
THE EFFECT OF CURRICULAR AND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES ON 

UNIVERSITY STUDENTS’ ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION AND COMPETENCES 

This paper examines the effect of curricular and extracurricular activities on the 

entrepreneurial motivation and competences of university students. In order to address these 

issues, we have used Azjen's (1991, 2002) model of planned behaviour, including curricular and 

extracurricular activities, analysing their effect on university students' attitude and behavioural 

control and their entrepreneurial intention as well as competences. Using a convenience sample 

of university students, we chose two Spanish institutions, with a total sample size of 1,475 

students. Our analysis demonstrates the effects of curricular and extracurricular activities on the 

entrepreneurial intention of university students. Such activities generate positive attitudes for 

entrepreneurship but at the same time they lower capacity and intention to start a business. 

Similarly, the study shows the different effects of such variables on the competencies for 

entrepreneurship. Strategic and methodological implications of these results are discussed.  

 

INTRODUCTION 

The importance of universities in the task of orienting graduates to develop their 

entrepreneurial intention has been stressed by numerous researchers. Over the years researchers 

have tried to provide an answer to these questions: What, How and When to teach at universities 

in order to foment entrepreneurial initiative? (Krueger et al., 2000; Autio et al., 2001; Kirby, 

2005; Liñan and Chen, 2009; Nabi et al., 2006; Nabi and Holden, 2008; Fayolle et al., 2006; 

Cranmer, 2006: Pittaway and Cope, 2007; Buckland, 2009; De Silva, 2015). Taking into account 

the importance of entrepreneurship in the economy (Acs and Szerb, 2007), universities devote 

considerable effort to developing both curricular and extracurricular activities to encourage 

entrepreneurial intention in their students (Fayolle et al., 2006; Shinnar et al., 2009; Souitaris et 

al., 2007; Wilson et al., 2007; Davey et al., 2010; Ertuna and  Gurel, 2011; Thomas et al., 2014).  

In recent years, academicians have developed a growing interest in the effectiveness of those 

efforts on entrepreneurship initiative (Kirby, 2005; Fayolle et al., 2006; Shinnar et al., 2009; 

Souitaris et al., 2009; Markman et al., 2002; Boissin et al., 2009a, b). The results of such 

research have produced numerous studies on education in entrepreneurship (Alexei and 

Kolvereid, 1999; Karanja et al., 2012; Shinnar et al., 2009; Soutaris et al., 2007; Liñan and Chen, 

2009; Venciana et al., 2005; Peterman and Kennedy, 2003), but these tend to be limited and 



contradictory (Collins et al., 2004; Guerrero et al., 2008; Gurel et al., 2010; Thompson et al., 

2010; Wu and Wu, 2008). While some researchers complain that formal education reduces the 

individual’s desire for entrepreneurship (e.g., Shapero and Sokol, 1982; Collins et al., 2004), 

others consider that education increases the individual's entrepreneurship motivation (e.g., 

Davidsson, 1995; Boissin et al., 2009a). This controversy was the starting point of some studies 

whose aim was to explain the effectiveness of university education in entrepreneurial motivation. 

Following the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, Acs et al., (2005) point out that some of the 

actions developed by universities were not channelled correctly. In this way, Laukkanen (2000) 

and Kirby (2005) indicate that nowadays, universities worldwide, instead of instilling an 

entrepreneurial spirit, merely teach entrepreneurship and business. Smith et al. (2006), Hartshorn 

and Hannon (2005), and Decramer et al. (2012) mention that in spite of many existing initiatives 

regarding the application of educational models designed to develop entrepreneurship intention, 

no model has been consolidated yet, and the lack of this general model means that university 

attempts to develop entrepreneurial initiative lack effectiveness. In spite of these efforts, the 

controversy continues, with this research question being a major debate issue: the role that 

university should play in developing and fomenting university students' entrepreneurship 

motivation.  

Our work tries to shed light on this question. Based on the issues raised above, our study 

focuses on the effect of curricular and extracurricular activities on entrepreneurial motivation. In 

order to analyse this effect, we have focused on undergraduate university programmes. 

According to Kirby (2005), and Fayolle et al. (2006), the objectives of higher education as 

related to entrepreneurship should be aimed at (1) developing an entrepreneurship intention in 

students through an increase in awareness and motivation; (2) developing the entrepreneurial 

competences needed to identify and exploit business opportunities; and (3) providing the 

necessary knowledge to start a business and manage its growth.  We have extended our study to 

degrees other than Business and Marketing, using a convenience sample of university students 

which is typical in this kind of researches (Coduras et al., 2008; Dohse and Walter, 2010).  

We have chosen the Spanish context for our study. In this regard, the situation of youth 

employment (under 25 years) with over 50% unemployment is considered by the Spanish 

government as critical and their policies are oriented to support entrepreneurs and to promote 

their internationalization (BOE, 2013). Along with this, during the recent economic crisis the 



number of entrepreneurs between 15 and 39 years decreased by 30% (Eurostat, 2015), thus the 

study of the university effectiveness in the training of entrepreneurs becomes a key element. 

Responding to this interest, Spanish universities are developing entrepreneurship programs, both 

formal training in entrepreneurship as well as short courses complemented with extracurricular 

activities (University- Foundation Company 2012). However, as the GEM (2015) reports points 

out, there has been no advancement of the young university segment with regards to its vocation 

to develop a business.    

We chose two Spanish institutions, with a total sample of 1,475 university students. The first 

Higher Education institution is ESIC Business and Marketing School. This institution focuses on 

Business and Marketing, and is characterized by offering extensive experience in entrepreneurial 

training, with a wide range of related curricular & extracurricular activities. In fact, 25% of 

formal training credits correspond to subjects related with the entrepreneurship. Moreover, ESIC 

has an entrepreneurship center whose activities are entrepreneurship advice, technical support 

and promotion of projects through an incubator and entrepreneurship awards.The second 

institution is ESNE (University School of Design, Technology and Innovation) which, while it 

does not have specific entrepreneurship training, it does offer new university degrees oriented to 

stimulate the development of entrepreneurial initiative among its students. The first question 

addressed in this paper is the effect that curricular and extracurricular activities have on the 

acquisition of entrepreneurial competences in the two institutions. The second question analysed 

is how these activities influence the dynamics of entrepreneurship, that is, how they affect the 

intention, attitude and capacity of university students to initiate the development of a business. In 

order to answer these questions, we use the psychological theory, Model of Planned Behaviour 

(Azjen, 1991, 2002), to study the linkages between educational experiences (including curricular 

and extracurricular activities) and the motivational processes, analysing their effect on university 

students' attitude, behavioural control, entrepreneurial intention, and entrepreneurial 

competences (Fayolle et al., 2006; Souitaris et al., 2007). Most of the studies carried out with 

Azjen's model have used populations of university students (e.g., Alexei and Kolvereid, 1999; 

Boissin et al., 2009a, b; Karanja et al., 2012; Shinnar et al., 2009; Souitaris et al., 2007; Liñan 

and Chen, 2009; Venciana et al., 2005), which allow us to contrast our results. 

This research makes two main contributions to the interface between university studies and 

entrepreneurship. First, the study adds significant empirical knowledge to the limited 



understanding of how curricular and extracurricular activities affect the formation of 

entrepreneurial competences, and of how curricular features influence the entrepreneurial 

decision process, that is in the attitude, capacity and intention for entrepreneurship. Second, 

based on the results, a number of implications for policy-makers and universities are drawn 

regarding how they might plan entrepreneurial training programmes for graduates in Marketing, 

Business, and Design. In the next section, we present a concise overview of the relevant 

literature on Higher Education in relation to Entrepreneurship, and our proposed hypotheses. 

