs), beliefs about
the normative expectations of others (normative beliefs), and beliefs about the presence of factors that may ease or impede performance of the
behavior (control beliefs) (Bosnjak, Ajzen & Schmidt, 2020).

2.1.1 Attitude towards Entrepreneurship (ATE)
Ajzen (1991) conceptualized attitude as the extent to which an individual has a positive or negative evaluation of the behavior in question. The
attitude towards the behavior (entrepreneurship) is an important component concerning the perception of desirability that affects
entrepreneurial intention. According to Santos, Roomi, and Liñán, 2016) and Liñán et al. (2011), attitude towards entrepreneurship has a
positive impact on entrepreneurial intentions.

2.1.2 Subjective Norm (SN)
According to Ajzen (1991), the opinion of important reference groups such as parents, spouses, friends, and relatives may also in�uence the
behavior of a person to perform or not perform certain actions. Social norms refer to the perceived social pressure from family, friends, or
signi�cant others to perform an entrepreneurial behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Social norms tend to contribute more weakly to intention (Kolvereid &
Isaksen, 2006) for individuals with a strong internal inner locus of control (Ajzen, 2002) compared to those with a strong action orientation
(Bagozzi, 1992). Some studies did not establish any signi�cant direct correlation between subjective norms and entrepreneurial intention
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(Krueger et al., 2000; Liñán & Chen, 2009; Santos et al., 2016). Most studies have established that subjective norms favorably affect ATE and
the PBC ( Entrialgo & Iglesias, 2016; Liñán & Chen, 2009; Liñán et al., 2011; Liñán & Santos, 2007; Trivedi, 2017). Some empirical studies
(Scherer, Adams, Carley & Wiebe, 1989; Mathews & Moser, 1995); Trivedi, 2016; 2017) have asserted that social norms in�uence attitude and
perceived behavioural control and thus indirectly entrepreneurial intention.

2.1.3 Perceived behavioral control (PBC)
The third and most important determinant identi�ed by Ajzen (1991) is the perceived behavioural control. PBC examines the perceived
feasibility of performing behaviour and its closely related to the perception of self-e�cacy (Krueger et al., 2000). PBC is the perceived easiness
or di�culty of becoming an entrepreneur (Ajzen, 1991). Although some researchers have considered PBC as similar to self-e�cacy, Ajzen
(2002) speci�es that it is a wider construct, since it encompasses and perceived controllability of the behavior. According to Santos et al. (2016)
and Liñán et al. (2011), PBC has a positive impact on entrepreneurial intentions. Generally, the more favorable the attitude and subjective norm,
and the greater the perceived control, the stronger should be the individual’s intention to perform the behavior in question (Bosnjak, Ajzen &
Schmidt, 2020). The �gure A below is a diagram illustration of the theory of planned behavior by Ajzen (2019).

2.2 Entrepreneurship Education and Support
Entrepreneurship education refers to education for entrepreneurial attitudes and skills (Bae et al., 2014). It consists of ‘any pedagogical program
or process of education for entrepreneurial attitudes and skills (Fayolle, Gailly, & Lassas-Clerc, 2006, p. 702). The debate about whether
entrepreneurship can be promoted through education or not persist because of inconsistencies in previous studies. Whilst some empirical
studies have found a positive impact from entrepreneurship education (Block, Hoogerheide, & Thurik, 2013; Souitaris et al., 2007; Walter &
Dohse, 2012), others reported a statistically insigni�cant or negative relationship (Oosterbeek, van Praag, & Ijsselstein, 2010; von Graevenitz,
Harhoff, & Weber, 2010).

Research shows that participation in entrepreneurship courses increase the possibilities of a career in entrepreneurship (Valliere, 2016;
Iakovleva & Kolvereid, 2009; Kolvereid & Moen, 1997). According to Upton, Sexton, and Moore (1995), 40% of those who pursued
entrepreneurship courses started their own businesses. Liñán (2008) posits that entrepreneurship education can nurture a student’s attitudes
and intentions, as well as the establishment of a new �rm. Previous studies suggest that certain university support policies and practices can
promote entrepreneurial activities among students, for example, technology transfer o�ces and faculty consultants (Mian, 1996); university
incubators and physical resources (Mian, 1997); and university venture funds (Lerner, 2005). Entrepreneurship Education program and the
entrepreneurial support provided by universities are effective ways of obtaining the requisite knowledge about entrepreneurship and motivating
young people to seek an entrepreneurial career (Henderson & Robertson, 2000; Lin & Si, 2014). Bae et al. (2014) in their meta-analysis
suggested that entrepreneurial education is positively related to entrepreneurial intentions. The impact of education and university environment
on the creation of prospective entrepreneurs and the relationship between university assistance and support and the set of new businesses
have gained attention in the academic circles (Trivedi 2014). Trivedi (2016) established that the university environment and support positively
affect PBC. Zhang et al. (2014) found a positive correlation between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention among students.
According to Urbano and Guerrero (2013), it is expedient to expand the scope of the university from the conventional or old-fashioned mode of
knowledge to an entrepreneurial ecosystem leading to the concept of an entrepreneurial university.

