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Abstract
Entrepreneurship is the engine of economic growth within a country and innovation in the world. The purpose of this exploratory study was to understand the role education plays in an individual’s entrepreneurial intent, the precursor to entrepreneurial activity. This research also explores the differing impact that Entrepreneurial Education has on the different genders. This study utilizes a pre-test post-test design of business students (N=114) in a semester-long entrepreneurship class at faith-based institutions. Regression analysis indicated that the theory of planned behavior is valid for studying entrepreneurial intent at faith-based institutions and male student’s entrepreneurial intent did increase more than the female students. However, entrepreneurial education was not found to increase entrepreneurial intent.
1. Introduction

An entrepreneur is one that takes initiative and is involved in innovation and creative activity (Schumpeter, 1934). Entrepreneurs are instrumental in the creation of new enterprises, the growth of the economy, the promotion of learning, and innovation in the world (Liñán, Rodriguez-Cohard, & Rueda-Cantuche, 2005). Entrepreneurs and their organizations are often seen as the engine behind the development of nations, and therefore the leaders of governments, public administrations, and academic institutions are interested in fostering entrepreneurial activity (Díaz-Casero, Ferreira, Hernández Mogollón, & Barata Raposo, 2012). The creation of new organizations leads to innovation, greater employment, and regional economic and social development (Hisrich & Jankowicz, 1990). Furthermore, the role of the individual in creating these new organizations is important (Shane, 2000) as the differentiator between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs are that entrepreneurs actually create organizations (Gartner, 1988). Therefore, leaders of government, social organizations, and educational institutions need to understand what impacts an individual’s entrepreneurial intent in order to capture the benefits of entrepreneurship.
The purpose of this current exploratory study was to understand the role education plays in an individual’s entrepreneurial intentions by investigating the change in college student’s entrepreneurial intentions by taking a one-semester entrepreneurship class. An additional purpose of this study was to determine if the theory of planned behavior (TPB) was predictive of student’s entrepreneurial intentions in small, faith-based institutions of higher education. This study is the first to examine both the change in entrepreneurial intentions as a result of a one-semester course as studied by five different distinct classes and to determine the validity of the theory of planned behavior in relationship to entrepreneurial intentions in faith-based higher education institutions. This study advances the entrepreneurial intention literature by exploring the role of education in entrepreneurial intent. The specific research objectives for this study were as follows:
1. To test whether the theory of planned behavior can help explain the entrepreneurial intentions of faith-based university students.
2. To test the validity of the entrepreneurial intention questionnaire in a faith-based context.
3. To determine if students’ entrepreneurial intentions increase after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course.
4. To determine if gender impacts a students’ entrepreneurial intentions change after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course.
5. To determine if perceived behavioral control is a mediator of entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intentions.
6. To determine if attitude is a mediator of entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intentions.
2. Literature Review
There have been many studies that have attempted to predict which individuals would engage in entrepreneurship and they have primarily focused on demographic, personality traits, and contextual variables (Raposo, Matos Ferreira, Finisterra do Pacco, & Gouveia Rodrigues, 2008). The contextual factors include variables such as parental ownership of business, frequent relocation, difficult childhoods (Drennan, Kennedy, & Renfrow, 2005), and prior self-employment (Plant & Ren, 2010). However, Autio, Keeley, Klofsten, Parker, and Hay (2001) advocate for more studies investigating entrepreneurial intentions in order to better understand entrepreneurial behaviors. Furthermore, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor understands the important role that entrepreneurial education plays as it claims one of the three major barriers to entrepreneurship is the lack of education (Rideout and Gray, 2013). This literature review presents the theoretical foundation of the present study. Since this study proposed studying education in the context of the theory of planned behavior a review of this theory is presented.
Theory of Planned Behavior:
Ajzen (2006) claimed that intentions are the direct antecedents of behavior. There is also significant empirical evidence demonstrating that intentions are the best predictor of behavior (Krueger et al., 2000). Within the field of social psychology, it is well accepted that there is a link between intentions and behavior (Bagozzi, Baumgartner, & Yi, 1989; Mair & Noboa, 2003). Intentions have also been found to be the best predictor of entrepreneurship. Lindsay, Lindsay, and Kropp (2009) conducted a longitudinal study and found that individuals with entrepreneurial intentions actually became entrepreneurs over a period of time. These findings point to greater validity that intentions are the antecedent to behavior. 