Section three describes the research methodology, including data collection, and measures. Our 

data analysis and results are provided in section four. Section five presents the discussion and 

conclusions, as well as limitations and suggestions for future research. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Higher Education and Entrepreneurship 

The relationship between University and entrepreneurship has been a source of debate over 

the years, a by-product of the significant role that universities should play in their students' 

entrepreneurship vocation (Trow, 1989; Holmgren et al., 2005; Collins et al., 2005; Ertuna et al., 

2011). A first question debated in the literature has been focused on determining whether 

entrepreneurship initiative can really be taught (Aldrich and Martinez, 2001; Baron, 2002; Bird, 

1989; Gartner, 1989; Booth et al., 2009; Nicolau and Shane, 2009). While, on one hand it is 

assumed that entrepreneurship behaviour is genetically established, on the other hand, it is 

explained that entrepreneurship behaviour is shaped from experience and interaction with one’s 

surroundings, making it a matter of learning (Aldrich and Wiedenmayer, 1993; Baron 2002; 

White et al., 2006). The theorists solved the dilemma based on the premise that entrepreneurship 

has two sides: 'science' and 'art' (Jack and Anderson, 1998; Rae, 2005). Science governs the 

functional skills of the corporate management, while art involves creative and innovative 

thinking. In this context, Hills et al. (1988), Versper (1982), Anderson et al. (2008), and Hill et al. 

(2003), agree that core competences implied in entrepreneurial behaviour can be developed in 

education regulated backgrounds. For Gibb (1993) this means the beginning of a wide range of 

activities directed towards the greater development of the students, the faculty and staff. 

Laukkanen (2000) proposes the creation of an educational system based on creating 

entrepreneurship-related competences. He considers that the development of entrepreneurial 



initiative responsibility should not be limited merely to the inclusion of subjects related to 

entrepreneurship (such as starting a businesses or making business plans) within the curricular 

contents of the different degrees. Laukkanen (2000) also shows the need to develop an 

educational route focused on the development of individual competences, with a model of 

business generation which can create the necessary conditions for starting a business. Following 

this, Collins et al. (2004), Liñan (2007), Souitaris et al. (2007) and Fayolle and Gailly (2013) 

propose a model of education combining organized education with the university's institutional 

support. They identify two components: first, a curricular one, associated with the required 

coursework in the different degrees, focused on the development of competences; and  a second 

extracurricular component, related to those actions developed through awareness, entrepreneurial 

support and/or aid. This institutional support resources to promote entrepreneurship initiative are 

extracurricular actions implemented by the university, aimed at giving proper support to interests 

and intentions to start a business. Institutional support or extracurricular activities can be 

classified as cognitive-emotional support, aimed at entrepreneurship culture awareness; 

informative-formative support, oriented towards providing information and enterprise 

competences; and instrumental support, designed to provide resources and physical help for the 

materialization of entrepreneurship intention. In this last case there are initiatives, such as 

business incubators, which provide knowledge support and specialized counselling for business 

start-ups as well as space and material resources in very advantageous economic conditions.  

A second question discussed in the literature has been what to teach, and how and when to do 

it. One of the most common actions related to What to teach in the field of entrepreneurship has 

been to include subjects related to entrepreneurship and Business start-ups in Business and 

Marketing degrees. In some cases these subjects make up more than 25% of the degree credits 

(Laukkanen, 2000; Nabi and Holden, 2008). Nevertheless, this type of training only reaches a 

limited number of university students, so little by little entrepreneurial training is being included 

in engineering and design degrees whose creative competences and product knowledge are 

greater than in other degrees, which means greater entrepreneurial potential (for entrepreneurship 

actions in Engineering, Design and Music, see Comisión de las Comunidades Europeas, 2005). A 

related issue under debate is whether these curricular activities should differentiate their contents 

for Business or non-Business disciplines. Souitaris et al. (2007) feel that while the contents 

should be similar, the way they are presented should differ, applying a more practical approach 



and taking into consideration that these students need to have basic notions of economics, 

marketing and administration. Another action has been the creation of programmes exclusively 

aimed at entrepreneurship (Bachelors and Masters), together with specific short courses for 

university students and potential entrepreneurs as well as for working entrepreneurs.   

Regarding How to teach, there are many strategies and methodologies which are being 

implemented to varying extents. Thus, Jamieson (1984) has divided entrepreneurial education 

into three classes: i.e. education about, for, and in enterprise; while Herrmann et al. (2008, p. 21) 

have argued that in entrepreneurial education there should be ‘a shift from transmission models 

of teaching (learning ‘about’) to experiential learning (learning ‘for’)’ in order to ‘offer students 

techniques that can be applied in the real world’. In the same line of criticism, Henry et al. (2003, 

pp.92-3) point out that entrepreneurial education is teaching about enterprise, not for enterprise, 

which refers to ‘preparation [. . .] for a career in self-employment’. For this reason there is an 

increase in interactive teaching methods which encourage active self-learning and action oriented 

pedagogy, combined with group work and project-based learning. In this context, Pittaway and 

Cope (2007), highlight different teaching methods for ‘entrepreneurship’: action learning (Leitch 

and Harrison, 1999); new venture simulations (Clouse, 1990; Kelmar, 1992); technology-based 

simulations (Hindle, 2002; Low et al., 1994); development of actual ventures (Haines, 1988); 

skills-based courses (Ulijn et al., 2004); video role plays (Robertson and Collins, 2003); 

experiential learning (Daly, 2001); mentoring (Stewart and Knowles, 2003); design-based 

learning (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000); and reflective practices (Schön, 1987).Some 

institutions and experts have even begun to question the profile of the educator who must 

combine the capacity for teaching with greater professional or business experience (Comisión de 

las Comunidades Europeas, 2005).    

Regarding the third question, When to teach, there is little consensus as to whether an 

entrepreneurial education should be acquired while the student is still at university or when they 

have started working. Some studies show that short courses aimed at potential or working 

entrepreneurs are more effective than undergraduate university courses (Laukkanen, 2000; 

McLarty, 2005; Saarinen and Ursin, 2012). Moreover, there is a great deal of criticism aimed at 

the entrepreneurial education received at universities based on the orientation of the teaching, the 

methodology used and the lack of infrastructure to support student entrepreneurs (Laukkanen, 

2000; Gibb, 1993; Souitaris et al., 2007). Here, the criticism also implies that while universities 



are able to foment entrepreneurial intention, transforming this intention into reality means having 

to overcome at times the elevated costs of transaction and opportunity (Robinson and Sexton, 

1994; Pittaway and Cope, 2007). Nevertheless, one argument in favour of entrepreneurial 

education at university is that it has greater scope than specific post graduate courses and can 

reach a potentially larger population. Universities themselves, conscious of these deficiencies are 

developing a series of actions to address the issues. One plan of action aims to foment 

extracurricular activities, trying to change entrepreneurial intentions into reality. A second group 

of actions focuses on the development of specific courses for students and potential 

entrepreneurs, characterized by greater flexibility than that of the more rigid undergraduate 

programmes, which encourage the acquisition of both knowledge and skills. In this sense there 

are very interesting and highly effective initiatives among the Executive Education activities in 

some institutions (Gibb, 1993; Shinnar et al., 2009; Wu and Wu, 2008).    

 

The effectiveness of entrepreneurial training: Hypothesis  

i)  Curricular effect on entrepreneurial competences 

The notion of “competency” has received considerable attention in recent years across a 

diverse mix of fields and domains, including human resource management, education, 

psychology, strategic management, and public policy (e.g., Bergevoet and Van Woerkum 2006; 

Hartle 1995; Klein 1996; Shook et al. 2003). Morris et al. (2013, p.353) state that ‘competency 

refers to the knowledge, skills, attitudes, values, and behaviours that people need to successfully 

perform an activity’. These requirements may form one of the basic differentiating factors 

between entrepreneurs and other people. A successful entrepreneur is both a creator and an 

implementer, someone who not only dreams of new things, but is also willing to work hard in 

order to achieve them (Comisión de las Comunidades Europeas. 2005). Entrepreneurship 

requires numerous competences that are difficult to define as individual atomic subjects, so while 

a specific business requires subject specific skills, psychological and social skills lie at the heart 

of entrepreneurial competence (Morris et al., 2013). These Authors propose a series of 

entrepreneurial competences which can be summarized as leadership and interactive 

competences (Chandler and Jansen 1992; Colombo and Grilli 2005; Orser and Riding 2003), 

personality competences (Hood and Young 1993; Vesper and McMullan 1988; Rae, 1997; 

Chandler and Hanks 1994; McMullan and Long 1990; Mitchelmore and Rowley 2010) and 



knowledge competences (Freel 1999; Hofer and Charan 1984; Smith and Morse 2005). 

