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Recently there has been an increasing interest in promoting entrepreneurship among undergraduates, however, there have 

been few studies focusing on adolescents. The two aims of this research were to demonstrate the reliability and validity of 

the Attitudes to Entrepreneurship (ATE) test with a sample of Spanish adolescents, and to study the effect of using an 

intervention based on intergenerational contact on the entrepreneurial potential of young people. Two studies were 

carried out with these objectives. The results from Study 1 confirmed the reliability of the ATE test; entrepreneurial 

potential was related to achievement motivation and affected by gender. In Study 2, we used an experimental and control 

groups design and pre and post-test measures. In the classroom context, older adults were interviewed by students about 

their life and work experiences. Entrepreneurship was increased by the intergenerational contact in the experimental 

group, specifically, in the Leadership, Creativity and Achievement factors, in boys. Achievement motivation in the 

academic context also was increased. The intergenerational contact based on emotional implications and active 

participation promotes latent entrepreneurship and academic interest. 

 

Introduction 
 

Entrepreneurial spirit has long been considered a function of 

individuals’ personalities (Kuratko, 2007; McKenzie, Ugbah 

& Smothers, 2007; Okhomina, 2010). However, the 

definition of entrepreneurial potential, and the kind of 

activities that make up entrepreneurial behaviour have been 

the subject of some controversy (Busenitz, West, Shepherd, 

Nelson, Chandler & Zacharakis, 2003; Chell, 2008; Hisrich, 

Langan-Fox & Grant, 2007). Certain aspects of 

entrepreneurial activity and behavior have been repeatedly 

studied in the literature, for example, the recognition and 

exploitation of opportunities, and innovation and creation of 

businesses (Gartner, 1988; Kuratko, 2007; McKenzie et al., 

2007; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). This potential has 

commonly been conceptualized as the creation of a business 

(see Gartner, 1988; Shane, 2008), and this has been 

criticized by numerous authors as being too narrow and de-

contextualized (McKenzie et al., 2007). There was a similar 

debate related to entrepreneurial activities and/or behaviour 

(Kuratko, 2007; Morris, Kuratko & Covin, 2008), since they 

do not have to imply business activity, as in the case of 

social entrepreneurship (Mair & Martí, 2006; Tracey & 

Phillips, 2007). It seems, therefore, that though the creation 

of a business can be one of the relevant aspects of 

entrepreneurial potential, it is neither an essential nor a 

sufficient one (McKenzie et al., 2007).    

 

In general, the study of entrepreneurial behaviour must 

incorporate variables from three areas, concretely, 

individual personality traits, entrepreneurial behaviour, and 

the positive influence of a supportive environment. 

 

The individual traits and motivations may be used by 

schools, and career counsellors to identify individuals that 

may be suited to undertake and succeed in entrepreneurial 

ventures. However, despite the potential importance of 

individual characteristics, there are some unanswered 

questions regarding the role that motivation and personal 

characteristics play in entrepreneurial activity (Shane & 

Venkataraman, 2000).   

 

McClelland (1961) suggested that need of achievement 

(nAch) plays an important role in engaging people in 

energetic and innovative activities. The key result was that 

high nAch scores were related to being attracted to and to 

performing well in entrepreneurial jobs.  

 

A meta-analysis study which analyzed research about 

achievement motivation and entrepreneurship behaviour 

(Collins, Hange & Locke, 2004) found that the choice of an 

entrepreneurial career and the entrepreneurial performance 

were significantly correlated with nAch. These relationships 

do not vary depending on how researchers have defined 

entrepreneurial behavior in their study. Achievement 

motivation can be modified by education programs, but 

cultural background also has a role in what it is valued by 

students (De Pillis & DeWitt, 2008).   

 

The impact of business education on the attitudes and 

perceptions of entrepreneurial potential has not been reliably 

demonstrated (Honig, 2004; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994). This 

was despite recognizing that the ideal stage to acquire basic 

knowledge and to promote a positive attitude is childhood 

and adolescence (Filion, 1994), and that prior educational 

experiences influence attitudes towards starting up a 
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business. However, other studies (Béchard & Grégorie, 

2005; Gorman, Hanlon & King, 1997) which reviewed 

literature on education related to entrepreneurial potential, 

companies and small businesses, concluded that more 

rigorous studies are required. In addition, Peterman and 

Kennedy (2003) suggested that stricter methods should be 

employed for testing hypotheses: methods that involve 

larger samples and control groups, and over a longer period 

of time. Therefore, the panorama that these works depicted 

has suggested that there was not a conclusive relationship 

between education and entrepreneurship (entrepreneurial 

spirit) (Athayde, 2009; Peterman & Kennedy, 2003; 

Souitaris, Zerbinati & Al-Laham, 2007). 