2.3 Role Models/Parental Self-employment
Entrepreneurial family background refers to those people whose parent(s) or family member(s) is (are) involved in self-employment (Bae et al.,
2014). According to Stephens (n.d.) parents play a major role in how their children turn out. Parents are powerful role models for children and
they can in�uence their children’s entrepreneurial intentions. Zellweger, Sieger, and Halter (2011) argued that entrepreneurship education is less
probable to promote entrepreneurial intentions of students who come from an entrepreneurial family background. According to Bae et al.
(2014), entrepreneurship education may be less effective on entrepreneurial intentions for students from an entrepreneurial family compared to
students without an entrepreneurial family background. In fact, they failed to support the hypothesis that, the positive link between
entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intentions will be weaker in people from an entrepreneurial family background than for those
who do not come from one.

2.4 The Role of Gender
Most studies claim that gender plays a major role in measuring entrepreneurial and self-employment career choice intentions (Verheul, Thurik,
Grilo, & Van der Zwan, 2012). The presence of a gap between males and females in entrepreneurship has long been recognized, (de Bruin et al.,
2007; Díaz-García & Jiménez-moreno, 2010; Hughes, Jennings, Brush, Carter, & Welter, 2012). Males have higher entrepreneurial intentions than
females (Haus, Steinmetz, Isidor, & Kabst, 2013; Hindle, Klyver, & Jennings, 2009; Zhao, Hills, & Seibert, 2005). Bae et al. (2014) failed to support
the hypothesis that the positive link between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intentions will be weaker in males than females.

From the foregoing, the following hypotheses (see Table 1) are proposed.
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Table 1
Hypotheses (Primary and Secondary)

No. Description  

PRIMARY HYPOTHESES

1 ATE positively in�uences entrepreneurial intention ATE→EI

2 PBC positively in�uences entrepreneurial intention PBC→EI

3 SN positively in�uences entrepreneurial intention SN→EI

4 SN positively in�uences ATE SN→ATE

5 SN positively in�uences perceived behavioral control SN→PBC

SECONDARY HYPOTHESES

6 ATEE positively in�uences ATE ATEE→ATE

7 ATEE positively in�uences PBC ATEE→PBC

8 ATEE is positively related to entrepreneurial intention. ATEE→EI

9 PSE positively in�uences ATE PSE→ATE

10 PSE positively in�uences PBC PSE→PBC

11 PSE are positively related to entrepreneurial intentions. PSE→EI

12 The relationship between PSE and ATE is stronger for Males than for Females  

13 The relationship between PSE and PBC is stronger for Males than for Females  

14 The relationship between ATEE and ATE is stronger for Males than for Females  

15 The relationship between ATEE and PBC is stronger for Males than for Females  

NB: The Primary hypotheses were analyzed along three thematic areas: Complete/Combined, Males and Females

3.0 Methodology
The empirical analysis of this survey was carried out among university students in a Spanish university in the Catalonia region. Thus, the study
is developed in a single country, a single institution, and a single culture. We used a structured on-line questionnaire. Convenience sampling
technique was used because it is a popular tool in entrepreneurship research (Kolvereid, 1996; Krueger et al., 2000; Fayolle and Gailly 2005).
Also, a study by Bosma, Jones, Autio and Levie (2008) established that young graduates (25–34 years) display the highest entrepreneurial
propensity. We applied the SEM-PLS technique to examine the constructs of the paper and the relationship among them.

3.1 Sample size
We used a sample size of 216 because according to Hoyle (1995), 100 to 200 respondents is usually a good starting point in conducting path
modelling. Also, Partial Least Squares (PLS) is suitable when exploratory studies are conducted and relatively small samples are used
(Sánchez-Franco & Roldán, 2005).

3.2 Measurement Variables
The questionnaire was divided into the following sections: demographic, independent (ATE, SN, and PBC), dependents variables
(entrepreneurial intention), and Attitude towards Entrepreneurship Education and Parental Self-employment. The study adopted the
Entrepreneurial Intention Questionnaire (EIQ) proposed by Liñán and Chen (2009) to measure ATE, PBC, and SNs. Variables were tested using a
�ve-point Likert scale from ‘Strongly Agree’ to Strongly Disagree. Attitude towards Entrepreneurship Education/University environment and
support scale originally developed by Kraaijenbrink et al. (2009) and revised by Trivedi (2016) was also used in this study. Eighteen items make
up the ATEE Scale and are classi�ed into two categories; General Education Support (check items 38–44 on Appendix) and Targeted Cognitive
and Non-cognitive Support (check items 27–37 on Appendix). ATE, SN, PBC, and ATEE constructs were measured through re�ective indicators.
The other constructs were measured by nominal scales due to their qualitative nature: Parental Self-employed (PSE) and gender. For PSE, we
asked the respondents if their mothers or fathers were entrepreneurs. It was a binary YES/NO variable. Regarding Role Models, we asked the
students if, at least, one of their parents was an entrepreneur. It was a binary Yes/No variable.

3.3 Data Analysis
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Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the proposed model which hypothesizes a relationship between entrepreneurial intention,
ATE, SN, PBC, and ATEE. Hypotheses H12 to H15 were tested using Multi-Group Analysis (MGA).