 Regarding the effectiveness of curricular activities on the entrepreneurial competences, Autio 

et al. (1997), Krueguer and Brazeal (1994) point out that training in entrepreneurial culture is a 

remarkably effective way to foment favourable competences to start a business. Results confirm 

that university education has a positive influence on students’ perception of the skills and 

competences acquired to create companies (Liñan and Chen, 2009; Dohse and Walter, 2010). 

These Authors point out that education encourages entrepreneurial competences; for example, it 

has an impact on personality characteristics, including the need for personal fulfilment and the 

tendency towards risk taking, since these characteristics can be considered essential factors that 

influence the development and accomplishment of the entrepreneurial spirit. Moreover, it 

impacts on the development of capacities, both general –i.e. leading a group or a project- and 

specific -i.e. how to develop a strategic plan- which, as Boissin et al. (2009b) pointed out, are 

basic when dealing with a business project. Sanchez (2013) highlights that the development of 

educational programmes has a special impact on the personal competencies essential to 

entrepreneurship, such as risk taking, self-efficacy, and proactiveness.  Hence, we can propose: 

H1: There is a positive and significant effect between curricular activities and the 

development of entrepreneurial competences. 

 

ii)  Curricular effect on attitudes, behavioural control and entrepreneurship intentions 

The psychological cognitive approach provides a useful perspective from which to analyse the 

phenomenon of entrepreneurial decision through the study of perceptions and intentions. The 

conceptual foundation of the psychological processes leading to entrepreneurial intention is 

based on Shapero and Ajzen' models (Shapero, 1975; Ajzen, 1991). Nabi and Holden (2008) 

defined entrepreneurial initiative as the individual career guidance and mind-set towards self-

employment. As this definition suggests entrepreneurship arises from deliberately planned 

behaviour (Liñan, 2008), and involves the interaction of a number of factors (Nabi et al., 2006; 

Kakkonen, 2012). These factors, which are based on the desire and the feasibility of developing 

an action, comprise three elements: attitude, subjective norms and behavioural control (Ajzen, 

1991).  

Our research question looks at how effective universities are in the development of the 

entrepreneurial intention. Some controversy about this question can be seen in the literature. 



Thus, different studies have found a positive relationship between an individual’s educational 

level and their intention towards entrepreneurship (Cowling and Taylor, 2001; Delmar and 

Davidsson, 2000; Robinson y Sexton, 1994). Galloway and Brown (2002), in their research with 

university students, found evidence that participation in courses of business creation was related 

to the entrepreneurship intentions of the participants. Krueger and Brazeal (1994) suggest that 

entrepreneurship education should improve the perceived feasibility and desirability of students 

by increasing their level of knowledge and self-confidence. Souitaris et al. (2007) uphold that the 

availability of support resources should have an influence on the attitudes that establish the 

entrepreneurship intention. Peterman and Kennedy (2003) concluded that the inclusion of 

subjects related to entrepreneurship in the curriculum seems to increase the participants' 

disposition to entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, there are opposing arguments, as shown by 

Garavan and O´Cinneide (1994), which explain how training can influence entrepreneurship in a 

positive or negative way. Laukkanen (2000) claims that traditionally, higher education 

institutions not only make their students too analytical, overly conscious of the problems and 

adverse to risks, but they scare their students about starting new business projects. Ronstadt 

(1984), and Peterman and Kennedy (2003) also insist that, in general, formal education does not 

encourage entrepreneurial initiative, but rather it leads to conformity and decreases tolerance for 

ambiguity, lowering students’ capacity for creative thinking, and usually it only prepares the 

students for jobs as employees, suppressing their creativity and entrepreneurial spirit. On the 

other hand, it creates greater possibilities for employment. Other researchers argue that formal 

education reduces curiosity and vision and increases risk aversion (Fallows, 1985; Shapero and 

Sokol, 1982). Therefore, we observe support both for and against the effect of education on the 

entrepreneurial intention. Hence, we expect to see in some cases an increase in the 

entrepreneurial intention among the students of the aforementioned institutions, while in others 

none. Thus, we propose: 

Hypothesis2a: The entrepreneurial intention will be positively influenced by the curricular 

activities in some cases and negatively influenced in others. 

With regards to the relationship between higher education and attitudes and behavioural 

control, empirical evidence suggests - as shown by Krueguer and Brazeal (1994) - that 

entrepreneurial education improve university students’ attitudes and capacity to start a business. 

Several Authors point out that education encourages entrepreneurial attitude affecting on 



personality characteristics of students such as autonomy, authority and self-realisation (Galloway 

et al., 2005; Hartshorn and Hannon, 2005; Wu and Wu, 2008; Liñan and Chen, 2009; Souitaris et 

al., 2007; Dohse and Walter, 2010). Therefore, the training programmes should develop 

competences in order to establish entrepreneurial attitudes. Moreover, Laukkanen (2000), 

Souitaris et al. (2007), Frank et al. (2007), and Fayolle and Galliy (2013) report that an education 

focused on skills develops university students’ capacity to guide a team, solve conflicts, and 

make decisions. Similarly, an education in business creation reinforces some traits such as the 

elaboration of a business plan and, as highlighted by Boissin et al. (2009), facilitates the creation 

of their own business. Likewise, an education focused on the development of projects will foster 

the behavioural control of university students, generating confidence when they develop their 

entrepreneurial activity. Therefore, we propose: 

H2b: There is a positive and significant effect between curricular activities and attitudes on 

the development of an entrepreneurial project. 

H2c: There is a positive and significant effect between curricular activities and behavioural 

control on the development of an entrepreneurial project.  

As shown in the proposed hypothesis, education in entrepreneurship reinforces the attitude of 

the university student (Ertuna and Gurel, 2010; Davey et al., 2010). Kolvereid (1996) and 

Krueger (2000) have pointed out that attitude is directly related to entrepreneurial intention, and 

thus a combination of education and entrepreneurial attitude will have a positive incidence in 

entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, we propose:  

H2d: There is a positive and significant joint effect between curricular activities and attitudes 

on entrepreneurial intention.  

Curricular activities reinforce the behavioural control of university students and as Kolvereid 

(1996) and Krueger (2000) explained, behavioural control has a positive and significant impact 

on entrepreneurial intention, thus, a combination of curricular activities and students’ 

behavioural control will increase their entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, we propose:   

H2e: There is a positive and significant joint effect between curricular activities and 

behavioural control on entrepreneurial intention. 

iii) Extracurricular effect on attitudes, behavioural control and entrepreneurship intentions 

Regarding the question of the effectiveness of the extra-curricular activities on the fostering of 

the entrepreneurial intention, we can find different and controversial arguments on the literature. 



Thus, following the studies of the impact of higher education on entrepreneurial intention, 

Laukkanen (2000), Collins et al. (2004), Fayolle et al. (2006), Souitaris et al. (2007), and Liñan 

(2007) point out that the extra-curricular activities such as business incubators, information 

centres and financial aid, are incentives to the entrepreneurial intention. In this way, Laukkanen 

(2000), and Ramussen and Sorheim (2006) support that the existence of an informational and 

institutional support, and an adequate entrepreneurial culture encourage university’ students to 

create their own business. However, Coduras et al. (2008), Nabi et al. (2006), and Peterman and 

Kennedy (2003) emphasize that this supporting activity alone does not encourage entrepreneurial 

activity; rather it has a neutral effect on university students. Therefore, we observe support both 

in favour of and against the effect of extra-curricular activities on entrepreneurial intention. 