 

The influence that educational and business experiences can 

have on attitudes towards starting up a business has been 

recognized, however, certain aspects such as the impact that 

the perception of entrepreneurial potential has on these 

attitudes has yet to be confirmed.  

 

Intervention programs aimed at encouraging this potential 

have attempted to cover a wide range of initiatives and 

pedagogical methods to promote entrepreneurial 

competencies among students (Greene, Katz & Johannisson, 

2004). Among these initiatives, there have been 

observational approaches, such as presentations, guest 

speakers or field trips to companies, as well as more 

‘experiential’ ones that include simulations, writing business 

plans and even the creation of a business (Gartner & Vesper, 

1994; Hills, 1988; Kuratko, 2005; Solomon, Duffy & 

Tarabishy, 2002). It is often argued that the most successful 

entrepreneurship education should require a more 

experiential and active approach (Aronsson, 2004; Gendron, 

2004; Honing, 2004; Solomon et al., 2002). These 

approaches encourage students to face the real practice of 

starting up and running a business and provide students with 

a learning experience that may be easier to internalize. This 

approach can be summed up with the idea that the greater 

the entrepreneurial experience is, the greater will be the 

intentions of student entrepreneurs, the perceived 

desirability and feasibility, the propensity to act, the 

creativity, and the attitudes towards business people. 

However, regardless of the pedagogical approach adopted, 

Souitaris et al. (2007) demonstrated individual benefits arise 

from entrepreneurship education programs. 

 

In recent years, a study (Lepoutre, Van den Berghe, Tilleuil 

& Crijns, 2010) investigated, using a sample of adolescents, 

whether entrepreneurship education programs have a 

positive effect on entrepreneurial intentions, the creativity 

and the attitude towards business owners. It also studied 

whether this effect manifested itself in different ways 

depending on the chance to experience being an 

entrepreneur from close up. The results showed, tentatively, 

that these programs do have an impact, as significant 

differences exist between their pre- and post-stages when 

retrospectively analyses are made. Thus, it seems to be 

confirmed that entrepreneurial intentions are modified 

significantly as a result of education programs focusing on 

entrepreneurship, just as previous studies have shown 

(Athayde, 2009; Charney & Libecap, 2000; Peterman & 

Kennedy, 2003; Souitaris et al., 2007; Wilson, Kickul & 

Marlino, 2007). However, bearing in mind that the research 

design did not include a control group, it could be argued 

that these significant retrospective differences between the 

pre- and post-test stages could be due to natural progress 

made by students during their school years (Hill & Betz, 

2005). The analysis made by Lepoutre et al. (2010) on the 

differences between entrepreneurship programs, indicated 

that those that took longer and were more experiential were 

the most effective in increasing perceived desirability, 

perceived feasibility and creativity. Nonetheless, these 

programs were not as important when it came to 

entrepreneurial intentions and the propensity to act. To sum 

up, as it has been pointed out by various studies (Aronsson, 

2004; Izquierdo, 2008; Kuratko, 2005; Solomon et al., 

2002), education that is aimed at entrepreneurial attitudes is 

particularly more successful when it focuses on a practical 

and experiential approach.  

 

Another interesting finding from the study of Lepoutre et al. 

(2010) refers to the fact that participants’ assessment of the 

entrepreneurial education program turned out to be the most 

significant indicator of change produced in interesting 

variables. This highlights the importance of adapting these 

programs so that students find them enjoyable and relevant. 

Particularly, passion and emotion have been recognized as 

playing a vital role in various aspects of entrepreneurship 

(Baron, 2008; Cardon, Wincent, Singh & Drnovsek, 2009). 

The focus on emotional aspects of business start-ups could 

well make a significant contribution to entrepreneurship 

research (Souitaris et al., 2007). 

 

Intergenerational contact as an educational 
strategy 
 

Early research on the contacts between young and old 

people had a wide range of methodological and theoretical 

inadequacies (Fox & Giles, 1993). However, in recent years 

the activity of intergenerational programs has increased in 

European, Asian and American contexts.  Their objectives 

have been to interact, stimulate, educate, support and 

provide care for one another. These initiatives in 

intergenerational engagements have reinforced the 

educational curriculum and have contributed to student 

learning. 