4.0 Results

4.1 Pro�le of Respondents
The number of respondents was 216, out of which 110 (50.9%) were males and 106 (49.1%) were females. Regarding Parental Self-
employment, 110 (50.9%) of the respondents’ parents were business owners whereas 106 (49.1%) whereas 110 (50.9%) reported on the
contrary. About 97.4% of the respondents were undergraduate students, 88.2% of whom were not in employment. The majority of the students
fall within 20–24 ages (71.8%) category.

4.2 PLS-SEM Results
In this section, we present the results of the PLS-SEM analysis. According to Hair et al. (2010), a two-dimensional method can be applied for
structural equation modelling (SEM); �rst, a measurement model analysis and second, a structural model analysis. This two-step process
guarantees scale validity and reliability.

4.2.1 Measurement Model Assessment
According to Roldán and Sanchez-Franco (2012), the �rst stage of the measurement model assessment consists of observing the indicator
loading values of the model (in our case, the three models: Complete, Male, and the Female). Table 2 depicts the parameters. It can be seen that
Composite reliability, Cronbach’s alpha, and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) exceed 0.7, 0.7, and 0.5, respectively, hence meeting the
recommended values in literature (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Though reliability analysis may be conducted using item loadings of above 0.707,
Sánchez-Franco & Roldán, (2005) opined that for newly developed measures, a lower threshold of 0.6 may be accepted. Generally, the
measurement model of this study was investigated following four criteria’s, i.e. (a) Item reliability, (b) Internal consistency, (c) Convergent
validity, and (d) Discriminant validity. As shown in Table 2, almost all the values support the convergent validity of the composite scales for the
Male and Female models, but fully for the Complete model. Prior to this, the analysis of the measurement model for the full sample found low
loadings (check Appendix) for some items and were removed, and the PLS algorithm was run again. Scores regarding item reliability, construct
reliability and convergent, and discriminant validity is satisfactory (see Tables 2 and 4).
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Table 2
Full-sample measurement model (reliability indicators)/Composites and Measures

Items Loadings Composite Reliability AVE Cronbach's Alpha

  Complete M F Complete M F Complete M F Complete M F

ATE       0.928 0.913 0.933 0.764 0.724 0.779 0.874 0.872 0.905

ATE2 0.892 0.833 0.918                  

ATE3 0.850 0.793 0.882                  

ATE4 0.859 0.917 0.813                  

ATE5 0.895 0.854 0.913                  

EI       0.940 0.936 0.933 0.724 0.710 0.703 0.922 0.917 0.912

EI 1 0.716 0.784 0.613                  

EI 2 0.871 0.847 0.878                  

EI 3 0.912 0.895 0.926                  

EI 4 0.893 0.898 0.873                  

EI 5 0.810 0.728 0.845                  

EI 6 0.886 0.889 0.858                  

PSE 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

PBC       0.895 0.873 0.909 0.588 0.538 0.626 0.859 0.824 0.880

PBC 1 0.735 0.650 0.792                  

PBC 2 0.832 0.847 0.805                  

PBC 3 0.847 0.835 0.841                  

PBC 4 0.709 0.638 0.784                  

PBC 5 0.740 0.673 0.775                  

PBC 6 0.729 0.729 0.747                  

SN       0.914 0.931 0.882 0.780 0.817 0.714 0.859 0.888 0.801

SN 1 0.866 0.878 0.845                  

SN 2 0.888 0.924 0.802                  

SN 3 0.896 0.909 0.886                  

ATEE       0.944 0.935 0.953 0.607 0.568 0.672 0.936 0.926 0.948

ATEE1 0.838 0.826 0.830                  

ATEE2 0.824 0.737 0.900                  

ATEE3 0.863 0.800 0.923                  

ATEE5 0.799 0.803 0.825                  

ATEE6 0.833 0.882 0.832                  

ATEE7 0.715 0.765 0.754                  

ATEE8 0.763 0.715 0.774                  

ATEE9 0.674 0.626 0.715                  

ATEE11 0.680 0.635 0.673                  

ATEE12 0.787 0.749 0.845                  

ATEE18 0.772 0.709 0.806                  
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4.2.1.1 Explanation of target endogenous variable variance
The coe�cient of determination R2 is 0.712 for the EI endogenous latent variable for the Complete model. This implies that the three latent
variables (ATE and PBC) explain 71.2% of the variance in EI as shown in Table 3. The coe�cient of determination for Males and Females is
also shown in Table 3. According to Höck and Ringle (2006) results above the cutoffs 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 are ‘substantial’, ‘moderate’, and
‘weak’ respectively. Thus the results for the three models are ‘substantial’. These �ndings are consistent with the study by (Trivedi, 2016) who
found 69% of the variance in the explanation of entrepreneurial intention.