Hence, we expect in some cases an increase in the entrepreneurial intention among the students, 

while in others none. Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 3a: The entrepreneurial intention will positively influence the extra-curricular 

activities of some cases and negatively influence others. 

In addition to instruction in entrepreneurship culture, Souitaris et al. (2007) Fayolle et al.  

(2006) uphold that the availability of support resources also influences the attitudes that establish 

entrepreneurship intention and behaviour, because access to these resources can stimulate 

students to view business creation as a desirable and feasible professional option. Thus, it has 

been proved that activities such as business incubators and information centres have a positive 

impact on entrepreneurship attitude. This impact is sometimes seen indirectly through 

desirability and feasibility (Kolvereid, 1996; Tkachev and Kolvereid, 1999; Krueger et al., 

2000). Moreover, academicians often emphasize the idea that the established sides of 

institutional culture (e.g., the type of student-teacher relationship, disciplinary codes, work 

climate, the institution's 'tradition', as well as expectations cast on the students) represent real, 

formative messages with the capacity to influence university students' entrepreneurship attitude. 

In this sense, Souitaris et al. (2007), and Shinnar et al. (2009) discuss the importance of the 

'hidden curriculum' for business creation attitude. Moreover, we can consider that extra-

curricular activities may help and support university students in overcoming the obstacles in the 

creation of businesses. Wang et al. (2011), Boissin et al. (2009a), Collins et al. (2004), and Autio 

et al. (2001) argue that infrastructure and financial support are two of the main obstacles faced 

by a university student in the process of creating a business. Thus, the design of extra-curricular 



activities will foster students’ capacity in the process. Hence, we propose:  

H3b: There is a positive and significant effect between extracurricular activities and attitudes 

on the development of an entrepreneurial project. 

H3c: There is a positive and significant effect between extra-curricular activities and 

behavioural control on the development of an entrepreneurial project. 

As previously discussed, the aim of extra-curricular activities is to trigger entrepreneurial 

culture, provide informative-formative support as well as instrumental support to develop an 

entrepreneurial project. These activities help to foster students’ attitude when carrying out their 

own business project by involving them in an entrepreneurial culture, which has an immediate 

connection with students’ competencies such as autonomy, authority and challenge. Thus, we can 

expect the combination of extra-curricular activities and entrepreneurial activity to increase the 

probability of entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, we propose:  

H3d: There is a positive and significant joint effect between extracurricular activities and 

attitudes on the development of an entrepreneurial project and entrepreneurial intention. 

Kolvereid (1996), Krueger and Carsrud (1993), and Krueger et al. (2000) argue that 

behavioural control has a positive incidence in entrepreneurial intention, and thus, we can expect 

that a combination of extracurricular activities and behavioural control will have a positive 

impact on university students’ entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, we propose: 

H3e: There is a positive and significant joint effect between extracurricular activities and 

behavioural control on the development of an entrepreneurial project and entrepreneurial 

intention. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

As we pointed out in the introduction, an empirical study was carried out using a convenience 

sample based on two Spanish institutions. Spain has a long tradition of entrepreneurial activities 

as well as a growing trend in the development of university entrepreneurship programs. For 

example, Dalmau et al. (2003) report that in the year 2003, 54.4% of the 68 universities were 

offering entrepreneurship programs. However, these authors point out that despite progress, 

entrepreneurship is still a pending issue for Spanish universities. In 2012, 79 Spanish universities 

(public and private) had specific programs aimed at entrepreneurship. 

The first institution - ESIC Business and Marketing School - is a business school with 4500 



students, offering undergraduate Degrees in Business and Marketing. ESIC teaching is 

characterized by its highly developed and well tested curricula in the area of entrepreneurship, 

both in subject matter as well as methodology. It also offers an extensive selection of 

extracurricular activities to encourage entrepreneurship, such as entrepreneurship awards, 

business incubators, an entrepreneurial training and information centre, etc. The second case in 

our study corresponds to ESNE - University School of Design, Innovation and Technology - an 

institution that has developed a grouping of new undergraduate degrees: Interior Design, 

Multimedia and Graphic Design, Fashion Design, and Videogames Design and Development, 

with a total of 950 students, highly oriented to the development of self-employment and 

entrepreneurship. 

To obtain our data, a questionnaire was distributed to the different groups during class. All the 

questionnaires were given in the same week in May of 2013. A total of 950 valid questionnaires 

were obtained from ESIC and 525 from ESNE. The questionnaire was tested on 20 students from 

different courses and degrees. 

The possibility of non-answer bias in both cases was verified by comparing polled students' 

characteristics with those of the objective sample of the population by means of a t-test and 

ANOVA among the different groups of answers (Armstrong and Overton, 1977). There were no 

significant differences among the groups of answers by courses or degrees. 

 

Measures 

In our study, the measure of intention, attitude, and behavioural control variables, has been 

adapted from Kautonen et al. (2015), and Kolvereid (1996) which conceptualized these variables 

as perceived dimensions. Thus, we measured all items referring to the same behaviour (engaging 

in activities to start a business) and the same time frame (within the coming 12 months). The 

different measures addressed the following questions in each case: (1) Intention, ‘I intend to take 

steps to start a business in the next 12 months’; (2) Attitude, ‘For me, taking steps to start a 

business in the next 12 months would be unpleasant/attractive’; (3) Behavioural control, ‘If I 

wanted to, I could take steps to start a business in the next 12 months’. Each construct was 

measured using a seven-point Likert scale. 

The curricular activities were conceptualized by referring to student participation in formal 

learning situations involving the teaching of abilities and attitudes related to entrepreneurship 



competences, as defined by the European Reference Framework on Key Competences for 

Lifelong Learning (Recommendation 2006/962/CE, section 2.2.1). To evaluate the influence of 

the courses, students were asked about the curricular activities that most influenced their current 

entrepreneurial motivation. Thus, following Laukkanen (2000), Souitaris et al. (2007), and 

McLarty (2005) students were asked to rank the following items: 1) the courses given in their 

degree program related to entrepreneurship; 2) coursework and practicums; (3) the role of the 

teacher; 4) the use of case studies in class; 5) the realisation of group work; 6) talks or lectures 

by entrepreneurs; and 7) teaching methodology related to entrepreneurship.  Each construct was 

measured using a seven-point Likert scale (Cronbach alpha: 0.766). 

The extracurricular activities variables were conceptualized also as perceived dimensions, 

that is, the contextual influences in the configuration of entrepreneurship intention. Thus, 

following Ramussen and Sorheim (2006), De Faoite et al. (2003), and Potter (2010), we 

measured extracurricular activities as the support for cognitive, informative/formative, and 

instrumental actions for the materialisation of entrepreneurship intention. We adapted from these 

Authors the following items: 1) Conferences and seminars dedicated to entrepreneurship; 2) 

visits to businesses; 3) Business simulators/games; 4) entrepreneurial projects; 5) Facilities and 

infrastructures for entrepreneurship; and 6) entrepreneurial spirit and values transmitted by the 

university.  Each construct was measured with using a seven-point Likert scale (Cronbach apha: 

0.710). 

Following Sanchez (2009); Rasmussen et al. (2011); Morris et al. (2013), we measured 

competences of interaction (decision-making, leadership, and teamwork), psychological 

competences (concentration, analysis, initiative, tenacity, creativity, self-confidence, and risk) 

and competences of knowledge. We asked students to rank the following items: 1) Decision-

making capacity in my business plan; 2) Effort and concentration to be successful; 3) Capacity to 

analyse several solutions and take the most appropriate decision; 4) In group work situations I 

can identify the skills of each person and can ensure that they complement each other by creating 

an atmosphere of collaboration; 5) Capacity to take the initiative, define goals; 6) I work as much 

as necessary to finish a project; 7) I propose new ways of doing thing; 8) Self-confidence; 9) 

Leadership, ability to convince and bring other people into my project.  Each construct was 

measured using a seven-point Likert scale. 