 

Intergenerational contact is a strategy that has favored the 

development of emotional aspects in an academic context. 

Research into intergenerational relationships has provided 

positive results for both the young and the older adults. In 

the case of young people, the benefits were shown by an 

improvement in social skills, communication skills, problem 

solving, greater self-esteem and the promotion of 

friendships (Rosebrook, 2007), as well as better academic 

performance (Rebok, Carlson & Glass, 2004; Teale, 2003;) 

and even a reduction in alcohol and drug consumption 

(Tierney, Grossman & Resch, 1995). Links to curricular 

areas has been one of the primary objectives of school-based 

intergenerational programs (Kaplan, 2002) in the areas of 

history, urban studies, math, geology, economics, and so on. 
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This idea of connecting the academic context with 

emotional aspects has led us to consider the possibility that 

an intergenerational program could motivate both 

entrepreneurship and academic performance in young 

people in compulsory education. Specifically, in the last two 

years, after which students have to decide whether to 

continue with their education at university, undergo 

vocational training or leave education completely. 

 

These young people are focused more on their immediate 

education, and thus manifest a latent ‘entrepreneurial 

potential’, which is different to the ‘intention’ to become an 

entrepreneur shown by people who have finished their 

academic/vocational training. 

 

Empirical work 
 

To measure enterprise ‘potential’ of school-aged young 

people, Athayde (2009) designed ATE test (Attitudes toward 

Enterprise) to assess attitudes towards psychological 

characteristics associated with entrepreneurship. These 

characteristics represent the essence of what it takes to 

become an entrepreneur given favourable situational factors, 

such as market conditions and access to resources. The ATE 

test is made up of four factors: Creativity (innovation and 

imagination), Personal Control (propensity to act), 

Achievement (energy, hard work), and Leadership 

(persuasiveness, decision taking). This test was used in 

independent evaluations of entrepreneurship education 

programs. Its total score was sensitive to changes produced 

by these programs (Athayde, 2009).  

 

This study has two main aims: first, to test the reliability and 

validity of the ATE test with a Spanish sample. Second, to 

find out if ATE scores can change as an effect of an 

intervention program based on the exposure to the expertise 

of older adults; this program can be considered an 

intergeneration contact with clear emotional implications. 

We propose four hypotheses to be tested. 

 

A test should have an adequate goodness of fit. As we are 

going to use the ATE test in a Spanish context, the first two 

questions concern its internal consistency (Athayde, 2009) 

and its convergent validity with achievement motivation 

(Collins et al., 2004). 

 

Hypothesis 1: Reliability and validity indexes of the ATE 

test will be adequate when using a Spanish sample. 

 

Furthermore, various studies have demonstrated a difference 

between men and women when it comes to starting up a 

business activity (Brush, 1997; De Tiene & Chandler, 2007; 

Gatewood, Carter, Brush, Greene & Hart, 2003; Gupta, 

Turban, Arzu Wasti & Sikdar, 2009; Reynolds, Bygrave & 

Autio, 2004; Ruiz, Camelo, de la Vega, Coduras & Justol, 

2010). This fact is regardless of geographical setting, as 

shown by Minniti, Arenius and Langowitz (2005) using data 

from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Project, they 

found that in the 70 countries analysed the ratio between the 

percentage of female and male entrepreneurs is significantly 

unfavourable in terms of female participation. In the specific 

case of Spain, there is also clear evidence of this, with a 

worsening of the situation since 2009 (Ruiz et al., 2010; 

Ruiz, Camelo, de la Vega & Coduras, 2012). 

 

This may be caused, at least in part, because starting up 

businesses tends to be largely associated with masculine 

rather than feminine roles (Baron & Ensley, 2006; Gupta, 

Turban & Bhawe, 2008). Similarly, some studies have 

shown that women reject the idea of starting up a new 

business due to a perception that they lack the necessary 

skills (Chen, Greene & Crick, 1998; Kickul, Wilson, 

Marlino & Barbosa, 2008; Mueller & Conway Dato-On, 

2008; Wilson et al., 2007). It should also be taken into 

account that Athayde (2009) confirmed a higher global 

score in the ATE among men than women, consequently: 

 

Hypothesis 2: There will be gender differences in the 

ATE test with young men scoring higher than young 

women. 