Table 3: R Square     
            Complete         Male                Female 
ATE    0.278               0.274               0.273   
EI        0.712               0.723               0.683   
PBC    0.310               0.384               0.231   

Table 4: Discriminant Validity (COMPLETE)

  ATE ATEE EI PBC PSE SN

ATE 0.874          

ATEE 0.109 0.779        

EI 0.791 0.36 0.851      

PBC 0.517 0.188 0.615 0.767    

PSE -0.137 -0.125 -0.189 -0..337 1.000  

SN 0.525 0.306 0.620 0.514 -0.295 0.883

FEMALE

  ATE ATEE EI PBC PSE SN

ATE 0.882          

ATEE 0.120 0.810        

EI 0.799 0.155 0.838      

PBC 0.480 0.108 0.535 0.791    

PSE -0.086 0.049 -0.142 -0..347 1.000  

SN 0.522 0.271 0.546 0.390 -0.208 0.845

MALE

  ATE ATEE EI PBC PSE SN

ATE 0.851          

ATEE 0.114 0.753        

EI 0.767 0.127 0.842      

PBC 0.521 0.294 0.668 0.734    

PSE -0.122 -0.275 -0.163 -0..289 1.000  

SN 0.518 0.367 0.663 0.604 -0.276 0.904

4.2.2. Structural model analysis
Using a two-tailed t-test with a signi�cance level of 5%, the path coe�cient is signi�cant if the T-statistics is larger than 1.96. Regarding the
Complete model, it can be observed that three out of the nine relationships are not signi�cant as depicted in Table 6. For the Male model, �ve of
the hypotheses are accepted and four are rejected (see Table 8). Whereas, four of the hypotheses associated with the Females are accepted
and �ve rejected as depicted in Table 7.

Figure 5 shows the variance explained (R Square) in the dependent constructs and the path coe�cients (b) for the complete model. Consistent
with Chin (1998), bootstrapping (5000 re-samples) was used to generate standard errors and T-statistics. Bootstrap represents a non-parametric
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approach for estimating the accuracy of PLS estimation. This helps in the assessment of the statistical signi�cance of the path coe�cients.
The Complete model, Male model, and Female model explain 71.2%, 72.3%, and 68.3% respectively of the variance in entrepreneurial intention
based on SN, ATE, and PBC. These results are encouraging since most previous research typically explains less than 40%.

4.2.2.1 Collinearity Assessment
Collinearity is a potential issue in the structural model and that variance in�ation factor (VIF) value of 5 or above typically indicates such a
problem (Hair et al., 2011). The collinearity assessment results for the Combined Model are summarized in Tables 5. It can be observed that all
VIF values are lower than 5, signifying that there is no indicative collinearity between each set of predictor variables.
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Table 5
Outer VIF Values
Items VIF

ATE2 2.898

ATE3 2.198

ATE4 2.358

ATE5 2.841

EI 1 1.689

EI 2 3.170

EI 3 4.258

EI 4 3.508

EI 5 2.410

EI 6 3.610

PSE 1.000

PBC 1 1.840

PBC 2 2.595

PBC 3 2.504

PBC 4 1.773

PBC 5 2.108

PBC 6 1,665

SN 1 1.889

SN 2 2.338

SN 3 2.608

ATEE1 3.597

ATEE2 4.051

ATEE3 4.705

ATEE5 2.817

ATEE6 3.724

ATEE7 2.154

ATEE8 2.124

ATEE9 2.368

ATEE11 2.189

ATEE12 2.793

ATEE18 2.325
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Table 6
(COMPLETE): Structural Model Results

Construct (O) (M) STDEV T Statistics P Values HYPOTHESIS

ATE -> EI 0.559 0.559 0.059 9.497 0.000 ACCEPT

ATEE-> ATE -0.077 -0.060 0.116 0.662 0.508 REJECT

ATEE-> PBC 0.026 0.043 0.128 0.200 0.841 REJECT

PBC -> EI 0.219 0.220 0.073 2.991 0.003 ACCEPT

PSE -> ATE -0.024 -0.023 0.084 0.287 0.774 REJECT

PSE -> PBC -0.228 -0.218 0.084 2.699 0.007 ACCEPT

SN -> ATE 0.551 0.543 0.084 6.594 0.000 ACCEPT

SN -> EI 0.210 0.210 0.068 3.103 0.002 ACCEPT

SN -> PBC 0.423 0.423 0.092 4.589 0.000 ACCEPT

Original Sample (O), Sample Mean (M), Standard Deviation (STDEV)

Table 7
FEMALE: Structural Model Results

Construct (O) (M) STDEV T Statistics P Values HYPOTHESIS

ATE -> EI 0.610 0.605 0.087 7.045 0.000 ACCEPT

ATEE-> ATE -0.077 -0.044 0.163 0.473 0.636 REJECT

ATEE-> PBC 0.108 0.059 0.254 0.424 0.672 REJECT

PBC -> EI 0.199 0.194 0.126 1.581 0.114 REJECT

PSE -> ATE -0.034 -0.042 0.127 0.270 0.787 REJECT

PSE -> PBC -0.285 -0.258 0.121 2.359 0.018 ACCEPT

SN -> ATE 0.517 0.502 0.124 4.171 0.000 ACCEPT

SN -> EI 0.141 0.154 0.094 1.500 0.134 REJECT

SN -> PBC 0.305 0.327 0.140 2.182 0.029 ACCEPT

Original Sample (O), Sample Mean (M), Standard Deviation (STDEV)