 



Control Variables 

Because in this study the intention variable may be influenced by other factors outside this 

model (Azjen, 1991; 2002), eight additional variables were incorporated: Sex, Population Size, 

Age, Higher School, Year, Parents’ Education, Parents’ Work, and Experience of university 

students (Kolvereid, 1996; Krueger, 1993; Krueger and Brazeal, 1994; Guerrero et al., 2008). 

For these variables, we used a Likert scale from 1 (low) to 7 (high), and asked students to 

indicate their level of agreement with the statements.  

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Table 1 shows the statistical data of the profile of an entrepreneurial university student for 

both cases studied. We may highlight that out of a sample of 1475 students, an entrepreneurship 

attitude is found in nearly two-thirds of the students both in ESIC as well as in ESNE (60.7% and 

61.5% in each case); compared to these results, the capacity and intention to develop an 

entrepreneurial project in the next 12 months shows much lower values (capacity: 35.6% and 

18.9%; intention: 21.0% and 15.5%, in the case of ESIC and ESNE respectively). These results 

corroborate those of other studies thus highlighting the difficulty of actually putting a business 

plan into practice as opposed to merely being motivated to do so (Nabi and Holden, 2006; Liñán, 

2008; Boissin et al., 2009a, b). This also clearly shows the limitations and lack of effectiveness 

of extracurricular activities in motivating and supporting students in the development of 

entrepreneurial projects.  Likewise, the results show the different effect that curricular activities 

have on motivating and preparing students to carry out an entrepreneurial project. Moreover, our 

results show that, by gender, the disposition to start their own business is slightly greater among 

men; regarding age, among 18 to 25 year olds there is no significant age profile where 

entrepreneurship tendency is remarkably noticeable. However, we saw a slight decrease in 

entrepreneurship attitude as students progressed in their degrees. These results corroborate 

previous ones found in the literature on entrepreneurs, related to the discouraging effect that 

education has on the incentive to start a business (Boissin et al., 2009a). However, these findings 

contradict other research indicating that the proximity to the completion of studies is reflected in 

an increase of entrepreneurial intention (Autio et al., 1997;. Boissin et al, 2009b). Our results 

may be due to undergraduate university training, which is still "on" entrepreneurship and not 

"for" entrepreneurship (Coduras et al., 2008). Moreover, parents' educational level influences 



student entrepreneurship vocation very favourably; those university students who showed the 

most favourable attitude towards starting their own business were those whose parents have 

university and/or postgraduate studies. Moreover, the interest in developing business activities on 

their own is greater in students whose parents already own a business. One last factor, job 

experience, allows us to see that entrepreneurship motivation has a greater presence among 

students who have had some work experience than among those who had not. 

---------- Insert Table 1 about here ---------- 

Regarding our first questions whether curricular activities have a significant effect on the 

competences needed for students in setting up a business, our results show that in the case of 

ESIC, the effect of curricular activities on competences is heterogeneous. We thus observe (see 

Table 3) that the knowledge needed to set up a business is acquired especially through course 

content (β = 0.223, p < 0.05), teaching (β = 0.214, p < 0.05), and case studies (β = 0.175, p < 

0.10), whereas, curricular activities such as case studies, group work and practicums show to 

have a significant effect on the competences of interaction (leadership, decision-making and 

groups work). Personality and psychological competences however show different effects. Thus 

we observe that the competences most affected by curricular activities are those of concentration, 

analytical skills and confidence; to a lesser degree competences such as tenacity, creativity and 

risk assumption. The results of the analysis also show that Modules and Coursework have a 

positive effect on analytical capacity (β = 0.119, p < 0.10; β = 0.295, p < 0.05), and concentration 

(β = 0.256, p < 0.05; β = 0.110, p < 0.10). Cases studies worked in class have a positive effect on 

the capacity for analysis (β = 0.117, p < 0.10) and initiative (β = 0.133, p < 0.10); finally, group 

work stimulates analytical capacity (β = 0.301, p < 0.05). The confidence to develop a business 

plan is positively affected by teachers (β = 0.211, p < 0.05), group work (β = 0.319, p < 0.05), 

and conferences on entrepreneurship (β = 0.182, p < 0.10).  Students’ perception of the teaching 

methodology is that it fundamentally develops concentration and knowledge, as shown by the 

positive effect of teaching on these two competences. These results in turn also highlight the 

pedagogical weakness of curricular activities in the development of entrepreneurial competences. 

Likewise, they corroborate the need to include skills acquisition in curricular activities, 

especially in the development of the psychological characteristics of an entrepreneur, and in the 

development of interaction competences (Laukkanen, 2000).  

---------- Insert Tables 2, and 3 about here ---------- 



In the case of ESNE, we have observed that the effect of curricular activities on competences 

is different in comparison to the case of ESIC (see Table 5). One of the first aspects observed is 

that the teaching methodology has a positive effect on creativity (β = 0.220, p < 0.10), analytical 

capacity (β = 0.107, p < 0.05), as well as student confidence (β = 0.139, p < 0.10). Another 

differentiating aspect is that the contents of the modules, as well as the practicum, have a positive 

and significant effect on personality competences. Thus, education in design in its different 

facets – software or fashion – foments the competences of creativity, self-confidence, tenacity 

and risk, as well as those of analysis, concentration and initiative. Moreover, the role of the 

teacher is different. Whereas in the case of ESIC the teacher is a transmitter of knowledge, in 

ESNE, he or she develops the competences of leadership in the student (β = 0.193, p < 0.10), as 

well as aiding in the decision to start a business (β = 0.107, p < 0.10).  An analysis of the teacher 

profile shows that at ESNE a high percentage of teachers have their own business, they are 

entrepreneurs. These results provide empirical evidence pointing out the importance of the 

participation of entrepreneurs in university teaching, transmitting their real life experiences 

(Comisión de las Comunidades Europeas, 2005). Additionally, conferences and seminars have a 

similar effect in both cases studied, helping to develop analytical competences (β = 0.110, p < 

0.10), and confidence (β = 0.250, p < 0.05).  

---------- Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here ---------- 

Regarding the influence of curricular and extracurricular activities on entrepreneurial 

intention, Tables 8, 9 and 10 show the results of our estimations of the causal effect of the 

variables affecting entrepreneurial intention in both institutions. First of all, our results display 

an explained variance between 0.23 to 0.45. Our results follow the line of previous studies 

applying Azjen's model (Kolvereid, 1996; Tkachev and Kolvereid, 1999; Krueger et al., 2000; 

Kolvereid, 1996), which allows us to accept the explanatory validity of our model. Moreover, 

for both of the studied cases, we observe a positive and significant influence of attitude (β = 

0.352, p < 0.05; β = 0.211, p < 0.10) and behavioural control (β = 0.182, p < 0.10; β = 0.195, p < 

0.10) on entrepreneurial intention. These results are similar to other results obtained in previous 

research where these two variables are shown as an explanation of entrepreneurial intention 

(Kolvereid, 1996; Tkachev and Kolvereid, 1999).  

---------- Insert Tables 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 about here ---------- 

In Table 8, our results show a positive impact of higher education in the model's explanatory 



variables for the case of ESIC. Thus, we observe that both curricular (β = 0.351, p< 0.01), and 

extracurricular (β = 0.311, p < 0.05) activities have a positive effect on entrepreneurial attitude. 

However, in the case of ESNE, while we find a positive effect of curricular activities on attitude 

(β = 0.150, p < 0.10), this is not the case of extracurricular activities. With regards to 

behavioural control, and following the same line as the variable attitude, it can be observed that 

both types of activities have a positive impact in the case of ESIC (β = 0.394, p < 0.01; β = 

0.160, p < 0.10). This finding supports our Hypotheses 2b and 2c, 3b and 3c. These data are 

similar to other studies (Laukkanen, 2000; Souitaris et al., 2007) that emphasize how curricular 

and extracurricular activities have a direct impact on both the formation of an entrepreneurial 

attitude, and on the capacity to develop a business project.  