 

Intergenerational contact has been useful to improve 

curricular performance in young people (Kaplan, 2002). We 

want to promote entrepreneurship potential in this specific 

group using an experimental design that includes a control 

group. 

 

Hypothesis 3: In the experimental group, ATE test scores 

will be higher than in the control group after the 

intervention program. 

 

If ATE test factors are correlated with academic motivation 

(hypothesis 1), a psychological intervention, which 

increases entrepreneurship potential (hypothesis 3), will 

indirectly affect motivation. 

 

Hypothesis 4: Academic motivation will be affected by 

the intervention program. 

 

Research methodology: Study 1 
 

Testing reliability and validity of the ATE test for a 
Spanish sample 
 

Participants 
 

A total of 145 adolescents from the 3rd and 4th Secondary 

School courses, in Tenerife (Spain), participated voluntarily 

in the study. The group was made up of 66 girls and 79 boys 

with an average age of 16.84 and standard deviation of 3.14.  

 

Instruments 
 

ATE test (Attitudes toward Enterprise; Athayde, 2009) is a 

measurement of entrepreneurial potential among young 

people. It’s a pencil and paper test with 21 multiple-choice 

items and a 7-point Likert scale (1 = totally disagree, 7= 

totally agree). The test measures Leadership, Creativity, 

Achievement, and Personal Control factors. A total score 

can also be used, whose reliability was 0.83 (Athayde, 
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2009). Back translation of the test was made by two 

bilingual university teachers. 

 

The Spanish version of the HSPQ-A (Personality 

Questionnaire for Adolescents, Cattell & Cattell, 1989) has 

shown factorial validity, although with quite low internal 

consistency coefficients that range between 0.20 and 0.43. 

We have only selected factor H: Shy-Venturesome, which 

has 10 items with a 3 point answer scale. 

 

Academic Motivation and Anxiety (MA, Pelechano, 1989) 

is a multidimensional measurement of the need of 

achievement in academic contexts, created for Spanish 

adolescents. This instrument has 36 items (YES/NO 

answer), which assess four factors labelled Extreme self-

concept, Academic test anxiety, Lack of interest to study, 

and Self-exigency to study. Internal consistency indexes 

range from 0.48 to 0.77 (Navas, 1994). 

 

Procedure 
 

The three tests were put together in a booklet containing 

other scales aimed at collecting information under a wider 

research project. The booklet was given to the students in 

their classrooms, after obtaining consent from the teachers. 

The tests were self-administered in groups and participants 

received neither a reward nor payment for filling-in the 

questionnaire, but a few words of thanks were given to 

them. 

 

Results 
 

Hypothesis 1raised the question of reliability and validity of 

the ATE test. Table 1 presents the main statistics for each of 

the factors included in the ATE scale. Cronbach’s alpha for 

the total score was 0.80, a value close to that obtained in the 

original study by Atahyde (2009).  

 

Table 1: ATE test factors’ means and standard deviations, and gender differences in Study 1 

 
 Total group  Girls  Boys     

 M SD  M SD  M SD t p d 

Leadership 24.20  7.95  23.73 8.12  24.60 7.83 -.64 .524 .11 

Creativity 22.06 4.77  21.25 5.38  22.71 4.13 -1.77 .080 .31 

Achievement 15.25 4.31  14.60 4.52  15.9 4.04 -2.12 .036 .36 

Personal Control 16.35 4.64  16.27 5.09  16.43 4.27 -.20 .840 .03 

Total score 77.53 15.55  76.42 16.29  78.40 15.01 -.71 .482 .13 
Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; t = Student t; d = Cohen’s d; p = signification 

 

With the aim of confirming whether the entrepreneurial 

factors showed any differences between genders, an analysis 

of independent sample t-test was carried out. The results 

indicated gender differences in the Achievement factor (a 

moderate Cohen’s d): boys scored significantly higher than 

girls (t143=2.12, p<.04). However, no significant gender 

differences appeared in the other three factors on the ATE 

scale or in the total score (see table 1). 

 

Next, the convergent validity of ATE factors of personality 

and motivational factors were studied. The correlational 

analysis between ATE factors and Shy-Venturesome 

personality factor showed significant relationships with 

Leadership (r109=.35, p<.001) and Achievement (r109=.28, 

p<.01) factors, and ATE total score (r109=.27, p<.01).  