Table 8
MALE: Structural Model Results

Construct (O) (M) STDEV T Statistics P Values HYPOTHESIS

ATE -> EI 0.511 0.513 0.088 5.825 0.000 ACCEPT

ATEE-> ATE -0.077 -0.040 0.154 0.502 0.615 REJECT

ATEE-> PBC 0.061 0.097 0.145 0.420 0.675 REJECT

PBC -> EI 0.249 0.258 0.105 2.378 0.017 ACCEPT

PSE -> ATE 0.028 0.043 0.131 0.213 0.831 REJECT

PSE -> PBC -0.154 -0.143 0.130 1.185 0.236 REJECT

SN -> ATE 0.588 0.569 0.132 4.446 0.000 ACCEPT

SN -> EI 0.247 0.235 0.114 2.175 0.030 ACCEPT

SN -> PBC 0.507 0.492 0.125 4.059 0.000 ACCEPT

Original Sample (O), Sample Mean (M), Standard Deviation (STDEV)

4.3 Measurement Invariance of Composite Models (MICOM)
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Measurement Invariance of Composite Models (MICOM) is a logically necessary step before conducting MGA. Hult et al. (2008, p. 1028) posit
that: ‘failure to establish data equivalence is a potential source of measurement error (i.e., discrepancies of what is intended to be measured
and what is actually measured), which accentuates the precision of estimators, reduces the power of statistical tests of hypothesis, and
provides misleading results’.

The MICOM procedure provides the method for studying the invariance before the multi-group analysis. After con�rming the existence of
invariance, the next is to apply the MGA, comparing the explained variance of each group. MICOM involves a three-step process:

a) Con�gural invariance,

b) Compositional invariance and

c) Scalar invariance (equality of composite means and variances).

According to Garson (2016), running MICOM in SmartPLS normally automatically establishes con�gural invariance. Thus, since statistical
output does not apply to the �rst step, we did not show it. However, steps 2 and 3 are discussed below. It must be noted that in running the
MICOM, outer loadings that were insigni�cant were deleted. This accounts for the difference in the Algorithm �gure for the MGA.

4.3.1 Compositional invariance
Compositional invariance is a test of the invariance of indicator weights for measurement (outer) paths between groups (Garson, 2016).
According to Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt (2016), if the results of MICOM’s Steps 1 and 2 (but not step 3) show that there is lack of
measurement invariance, partial measurement has been established. This result allows for the comparison of the standardized path
coe�cients across the groups by performing a multi-group analysis. If the analysis and tests on different required levels do not support full
measurement invariance, applied research typically focusses on the least partial ful�llment of measurement invariance (Hair et al., 2010). A
result of non-signi�cance means that compositional invariance may be assumed. This implies the correlations are not signi�cantly lower than
1.0, as depicted in Table 9. Compositional invariance has been ful�lled because the Original Correlation is equal or greater than 5% quantile.

Table 9
MICOM Step 2

Items Original Correlation Correlation Permutation Mean 5.0% Permutation p-Values

ATE 0.999 1.000 0.999 0.190

ATEE 0.981 0.956 0.820 0.371

EI 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.635

PBC 1.000 0.999 0.996 0.841

PSE 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.506

SN 0.999 0.999 0.996 0.396

4.3.2 Scalar invariance (equality of composite means and variances)
Following Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt (2016), we tested for scalar invariance in a way comparable to that explained in Step 2. Permutation p-
value tests for Male and Female differences in means and variances for each of the inner model constructs. As shown in Table 10, the
permutations p-values for Mean Original Difference are signi�cant. However, the permutations p-values for the Variance original difference are
all non-signi�cant. From the forgoing, we can assume Partial invariance.
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Table 10
MICOM Step 3

Items Mean -
Original
Difference
(MALE –
FEMALE)

Mean -
Permutation
Mean
Difference
(MALE -
FEMALE)

2.5% 97.5% Permutation
p-Values

Variance -
Original
Difference
(MALE -
FEMALE)

Variance -
Permutation
Mean
Difference
(MALE -
FEMALE)

2.5% 97.5% Permutation
p-Values

ATE 0.468 -0.004 -0.274 0.265 0.001 -0.286 0.005 -0.389 0.396 0.160

ATEE 0.171 -0.001 -0.266 0.266 0.218 -0.184 0.001 -0.437 0.434 0.415

EI 0.604 -0.005 -0.276 0.263   -0.029 0.005 -0.361 0.362 0.879

PBC 0.434 -0.002 -0.269 0.266 0.002 0.025 0.005 -0.393 0.403 0.906

PSE -0.296 0.002 -0.259 0.260 0.036 -0.010 0.000 -0.008 0.011 0.055

SN 0.322 -0.001 -0.279 0.267 0.019 0.261 0.000 -0.364 0.367 0.162

4.3.1. Multi-Group Analysis (MGA)
Having established con�gural and compositional invariance in Steps 1 and 2, we could compare the path coe�cients of Males and Females
using a multi-group analysis. The multi-group analysis uses independent samples t-tests to compare paths between groups (Kiel et al., 2000). In
this study, we considered Gender as a moderator (dummy variable). This process divides the sample into two groups: males (110) and females
(106). This section presents the results of the MGA for the two groups (Males and Females). According to Becker, Rai, Ringle, and Völckner
(2013) researchers who failed to consider this potential issue may draw incorrect conclusions.