Regarding the impact of the university itself on entrepreneurial intention, the results are 

shown in Tables 9 and 10. Table 9 displays the results for the case of ESIC, where neither 

curricular nor extracurricular activities have any impact on entrepreneurship intention. These 

results are in line with previous studies showing that university students do not perceive 

university education as having a direct effect on business creation (Ertuna and Gurel, 2010). 

Fayolle and Gally (2013) point out that university students find it unlikely that they will create 

their own business; moreover, even though in their ideal job they would do so, in the short run 

they tend to work as organisational-employed. Bosissin et al. (2009b) highlight the disincentive 

effect of university education, demonstrated by the diminishing of the entrepreneurial intention 

as the number of years of education increases. However Hypothesis 2d, and 2e, 3d, and 3e are 

supported and we can observe a synergic and complementary effect of attitudes and behavioural 

control, with education and extracurricular activities, and their impact on entrepreneurial 

intention. These data confirm previous studies in which attitude, and the control of university 

students’ behaviour, combined with an entrepreneurial education and supporting infrastructure 

were found to have a positive impact on the entrepreneurial decision to create a business 

(Fayolle et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2006; Thompson et al., 2010; Guerrero and Urbano, 2012; De 

Silva, M. 2015). 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

When comparing the entrepreneurial intention with the current outcome, only about 4% of 

college students participate in entrepreneurial work in ESIC and around 7% in ESNE, it becomes 



clear that it is necessary to activate the dynamic role of university in the promotion of 

entrepreneurship among university students. These data confirm the low participation of 

university students trained in entrepreneurship in any form of self-employment (Autio et al., 

1997; Peterman and Kennedy, 2003). Furthermore, the results show that the technological and 

design degrees have a higher percentage of students engaged in start-up enterprises than 

traditional degrees on Business and Marketing (Souitaris et al., 2007). In this regard, Souitaris et 

al. (2007) note that in general, innovative and viable business ideas arise from technical, 

scientific and creative studies. Thus, students in disciplines such as technology, art or design 

usually are very good at the technical and creative level, and often have very solid ideas in 

products or services. This is a result of the type of education received; much aimed at obtaining 

products and services, which, together with a faculty in which entrepreneurs are abundant, makes 

the development of entrepreneurship among these students very natural (Enterprise and Industry 

Directorate-General, 2008). The results of the present study conclude that university students' 

capacities and attitudes have a very significant influence on their entrepreneurship intention, 

whereas less influence is seen of education in the university context or extracurricular activities. 

A noteworthy point is the moderating nature of both university education and extracurricular 

activities in the development of entrepreneurial intention, as shown in our results, through the 

creation of attitudes and the increase in behavioural control (Kolvereid, 1996; Krueger et al., 

2000; Tkachev and Kolvereid, 1999). Moreover, our results have shown that curricular and 

extracurricular activities have an unequal effect on university students. University training is 

achieving high levels in attitude towards entrepreneurship and the creation of businesses, but low 

levels in capacity and entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, a first conclusion derived from these 

results suggests that institutions of higher education need to make greater efforts to improve the 

levels of training, and to encourage an entrepreneurial attitude.  This can lead to an increase in 

the level of intention which, along with the adequate extracurricular measures and student 

support during the process, can facilitate the development of start-ups.  

Another unequal effect is produced between curricular activities and competences, as our 

results show. A second conclusion to be drawn from this suggests that higher education 

institutions should contribute as much to the development of capacities of interaction as to 

psychology and knowledge. Thus we see that in the case of Marketing and Business degrees, 

students lack the development of psychological and personality competencies. In the case of 



Design students, we see a lack of business knowledge, and development of interactive 

competences. In general terms, it is assumed that learning the basic competences and specific 

knowledge of new business start-ups requires that different teaching methodologies and 

strategies be complemented with knowledge of marketing and business. In this sense Laukkanen 

(2000),  and  Carolis and Saparito (2006) propose a series of pedagogical measures such as: not 

overusing theory-based methods, developing autonomous learning, fomenting learning based on 

action and direct participation of the student, providing learning opportunities based on 

experience, facilitating cooperative and interactive learning, and not underestimating the role of 

support. Thus, a methodological and strategical change in education would be recommended to 

encourage the development of entrepreneurial competences.  

Therefore, based on the results of this study, we present a series of proposals for policy 

makers and universities. In the first place, curricular activities should develop 'action' 

programmes; that is, programmes which stimulate the search for opportunities and acquisition of 

'action' abilities. In this sense, De Carolis and Saparito (2006), and Saarinen and Ursin (2012) 

propose the development of programmes to encourage learning based on problems and projects, 

a characteristic of learning-by-doing education. In this way, Laukkanen (2000) points out some 

needed tools in business activity, such as analysis and problem-solving, interpersonal skills, 

negotiation or conflict resolution techniques, among others. As a result of competence 

development, the methodology used in education should be based on the work of the students 

and their own personal development, and not on the educator's work alone. Specifically, it is felt 

that a project-based learning methodology (Hanke, 2009) is highly suited for developing the 

competences closely related to those needed in entrepreneurship, such as: the search and 

structuring of information, group work, autonomous learning, time management and project 

work, and the capacity to express one’s self correctly. Similarly, methodology based on Problem 

Based Learning (PBL) highlights that students must assume responsibility for their own learning. 

Thus the problems posed to them must be intentionally unstructured and allow for free 

interpretation in order to promote competences of self-efficacy and proactivity. Also, the subjects 

and activities must be related to the real world and contribute the values needed in professional 

and social situations, and include cooperative group work, collaborative learning and 

responsibility. All of which comprise essential competences in the work place.   

In the second place, innovation is mainly a result of teaching methods oriented towards action 



and based on student participation in multidisciplinary groups. In this way, the development of 

group techniques and group work to conceive new business ideas, as well as creating mixed 

groups of students from business studies with those from non-business studies are key elements 

for the emergence of new ideas. We have seen, in design degrees, for example, that creativity and 

product knowledge form the basis of learning, whereas in business and marketing degrees, 

knowledge is centred on creating a business. Activities for developing business plans should be 

based on ideas from real businesses and, in this sense, Decramer et al. (2012) point out that a 

greater participation by businesses and business people, as well as a more extensive use of 

methods based on case studies and specific projects, are better suited to develop innovation.  

A third proposal suggests that educators should be, to a certain extent, entrepreneurs and their 

teaching should be based on experiences drawn from real life. Students perceive this type of 

teaching quite differently from that of traditional learning experiences in higher education 

because it breaks down the boundaries between university and the outside world.  

From a review of the literature, we have observed that the most successful courses invariably 

have a common characteristic: flexibility (Fayolle et al., 2006; Enterprise and Industry 

Directorate-General, 2008). Thus, a fourth proposal would be the need to design more flexible 

courses: in terms of practicum periods, being able to alternate between part-time and full-time 

study, and the organization of intensive courses.  

To sum up, classic curricular activities based on contents and teaching need to incorporate 

group activities and teamwork to conceive new business ideas; business plan workshops that 

allow students to maximize the development of innovative ideas; and case studies which expose 

students to easily identifiable behavioural models. Bringing in guest speakers, especially 

business people and entrepreneurs, and using business simulators to teach the inner dynamics 

and workings of companies comprise activities which greatly favour the transformation of 

students into entrepreneurs.  

Our fifth proposal regards the need to incorporate formative contents into degrees other than 

the traditional Business and Marketing programmes. To do this, and following Souitaris et al. 