 

In addition, entrepreneurial factors were correlated with 

motivational ones. The ATE factors and the total ATE score 

correlated positively with the motivational factors of  

Extreme self-concept, and Self-exigency to study (see table 

2), but not for the MA factor and Achievement, which only 

reached a marginal level of significance (p<.06).  

 

Therefore, hypothesis 1 is confirmed with respect to internal 

consistency and partially confirmed regarding convergent 

validity. Hypothesis 2 only received partial support from the 

ATE Achievement factor. 

 

Table 2: Correlation matrix among ATE factors and HSPQ-H and MA factors 

 

  HSPQ-H MA 

  Extreme self-

concept 

Academic test 

anxiety 

Lack of interest to 

study 

Self-exigency to 

study 

Leadership  .35** .34*** -.12 -.18* .19* 

Creativity  .09 .31*** -.01 -.15 .22* 

Achievement  .28** .30*** -.07 -.02 .17 

Personal Control  .01 .37*** -.07 -.02 .26** 

Total score  .27** .43*** -.05 -.14 .26** 
Note. HSPQ-H: Shy – Venturesome; MA: Academic Motivation and Anxiety; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
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Research methodology: Study 2 
 

Impact of an intergenerational contact program on 
entrepreneurship 
 
Curricular diversification is a different and exceptional way 

of studying the last two years of compulsory education in 

Europe (de Prada, 2002), and specifically in Spain (BOE, 

2006). It involves a final effort in favor of those students 

who for various reasons had serious learning problems. The 

aim is that these students do not miss the opportunity to 

achieve a basic level of education and obtain the 

qualification of Graduate in Secondary Education. 

Therefore, alternatives to traditional education programs 

need to be proposed which incorporate curricular 

diversification and achieve an improvement in the academic 

performance of these students.  

 

The second aim of this paper is to analyse whether 

intergenerational contact can encourage the entrepreneurial 

potential of students by using an experimental design 

involving two groups (control and experimental groups). 

 

Participants and instruments 
 

The control group was made up of 55 teenagers (23 girls and 

32 boys) with an average age of 16.53 years old and 

standard deviation of 1.82. The experimental group 

consisted of 31 girls and 24 boys with an average age of 

16.09 years old and standard deviation of 0.38. They were 

all studying their last two years of compulsory secondary 

education in Tenerife (Spain). The experimental group 

undertook the curricular diversification course, while the 

control group undertook the normal curricular course. The 

selection of the control group attempted to match as closely 

as possible the experimental one with regard to the relevant 

demographic variables. There were no significant inter-

group differences in the gender and age variables.  

 

Both experimental and control groups completed the ATE 

and MA instruments at two different times. 

 

Procedure 
 

The intervention consisted of a structured interview based 

on a prior general interview that required the older adults to 

provide information about their first work experience, 

difficulties that had to be overcome, requirements needed to 

obtain a job or begin a business, etc. These questions were 

personalized according to the life and work experience of 

each of the older adult participants. 

 

A support person helped the older adults in the 

intergenerational contact, asking the first question and 

motivating students to participate with at least one question. 

An example of the prior basic interview can be requested 

from the authors. 

 

Each interview was given 60 minutes of class time and took 

place in the classroom where students normally received 

their classes and with the presence of their teacher.  

 

The experimental group attended five sessions, one per 

week, with an average duration of sixty minutes for each 

session, in which one or two older people participated. 

During these five weeks, there was no contact between the 

control group and the researchers or older adults. For both 

groups, the pre-test assessment took place two weeks before 

the intervention program and the post-test two weeks after 

the last interview. Statistical analyses were carried out to 

test the hypotheses about the possible increase in 

entrepreneurial factor scores of the experimental group 

compared to the control group, as well as to detect any intra-

group differences.  

 

Finally, differences between pre-and post-test phases in the 

area of motivation were calculated and the possibility that 

differences in relevant variables could be affected by 

gender.  

 

Results 
 

Inter- and intra-group differences between pre- and 
post-test phases 
 

Table 3 shows the differences between the control and 

experimental groups before and after the intervention 

regarding entrepreneurial factors. In the pre-test phase, the 

control group scored significantly higher in the Leadership 

factor than the experimental one. In the other factors, no 

significant differences were shown, although it should be 

noted that the control group achieved higher scores in all of 

them. They also had a higher total ATE score than the 

experimental group: all of which justifies the fact that the 

latter group were the ones to undertake curricular 

diversification. In addition, it highlights the differences 

between the groups that are expected to be eliminated 

through the intergenerational intervention program. 