We start by �rst running the PLS Algorithm to determine whether the results for the group’s speci�c model estimation differ. Using the ‘Use
Relative Values’, stronger path relationships have thicker lines and smaller path coe�cients have thinner lines. As shown in the diagram below,
we can apply this representation to compare the results for Males and Females. From the �gure, we can see that the group speci�c PLS
coe�cients differ (e.g., ATE-EI, SN-ATE, PBC-EI). Since there are differences in the group speci�c PLS path model estimations, we need to �nd
out if these differences are signi�cant by running the PLS-MGA.

Figures 7, 8 and 9 show the absolute values, outer loadings, path coe�cients, and the R Square values of Males and Females. The MGA report
provides path coe�cients separately for the Male and Female groups, along with bootstrap-estimated standard deviations, t-values, and
signi�cance p-values as well as con�dence intervals. From Figs. 7, 8 and 9, we can see differences in the regression weights or beta
coe�cients. However, to ascertain whether the differences are signi�cant we have to apply the bootstrap t-test in the output section on the
con�dence intervals. From Table 12, it can be seen that the path from ATE – EI, SN – ATE, and SN – PBC con�dence intervals overlap. This
implies that at the 0.05 signi�cance level, there is no difference in path coe�cients between Male and Female samples. Thus, the paths in the
structural model (ATE–EI, SN–ATE, and SN–PBC) are signi�cant for both Males and Females, as depicted in the p-Values columns. However,
for the MGA, we focus on Hypotheses H12, H13, H14, and H15. From Table 11, it can be noted that there is signi�cant relationship between PSE
and PBC but no signi�cant relationship between the other variables; hence hypotheses H13 is accepted but H12, H14 and H15 are rejected.
These results are con�rmed by the output from the Parametric Test in Table 12, the Welch-Satterthwait Test in Table 13, the Bootstrapping
Results on Table 14, and the Con�dence intervals in Table 15.

According to H12, the relationship between PSE and ATE is stronger for men than women. However, there are no signi�cant relationships
between both groups, hence this hypothesis is rejected. According to H13, the relationship between PSE and PBC is stronger for men than
women, hence this hypothesis is accepted. According to H14, ‘The relationship between ATEE and ATE is stronger for Males than for Females’.
From Table 14, it can be seen that the relationship is not signi�cant for both groups, hence we reject this hypothesis. Regarding H15, the
relationship between ATEE and PBC is stronger for Males than Females. However, results reveal that the relationship between the Male and
Female groups was insigni�cant. Hence we reject this hypothesis.
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Table 11
PLS-MGA

Items Path Coe�cients-diff (MALE - FEMALE) p-Value original 1-tailed (MALE vs FEMALE) p-Value new (MALE vs FEMALE)

ATE -> EI -0.156 0.947 0.105

ATEE -> ATE -0.081 0.668 0.664

ATEE -> PBC -0.048 0.651 0.697

PBC -> EI 0.116 0.131 0.263

PSE -> ATE -0.011 0.537 0.927

PSE -> PBC 0.240 0.022 0.043

SN__ -> ATE -0.023 0.564 0.872

SN__ -> EI 0.083 0.191 0.382

SN__ -> PBC 0.189 0.063 0.126

Table 12
Parametric Test

Items Path Coe�cients-diff (MALE - FEMALE) t-Value(|MALE vs FEMALE|) p-Value (MALE vs FEMALE)

ATE -> EI -0.156 1.621 0.106

ATEE -> ATE -0.081 0.420 0.675

ATEE -> PBC -0.048 0.250 0.803

PBC -> EI 0.116 1.093 0.276

PSE -> ATE -0.011 0.084 0.933

PSE -> PBC 0.240 2.032 0.043

SN__ -> ATE -0.023 0.182 0.856

SN__ -> EI 0.083 0.866 0.387

SN__ -> PBC 0.189 1.541 0.125

Table 13
Welch-Satterthwait Test

Items Path Coe�cients-diff (MALE - FEMALE) t-Value(|MALE vs FEMALE|) p-Value (MALE vs FEMALE)

ATE -> EI -0.156 1.625 0.107

ATEE -> ATE -0.081 0.417 0.677

ATEE -> PBC -0.048 0.248 0.805

PBC -> EI 0.116 1.095 0.276

PSE -> ATE -0.011 0.084 0.933

PSE -> PBC 0.240 2.042 0.044

SN__ -> ATE -0.023 0.184 0.855

SN__ -> EI 0.083 0.870 0.386

SN__ -> PBC 0.189 1.546 0.125
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Table 14
Bootstrapping Results (for MGA)

Items Path
Coe�cients
Original
(FEMALE)

Path
Coe�cients
Original
(MALE)

Path
Coe�cients
Mean
(FEMALE)

Path
Coe�cients
Mean
(MALE)

STDEV
(FEMALE)

STDEV
(MALE)

t-Value
(FEMALE)

t-Value
(MALE)

p-Value
(FEMALE)

p-Value
(MALE)