(2007), the majority of possible course contents related to entrepreneurial initiative are 

applicable to students in all areas of study.  Nevertheless, there should be some specialisation in 

one particular aspect or another so that the contents can be adapted to the specific needs of 

different study plans and student needs. Thus, in technical and scientific programmes, the 



entrepreneurial initiative should focus on the exploitation of intellectual property, the creation of 

spin-offs, offering courses on administration, marketing, advertising and sales of technologically 

based ideas; patents and protection of technologically based ideas; financing and 

internationalisation of high-tech business activities. In the studies of art and design, the focus 

should be on opportunities derived from creativity and creative work, preparing graduates to 

work freelance or be self-employed, to set up small companies or engage in other entrepreneurial 

activities.     

Regarding extracurricular activities, these should allow students to search for business 

opportunities as well as to provide suitable support with which to develop them. From our study 

it can be seen that the main contribution of extracurricular activities is that of transforming 

intentions into projects. To do this, these activities should contain some fundamental aspects, 

such as the development of information centres, and infrastructure and material resources to 

ensure that the university becomes an ‘entrepreneurial university’. According to Guerrero and 

Urbano (2012), an entrepreneurial university ‘is an instrument that not only provides a workforce 

and added value with the creation or transformation of knowledge, but also improves the 

individual’s values and attitudes towards these issues’ (Guerrero and Urbano, 2012. p. 55). In this 

sense, the university should develop strategies, structures and a culture oriented to reinforcing 

the creativity and entrepreneurial experience and strategies for entrepreneurial incentives, along 

with strong collaborative agreements between university and industry. 

Like all studies, this one has certain limitations that further research should overcome. The 

study covered generic response among Business and Marketing, and Design undergraduate 

students; the results may differ if other streams like Computer Science, Information Technology 

and Engineering are incorporated. Therefore, it may be interesting to identify the different 

entrepreneurial intentions and reasons for such orientation. On the other hand, our research only 

covered two institutions; it is required to expand the research findings to other universities and 

institutions within the country and abroad. Finally, since the analysis is built upon cross-sectional 

data, the long-term effects of the attitudes, capacities and intentions could not be investigated.  

These conclusions and limitations suggest proposals for future research direction. First, 

explore other dimensions of the variables and developing new models to assess the incidence of 

higher education in entrepreneurship intention in a more direct way. Second, pay attention to 

additional factors that could improve the effect of curricular and extracurricular activities on 



entrepreneurship. Third, a longitudinal study could offer some new insight into the effects of 

higher education on university students’ entrepreneurial intention.   
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Table 1. University student profile with entrepreneurial intention (ESIC and ESNE)  
Variables Items  

 

ESIC ESNE 

Sampl
e (%) 

Entrepreneu
r (%) 

Sample 
(%) 

Entrepreneur 
(%) 

Sex Male  46.8 60. 7 41.3 64.4 

 Female 53.2 62.2 58.7 59.4 

Size of 
hometown 

less 1.000 people . 1.5 1,2 2.6 3.9 

 1.000 to 10.000 people 12.8 13.7 10.5 9.1 

 10.000  to 100.000 people 39.4 29.6 33.6 31.1 

 more 100.000 people 47.8 55.5 58.5 56.4 

Age 18 12.1 13.7 16.3 19.9 

 19 13.3 13.8 14.2 18.7 

 20 16.0 15.9 13.9 15.4 

 21 14.1 15.2 9.6 12.0 

 22 13.6 11.4 8.4 10.6 

 23 9.7 8.6 10.7 6.3 

 24 5.8 6.1 9.9 7.2 

 25 

Other 
5.5 

9.9 

3.2 

12.1 

10.3 

6.9 

4.6 

5.5 

Higher School  Humanities  28,2 29,0 22.3 18.3 

 Social 36,2 38,3 30.5 26.7 

 Technology 35,6 32,7 47.2 55.0 

Year   1º 17,2 25,9 20.1 38.6 

 2º 23,8 26,2 26.5 29.2 

 3º 24,6 19,7 29.3 13.5 

 4º 21,5 14,5 24.1 18.7 

 5º 12,9 13,7 - - 

Father 
Education 

Without studies 5 4,3 8.9 3.1 

  Primary 32,8 23,9 20.4 9.5 

 Higher School 27,4 17,1 17.1 23.9 

 College 16,1 13,7 20.7 28.8 

 University 18,7 41 32.9 34.7 

Mother Without studies 6,4 3,2 5.2 2.1 

  Primary 30,8 21,6 35.1 19.8 

 Higher School 24,6 22,3 12.0 16.2 

 College 13,4 14.9 19.2 23.1 

 University 24,8 38,0 34.1 41.9 

Parents Work Civil Servant  21,7 17.9 26.6 19.4 

 Organizationally employed 42,5 32,5 38.0 34.7 

 Self-employed 23,6 36.8 35.4 45.9 

Work 
Experience 

Yes 25.9 56,9 38.1 80.7 

 No 74,1 43,1 61.9 19.3 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 



Table 2. Correlation Matrix (ESIC) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1. Module 1                 

2. Courseworks .212* 1                

3. Faculty .123* .102* 1               

4. Cases .061 .212** .197** 1              

5. Team work .055 .058 .189* .177* 1             

6. Entre/lectures .091 .125* .220** .017 .046 1            

7. Method .218** .291** .257** -.079 -.033 .194* 1           

8. Decision .029 .125* .092 .209* .176* .078 .047 1          

9. Concentration .347*** .123* .098 .205** .075 .184* .231** .105* 1         

10. Analysis .138* .201* .162* .235** .340** .060 .039 .112** .327** 1        

11. Team .006 .127* .051 .336** .401*** .030 -.028 .045* .125** .334*** 1       

12. Initiative .050 .184* .042 .205** .117* .341*** -.066 .385*** .210** .245* .399*** 1      

13. Tenacity .145* .159* .112* .128 .301** .015 -.102* .297*** .201** .350*** .270**** .501**** 1     

14. Creativity .007 .201** .009 .344** .249** .010 -.137* .109* .127** .201** .407*** .193* .310** 1    

15. Self-confidence -.150* .144* .140* .199** .230** .299** -.228** .125* .307*** .470**** .420**3** .446** .501*** .214*** 1   

16. Leadership -.211** .117* .125* .007 .218** .037 -0.123* .375*** .225* .349*** .472*** .655**** .490*** .321*** .623**** 1  

17. Risk -.123* .007 -.089 .049 .106* .210** -.017 .372*** .090* .281** .311*** .105 .158** .482*** .327**** .518*** 1 

18. Knowledge .220** .190* .231** .102* .123** .107* .301** .105 .124 .193*** .119*** .321** .311** .097* .316*** .372*** .202** 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

 

 

Table 3. Regression Model Competences/Curricular Activities (ESIC) 
 Interaction Psychology (Self-efficacy, Proactivity, Risk) Knowledge 
 Decision Leadership Team  

work 

Concentration Analysis Initiative Tenacity Creativity Self 
-confidence 

Risk Knowledge 

Module .056 .009 .072 .119* .256** .051 .057 .081 .012 -.099 .223** 

Courseworks .145* .169* .187* .295** .110* .081 .025 .023 .067 -.007 .011 

Faculty .022 .096 .019 .057 -.003 .087 .005 -.073 .011 .061 .214** 

Cases .110* .095 .226** -.059 .117* .133* .040 .021 .012 .038 .175* 

Team work .117* .150* .395** -.070 .301** .016 .003 .025 .319** .093 .024 

Entrepreneurial Lectures .002 .037 .010 .025 .092 -.112 -.062 .064 .182* .014 .026 

Teaching methodology -.005 -.091 -.038 .112* -.050 -.085 -.018 -.034 -.092 -.096 .230* 

R2 .338 .372 .331 .405 .389 .317 .305 .382 .502 .446 .470 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01, We have got the VIF for each variable, and all values are < 2.5 
 