 

Table 3: ATE test factors: Control group vs. Experimental group on pre- and post-test 
 Pre-test   Post-test  

 Control 

M (SD) 

Experimental 

M (SD) 

t d  Control 

M (SD) 

Experimental 

M (SD) 

t d 

Leadership 25.63 (7.21) 21.51 (8.10) 2.65** .54  26.06 (7.25) 24.23 (8.22) 1.20 .24 

Creativity 22.67 (4.30) 21.52 (4.84) 1.29 .25  22.73 (4.39) 22.88 (3.90) -.19 .04 

Achievement 15.55 (3.66) 14.43 (4.31) 1.45 .28  15.68 (3.27) 16.00 (4.35) -.42 .08 

Personal Control 16.74 (4.06) 15.42 (4.52) 1.60 .31  17.51 (3.21) 16.33 (4.09) 1.67 .32 

Total score 79.82 (13.5) 72.29 (16.06) 2.48* .51  82.12 (12.6) 79.9 (16.0) .77 .16 
Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; t = Student t; d = Cohen’s d;* p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01 



16 S.Afr.J.Bus.Manage.2015,46(3) 
 
 

In the post-test phase, the experimental group improved 

their scores in each of the entrepreneurial factors, though the 

difference with the control group was not statistically 

significant. The control group continued to have higher 

scores than the experimental one, although not statistically 

significant, in the factors of Leadership and Personal 

Control. It is worth noting the lack of differences in the total 

scores following the program of intergenerational contact. 

Both groups, which started with clear differences in their 

entrepreneurial potential, now appear similar. 

 

In the control group, there were no significant differences 

between the pre- and post-test phases (see table 4). 

However, the experimental group, following the 

intervention, showed statistically significant increases in 

their scores in all the ATE factors except in the Personal 

Control factor.  

 

Table 4: ATE test factors: Paired-comparison t-test 

 
 Control Experimental 

 t  Sig. t Sig. 

Leadership .79 ns 2.11 .040 

Creativity .04 ns 2.41 .020 

Achievement .19 ns 1.96 .053 

Personal 

Control 

1.23 ns 1.05 ns 

Total score .34 ns 3.05 .004 
Note. t  = Student’s t; ns: no significant difference 

 

Gender differences affected by the intervention 
program 
 

Given that in the pre-test there were significant differences 

in entrepreneurship related to gender, an analysis was 

carried out to confirm these differences after the 

intervention (see table 5).  

 

Table 5: ATE test factors: Paired-comparisons t-test by gender for control and experimental groups 

 
 Girls  Boys 

 Pre-test Post-test   Pre-test Post-test  

 M SD M SD t  M SD M SD t 

Control group            

Leadership 23.47 7.01 26.42 5.72 2.63*  26.50 7.06 25.80 8.30 ns 

Creativity 21.76 4.30 22.43 3.61 ns  23.29 4.33 22.87 4.94 ns 

Achievement 14.30 3.78 15.85 2.72 ns  16.33 3.31 15.54 3.64 ns 

Personal Control 15.55 3.98 16.80 2.28 ns  17.50 3.96 17.81 3.60 ns 

Total score 76.35 14.4 81.70 9.38 2.63*  81.85 11.5 79.37 13.2 ns 

Experimental group            

Leadership 23.14 8.07 24.61 9.45 ns  19.75 7.84 23.95 6.52 2.16* 

Creativity 21.11 5.46 23.11 4.04 2.26*  22.00 4.31 22.86 3.82 ns 

Achievement 14.44 3.81 14.41 4.40 ns  14.87 4.47 17.35 3.41 2.92** 

Personal Control 16.42 4.30 16.22 4.29 ns  14.48 3.27 16.48 3.89 2.13** 

Total score 75.05 14.5 78.73 19.3 ns  70.15 17.4 80.89 14.2 3.59** 
Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; t = Student’s t; ns: no significant difference; * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01 
 

In the analysis of these intra-group gender differences, the 

girls in the control group improved their leadership and total 

scores, whereas the boys in this group did not significantly 

modify their scores in any of the factors.  

 

In contrast, the girls in the experimental group only showed 

a significant increase in creativity, whereas the boys 

significantly increased their scores in leadership, creativity 

and personal control and their total score. 

Impact of the intervention on motivation 
 
The results of the differential analysis in the case of 

motivational factors (table 6) reflect a significant increase in 

extreme self-concept in the control group. In the 

experimental group, there was a significant increase in self-

exigency after the intergenerational contact. 