ATE -
> EI

0.625 0.470 0.623 0.469 0.064 0.072 9.774 6.543 0.000 0.000

ATEE
->
ATE

-0.028 -0.109 -0.003 -0.094 0.166 0.104 0.166 1.048 0.868 0.295

ATEE
->
PBC

0.129 0.081 0.108 0.102 0.171 0.095 0.754 0.855 0.451 0.393

PBC -
> EI

0.143 0.259 0.141 0.266 0.072 0.079 1.999 3.290 0.046 0.001

PSE -
>
ATE

-0.050 -0.060 -0.055 -0.049 0.085 0.095 0.580 0.634 0.562 0.526

PSE -
>
PBC

-0.324 -0.084 -0.313 -0.076 0.072 0.093 4.475 0.899 0.000 0.368

SN__
->
ATE

0.494 0.472 0.485 0.468 0.068 0.105 7.319 4.512 0.000 0.000

SN__
-> EI

0.203 0.286 0.206 0.278 0.060 0.075 3.371 3.818 0.001 0.000

SN__
->
PBC

0.279 0.467 0.291 0.461 0.081 0.092 3.440 5.069 0.001 0.000

Table 15
Con�dence intervals (Bias Corrected)

Items 2.5% (FEMALE) 97.5% (FEMALE) 2.5% (MALE) 97.5% (MALE)

ATE -> EI 0.490 0.740 0.319 0.600

ATEE -> ATE -0.390 0.224 -0.326 0.077

ATEE -> PBC -0.305 0.331 -0.217 0.237

PBC -> EI -0.011 0.272 0.128 0.433

PSE -> ATE -0.214 0.123 -0.243 0.126

PSE -> PBC -0.459 -0.185 -0.265 0.092

SN__ -> ATE 0.353 0.613 0.239 0.655

SN__ -> EI 0.085 0.319 0.139 0.428

SN__ -> PBC 0.091 0.414 0.273 0.631

4.4 F Square
The f-square equation expresses how large a proportion of unexplained variance is accounted for by R2 change (Hair et al., 2014). The effect
size is assessed with a tool known as F Square indicated in Table 16 and Fig. 8. Following Cohen (1988) an F Square value of above 0.35 is
considered large effect size; values ranging from 0.15 to 0.35 are medium effect size; values between 0.02 and 0.15 are considered small effect
and values less than 0.02 are considered NO effect size. From Fig. 4 it can be observed that the ATE-EI relationship is the highest i.e. 0.724. This
is followed by SN – ATE and SN – PBC respectively.
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Table 16
F Square

  ATE ATEE EI PBC PSE SN

ATE     0.724      

ATEE 0.004     0.001    

EI            

PBC     0.101      

PSE 0.000     0.065    

SN 0.348   0.101 0.253    

4.5 Mediation Analysis
According to Aguinis et al. (2017), mediation refers to the presence of an intermediate variable or mechanism that transmits the effect of an
antecedent variable to an outcome. The framework (Fig. 1) for this study called for multiple mediation analysis. As shown in Table 17, there are
three Total Indirect Effects. However, the Speci�c Indirect Effects were six as depicted in Table 18. Tables 17 and 18 reveal the running of the
Consistent Algorithm. To identify which of the variables were signi�cant we run the Consistent Bootstrapping. The results are found in
Tables 19 and 20. As shown in Table 20 it can be seen that SN->ATE->EI and SN->PBC->EI are signi�cant.

Table 17
PLSc Algorithm TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS

  ATE ATEE EI PBC PSE SN

ATE            

ATEE     -0.028      

EI            

PBC            

PSE     -0.050      

SN     0.404      

Table 18
PLSc Algorithm SPECIFIC INDIRECT EFFECTS

  SPECIFIC INDIRECT EFFECTS

ATEE->ATE->EI -0.032

PSE->ATE->EI -0.003

SN->ATE->EI 0.308

ATEE->PBC->EI 0.005

PSE->PBC->EI -0.046

SN->PBC->EI 0.095
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Table 19
Bootstrapping (c) TOTAL INDIRECT EFFECTS

  Original Sample Standard T Statistic P Values

ATE->EI          

ATEE->ATE          

ATEE->EI -0.037 -0.026 0.080 0.466 0.642

ATEE->PBC          

PBC->EI          

PSE->ATE          

PSE->EI -0.063 -0.062 0.060 1.047 0.295

PSE->PBC          

SN->ATE          

SN->EI 0.400 0.397 0.067 6.008 0.000

SN->PBC          

Table 20
Bootstrapping (c) SPECIFIC INDIRECT EFFECTS

  Original Sample Standard T Statistic P Values

ATEE->ATE->EI -0.043 -0.033 0.066 0.650 0.516

PSE->ATE->EI -0.013 -0.013 0.047 0.286 0.775

SN->ATE->EI 0.308 0.303 0.056 5.535 0.000

ATEE->PBC->EI 0.006 0.007 0.030 0.187 0.852

PSE->PBC->EI -0.050 -0.049 0.027 1.825 0.068

SN->PBC->EI 0.093 0.094 0.040 2.310 0.021

5.0 Discussion
The main claim of the TPB is that intention is in�uenced by three variables, i.e. ATE, SNs, and PBC. This exposition of the Ajzen model lays the
foundation for the hypotheses which tested the validity of the model in the present paper. Speci�cally, we investigated the moderating effect of
gender on ATEE and Role Models by applying the theory of planned behavior (1991). Though empirical studies in entrepreneurship have
produced contradictory results, we proceeded to apply the TPB to examine students’ entrepreneurial intention because it is probably one of the
most tried and tested theories in entrepreneurial research. We explored the extent to which Parental Self-employment and entrepreneurship
education impact entrepreneurial intentions. We formulated two categories of hypotheses; primary and secondary and conducted a tripartite
analysis for Complete, Male and Female models.