Table 4. Correlation Matrix (ESNE) 
 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Module 1                
Courseworks .230** 1               
Faculty .188* .157* 1              
Cases .061 .003 .071 1             
Team work .012 .066 .034 .048 1            
Entre/lectures .001 .025 .016 .062 .040 1           
Method .218** .291** .257** -.079 -.033 .194* 1          
Decision .209* .330** .213* .225* .134* .115* .532** 1         
Concentration .104* .173* .185* .158* .110* .080 .225* .435** 1        
Analysis .239** .175* .116* .198* .206* .017 .318** .321** .534** 1       
Team .215** .128* .110* .013* .112* -.095 .401** .409** .312** .427** 1      
Initiative .133* .061 .099 .004 .188* .048 .377** .501** .277** .450** .399** 1     
Tenacity .192* .360** .031 .188* .011 .118* .315** .325** .411** .356** .310** .310** 1    

Creativity .0058 .115* .147* .005 .074 .125* .189* .314** .419** .505** .303** .307** .310** 1   
Self-confidence .181* .118* .193* .256** .203* .012 .341** .399** .538** .508** .572** .425** .412** .408** 1  
Leadership .020 -.022 .072 .017 .027 .046 .300** .251** .401** .419** .438** .421** .319** .570** .431** 1 
Risk .079 .149* .013 -.033 .299** .110* .293** .387** .277** .458** .322** .299** .340** .488** .427** .415** 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 

 

Table 5. Regression Model Competences/Curricular Activities (ESNE) 
 Interaction Psychology (Self-efficacy, Proactivity, Risk) Knowledge 

 Decision Leadership 
Team 

work 
Concentration Analysis Initiative Tenacity Creativity 

Self 
-

confidence 

Risk Knowledge 

Module .023 .077 .015 .268** .324** .350** .099 .309** .239* .123* .009 

Courseworks .037 .028 -.093 .228* .188* .225* .135* .209** .130* .127* -.017 

Faculty .193* .107* -.045 -.009 .128* -.079 .008 .114* .280** .117* .038 

Cases .005 -.060 -.014 .016 .025 .037 -.015 .011 .074 .043 -.002 

Team work .082 .010 .339** .017 .003 .025 .001 .094 .022 .009 .004 

Entrepreneurial 
Lectures 

.031 .092 .061 .082 .110* .127* .030 .112 .250** .145* .070 

Teaching 
methodology 

-.090 .006 -.205 .094 .107* .193* .122* .220** .139* .037 .009 

R2 .401 .315 .490 .311 .350 .321 .367 .380 .425 .314 .310 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01. We have got the VIF for each variable, and all values are < 2.5 



 

Table 6. Correlation Matrix  
                 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Attitude 1.000             

2. Control 0.125* 1.000            

3. Curricula 0.107* 0.133* 1.000           

4. Extra-curricula 0.025 0.102* 0.118* 1.000          

5. Sex 0.034 0.091 0.055 0.003 1.000         

6. Size 0.082 0.018 0.009 0.079 -0.099 1.000        

7. Age -0.045 -0.056 0.048 -0.051 -0.057 -0.099 1.000       

8. Higher School 0.037 0.088 0.093 0.082 0.102 -0.042 0.150 1.000      

9. Year 0.070 0.021 0.042 0.067 0.030 0.061 0.008 0.069 1.000     

10. Parents Education 0.078 0.099 0.045 0.004 0.072 0.059 0.034 0.053 0.053 1.000    

11. Parents Work 0.107* 0.085 0.052 0.096 0.081 0.037 0.099 0.126* 0.041 0.042 1.000   

12. Experiences 0.163* 0.152* 0.006 0.038 0.062 -0.011 0.096 0.057 0.089 0.010 -0.023 1.000  

13. Intentions 0.191** 0.117* 0.097 0.081 0.045 0.024 0.028 0.008 -0.097 0.103* 0.233 0.240** 1.000 

                                 *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
 

 

 

  Table 7. Correlation Matrix (ESNE) 
                 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Attitude 1.000           

2. Control 0.203 1.000          

3. Sex 0.091 0.070 1.000         

4. Size 0.087 0.025 0.008 1.000        

5. Age 0.031 -0.044 0.094 -0.015 1.000       

6. Higher School 0.075 0.031 0.086 0.018 0.004 1.000      

7. Year 0.003 0.028 0.072 0.030 0.035 0.024 1.000     

8. Parents Education 0.089 0.065 0.012 0.054 0.090 0.028 0.025 1.000    

9. Parents Work 0.184* 0.130* 0.018 0.060 0.087 0.072 0.034 0.078 1.000   

10. Experiences 0.291** 0.187* 0.038 0.024 0.061 0.013 0.071 0.052 0.110* 1.000  

11. Intentions 0.245** 0.101* 0.019 0.005 0.049 0.052 0.005 0.126* 0.104* 0.205** 1.000 

                                        *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Table 8. Causal Model (Attitude and Behavioural Control as DV; ESIC and ESNE) 
 ESIC ESNE 

Attitude Behavioural Control Attitude Behavioural Control 
M1 M2 M3 M4 M1 M2 M3 M4 

Curriculum  0.351***  0.394***  0.150*  0.017 

Extra-Curriculum  0.311**  0.160*  0.018  0.003 

Sex 0.072 0.018 0.019 0.045 0.007 0.025 0.007 0.029 

Size 0.016 0.067 0.053 0.053 0.094 0.046 0.094 0.038 

Age 0.045 0.042 0.010 0.010 0.013 0.027 0.013 0.087 

Higher School 0.091 0.040 0.035 0.068 0.038 0.085 0.038 0.050 

Year 0.085 -0.088 -0.082 0.036 0.024 0.061 0.024 0.022 

Parents Education 0.152* 0.152* 0.178* 0.132* 0.093 0.060 0.093 0.098 

Parents Work 0.188* 0.199* 0.121* 0.271* 0.125* 0.143* 0.125* 0.141* 

Experiences 0.122* 0.137* 0.201* 0.105* 0.239* 0.297* 0.214* 0.204* 

R2 0.37 0.45 0.25 0.40 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.31 

*p<0.1; **p<0.01. We have got the VIF for each variable, and all values are < 2.5 
 

 

 

Table 9. Causal Model (Intention as DV; ESIC) 
 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 

Attitude  0.402***        0.352**  

Control  0.265*        0.182*  

Curricula    0.089      0.024  

Extra-

curricula 

   0.071      0.050  

Attitud x 
Curricula 

     0.259*    0.170*  

Attitud x 
ExtraC. 

     0.183*    0.158*  

Control x 
Curriculum 

       0.220*  0.190*  

Control x 
ExtraC. 

       0.131*  0.115*  

Sex 0.017 0.021  0.053  0.080  0.078  0.030  

Size 0.052 0.094  0.087  0.032  0.035  0.054  

Age 0.050 0.014  0.010  0.055  0.034  0.052  

Higher 
School 

0.019 0.083  0.036  0.018  0.030  0.078  

Year 0.067 0.065  0.062  0.024  0.067  0.060  

Parents 
Education 

0.102* 0.198*  0.190*  0.133*  0.149*  0.144*  

Parents 
Work 

0.113* 0.182*  0.123*  0.136*  0.132*  0.127*  

Experiences 0.162* 0.139*  0.145*  0.158*  0.201*  0.126*  

R2 0.30 0.35 0.33 0.35 0.26 0.43 

  *p<0.1; ** p<0.01. We have got the VIF for each variable, and all values are < 2.5 
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Table 10. Causal Model (Intention as DV; ESNE) 
 M1 M2 M3 M4 

Attitude  0.253**    0.211*  

Control  0.118*    0.195*  

Sex 0.009 0.050  0.092  0.010  

Size 0.047 0.097  0.051  0.033  

Age 0.092 0.081  0.078  0.039  

Higher School 0.074 0.065  0.044  0.047  

Year 0.056 0.015  0.045  0.079  

Parents Education 0.093 0.089  0.003  0.020  

Parents Work 0.124* 0.161*  0.119*  0.165  

Experiences 0.231** 0.239**  0.195*  0.191**  

R2 0.22 0.34 0.34 0.37 

*p<0.1; ** p<0.01. We have got the VIF for each variable, and all values are < 2.5 

 

 

 