 

 

Table 6: MA factors: Paired-comparison t-test for control and experimental groups 

 
 Pre-test  Post-test  

 M SD  M SD t 

Control group       

Extreme self-concept .37 .20  .42 .19 -2.01* 

Academic test anxiety .56 .22  .55 .26 ns 

Lack of interest to study .48 .26  .43 .23 ns 

Self-exigency to study .18 .20  .18 .22 ns 

Experimental group       

Extreme self-concept .35 .21  .40 .19 ns 

Academic test anxiety .70 .23  .72 .22 ns 

Lack of interest to study .53 .20  .55 .26 ns 

Self-exigency to study .19 .22  .29 .24 -3.13** 
Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; t = Student’s t;* p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; ns: no significant difference 
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Discussion and implications 
 
This study had two aims: first, to demonstrate the reliability 

and validity of the ATE test with a Spanish sample and, 

second, to study the effect of using an intervention based on 

intergenerational contact on the entrepreneurial potential of 

young people. The suitability of the scale used as a way of 

measuring entrepreneurial potential in a Spanish sample was 

confirmed. We also confirmed that entrepreneurial potential 

converges with motivation for academic achievement and 

the personality factor Shy-Venturesome. Therefore, the data 

support the hypothesis 1. 

 

Our results confirm those of previous studies in relation to 

the possible modulation of gender on entrepreneurship in the 

sense that boys achieve higher scores in Leadership and 

Achievement than girls before the intervention. 

Furthermore, the intergenerational contact program achieved 

positive changes among the boys but not among the girls. 

Thus, hypothesis 2 is partially supported. 

 

Using an intervention program, in the form of a pilot study, 

we attempted to solve various problems mentioned in the 

literature directly related to the promotion of 

entrepreneurship and curricular diversification using a 

control and experimental group.  

 

With this aim, an experimental approach was adopted by 

taking prior and posterior measurements to the intervention 

in which information was also gathered on a control group 

that was similar to an experimental one, and in which the 

later was characterized by its need for curricular 

diversification.  

 

A personalized interview was the strategy used to 

implement the intervention in which the students actively 

participated and from which information was obtained about 

the life and working experiences of an older person. The 

interviews were not only focused on aspects related to 

knowledge but also on the emotional component.  

 

The results show that though significant differences between 

the experimental and control groups do not exist following 

the intervention, the experimental group does significantly 

improve scores in the majority of entrepreneurial factors, 

leadership, creativity and achievement, mainly in the case of 

the boys. Thus, the differences between the group with the 

normal curriculum and the diversified curriculum prior to 

the intervention disappear.  

 

This means that although we cannot state that hypothesis 3 

has been supported, perhaps this is due to an error in the 

way it was proposed. Prior to the intervention, the control 

group had a higher entrepreneurial potential than the 

experimental group, and afterwards the groups were similar. 

Furthermore, the control group did not change over the nine-

week study period, whereas the experimental group 

increased its potential significantly following the 

intergenerational contact. Therefore, hypothesis 3 should 

have been proposed in the following form: after the 

intervention, differences between control and experimental 

group in entrepreneurial potential will disappear. 

 

Finally, academic motivation, as stated in hypothesis 4, was 

also affected by the intervention. Self-exigency in the study 

increased in the experimental group, which we consider a 

side effect of the intergenerational contact and its 

relationship to entrepreneurial potential. 

 

However, this study has certain limitations with respect to 

the sample used and the prior differences between the 

groups, despite these differences favoring the control group 

and subsequently disappearing after the intervention. The 

results that compare the groups after the intervention are not 

definitive. Nevertheless, they are interesting given that they 

provide empirical support and are particularly informative as 

they endorse the modifications made. This will be useful for 

the development of future intervention programs focusing 

on the components that are more specific, as well as 

clarifying questions relating to the generalization of these 

results. 

 

This work should be considered a pilot study to explore the 

effectiveness of intergenerational contact to develop 

entrepreneurial potential and improve academic motivation. 

Our future objective is to advance along this line of research 

by proposing an active work project between adolescents 

and older adults. These students will be advised by the older 

adult on how to carry out this project from start to finish. 

This goal will be linked to the content of different subjects 

in the academic curriculum. To develop this research a 

similar procedure, using a rigorous experimental method, 

will be adopted. 
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