This study underscored ATE as one of the important determinants of our framework, exhibiting a strong and highly signi�cant relationship
between ATE and entrepreneurial intention. This con�rms the �ndings of Krueger et al. (2000) and Mahfud, Bruri, Sudira, and Mulyani (2020)
who reported that ATE has a signi�cant direct relationship with entrepreneurial intention.

Regarding the Complete and Male Models, all the primary hypotheses were accepted. However, with the Female Model four out of the primary
hypotheses were accepted. These results are in line with previous studies which found that SNs have a signi�cant positive correlation with ATE
and PBC (Entrialgo & Iglesias, 2016; Liñán & Santos, 2007; Liñán et al., 2011 ).

The relationship between ATEE and EI, and PSE and EI were both insigni�cant. Bae et al. (2014), in their paper, reported a statistically signi�cant
but small positive relationship between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intentions.

With regards to the relationship between PSE/Role Models, the results points out that having a parent who is an entrepreneur positively
in�uence a student’s PBC (for the Complete and Female models), most probably increasing one’s knowledge, mastery, or general set of ability
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with regard to engaging in tasks required for becoming an entrepreneur (BarNir, Watson & Hutchins. 2011). Interestingly, there was an
insigni�cant relationship between PSE/Role Models and PBC for the male respondents.

According to this study the relationship between PSE and PBC is stronger for Males than Females, hence H13 is accepted. According to Wilson,
Marlino and Kickul (2004) women tend to shy away from entrepreneurial activity more frequently than men due to a lower perception of
perceived self-e�cacy in carry out entrepreneurial tasks. Verheul, Uhlaner and Thurik (2003) buttress this by emphasizing that females less
frequently perceive themselves as entrepreneurs.

However, this study fails to certain support certain aspects of previous studies on how exposure to entrepreneurial education and role models
impact on Males and Females. Thus hypotheses H12, H14 and H15 were not supported hence there was no signi�cant relationship between
Males and Females. The in�uence of ATEE on PBC was not signi�cant. These �ndings are consistent with those of Entrialgo and Iglesias
(2017). We established non-signi�cant impacts on gender and parental self-employment. These results are in line with a paper by Bae et al.
(2014).

This study has con�rmed the applicability of the TPB model to entrepreneurial intention and the moderating role of gender. However, we did not
�nd a signi�cant relationship between Males and Females concerning their entrepreneurial intentions for H12, H14 and H15. Therefore gender
had no signi�cance on the path coe�cients. That means the gender of a student doesn’t affect the link between attitude towards
entrepreneurship education and EI. The �nding further revealed that gender has no in�uence on the relationship between attitude and intention,
which was supported by Nowinski et al. (2019) and (Jena, 2020). These results are inconsistent with those of Santos et al. (2016) who found
that Males display higher entrepreneurial intentions than Females.

6.0 Implications And Direction For Future Research
This study has some interesting implications. First, ATE came out as the most important variable of the model and this implies that
entrepreneurial attitudes may be in�uenced by the relevant stakeholders in academic circles. Though we did not establish a positive correlation
between PSE and ATE, in�uential role models can support nascent entrepreneurs. We recommend the institutionalization of traineeship, elective
courses, conference and workshops on entrepreneurship to boost the entrepreneurial spirit of students. Also, policy-makers can motivate
students by providing some �scal incentives to allow individual and business angel investments in the seed stage of their entrepreneurial
activities (European Commission, 2020).

Our paper extends the studies of Trivedi (2016) by introducing Role Model or Parental Self-employment as an additional antecedent and gender
as a moderating variable. This study also proximately mirrors the study by Entrialgo and Iglesias (2017), though our study used a Likert scale to
measure entrepreneurial education instead of a dichotomous variable.

Though we found no signi�cant relationship for ATEE on EI, we suggest that educators and the relevant stakeholders focus on how to stimulate
entrepreneurial intentions through education.

Notwithstanding the importance of entrepreneurship education in the development of entrepreneurial intentions, this paper revealed that ATEE
has no signi�cant impact on ATE and PBC. This will probably call for early engagement of the students to expose them to entrepreneurial
education (Entrialgo & Iglesias, 2017).

The �ndings contribute to research on parental self-employment (PSE). The results indicate that role model or parental self-employment impact
on PBC for the Complete and the Female models. However, there was an insigni�cant relationship between parental self-employed and PBC for
the Male model.

7.0 Limitations
In considering the generalizability of this paper, it is important to highlight some limitations. First, the respondents were sampled from a single
university in Spain. It will be exciting to replicate the study with a multi-country sample to identify the dynamics of ATEE and Role Models in
those countries.

Also, the majority of the students were from the Faculty of Law and Business Administration, leading to skewness of the sample
characteristics.

Furthermore, the insu�cient number of samples in the subgroups (Male and Female) has the potential of reducing the power of analysis,
leading to sampling error (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004).

8.0 Conclusions
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The paper has contributed to the existing literature on the multi-group analysis of gender on entrepreneurial intentions among university
students. Although the differences between Males and Females were not signi�cant for three of the relationships, the applicability of the TPB to
measure entrepreneurial intentions has been supported.
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