Figure 1: The Theory of Planned Behavior
The theory of planned behavior developed by Ajzen (1991)  has been widely used and accepted by social psychologists and market researchers to adequately measure intentions and predict behaviors (Krueger et al., 2000). According to Ajzen (2002), there are three sets of beliefs that guide human action. These considerations are (a) behavioral beliefs, (b) normative beliefs, and (c) control beliefs (See Figure 1). Ajzen elaborates that these beliefs result in perceived social pressure, or social norms, attitudes about the behavior, and perceived behavioral control respectively. When these three factors combine, a behavioral intention is formed within an individual, and the stronger an individual measures in each of the components, the stronger is the individual’s intention. 
Application of the Theory of Planned Behavior to Intentions

Social norms are the first component of the theory of planned behavior. Ajzen (1991) describes social norms as an individual’s perception of pressure to perform the behavior of those the person respects and values. These people, also known as the referent group, may be family members, friends, colleagues or those in authority. If an individual perceives that the referent group values the behavior, then it will generally have a positive impact on the individual’s intentions. In regards to entrepreneurial intent, this factor measures the perceptions of social pressure to become or not become an entrepreneur (Liñán & Chen, 2009).

Attitudes towards behaviors are one of the components of the theory of planned behavior. Attitudes are the individual’s evaluation of actually performing the behavior (Ajzen, 2002). Ajzen (1991) argued that individuals develop attitudes about a behavior based on whether the behavior is positively or negatively valued. As a result, according to Ajzen, individuals will tend to approve of behaviors that have positive consequences. Liñán and Chen (2009) described attitudes as an individual’s personal valuation about being an entrepreneur.

Perceived behavioral control is the final component of the theory of planned behavior and is the main differentiator from its predecessor –the theory of reasoned action. Ajzen (1991) described that the reason this factor was added was because of the realization that an individual may have the behavioral intention to perform a behavior, but the behavior may be out of their control due to a lack of resources such as “time, money, skills, or cooperation of others” (p.182). As a result, the theory of planned behavior argues that the behavior is a result of both intention and ability or control (Ajzen, 1991), as perceived behavior control is a proxy for actual behavioral control (Ajzen, 2002). This third factor is the individual’s perception of the ease or difficulty in becoming an entrepreneur. This final attribute is not just a measure of the feeling of being able to be entrepreneurial, but also considers the controllability of the behavior. Examples of this may be an individual that perceives lack of control due to having limited resources, or living in a geo-political context where starting a new enterprise is extremely difficult. Both of these situations may impact an individual’s perceived behavioral control.
Studies of Entrepreneurial Intent Utilizing TPB
Based on social learning theory (Bandura & McClelland, 1977) the study of entrepreneurial intentions began in the 1980’s because of the lack of predictive power (Hindle, Klyver, & Jennings, 2009) of determining which individuals become entrepreneurs. Bird (1988) argued that intentionality is a state of mind that draws the attention of an individual towards certain goals. Bird further reasons that entrepreneurship is a planned, intentional behavior and intentions are the best predictor of planned behavior. Because of this, an individual’s entrepreneurial intentions are being studied in order to understand the psychological-sociological determinants of entrepreneurship potential (Díaz-Casero et al., 2012). 
Krueger and Carsrud (1993) argued that Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior allows for a theoretical underpinning of an entrepreneurial intentions model. Autio and colleagues (2001) also argued that studying entrepreneurial intentions using purely demographic and trait variables will not result in any further value. As a result, and since intentions predict behavior (Bagozzi et al., 1989), the theory of planned behavior is a theoretical framework that has become widely used to measure individual’s entrepreneurial intentions. Therefore, Autio et al. called for more research utilizing the theory of planned behavior, especially since it incorporates a situational variable since it now includes a measure of perceived behavioral control.
Krueger and Brazeal (1994) built upon Shapero and Sokol’s (1982) entrepreneurial event model by wedding it with Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior. The resulting model merged perceived desirability with social norms and attitudes and perceived feasibility with self-efficacy (which Kruger and Brazeal argue is similar to perceived behavioral control). They added another variable, propensity to act, which is described as a personality characteristic. According to them, these variables will impact an individual’s potential. Finally, their model concludes that a precipitating event has to occur, such as displacement of the individual, transforming an individual’s potential to intention. 
Krueger et al. (2000) compared two models of entrepreneurial intent, Shapero and Sokol's (1982) entrepreneurial intention model to a model utilizing Ajzen's (1991) theory of planned behavior, to determine which did a better job of prediction. The purpose of pursuing the study was a result of the observation that situational and personality measures have failed to adequately predict entrepreneurial activity. Krueger and colleagues stated that the two models are theoretically sound and closely related as they have similar antecedents. Based on a sample of 97 business students, Krueger and colleagues concluded that both models are valuable for understanding entrepreneurial intentions and that they are the “most-promising” for further research.


Liñán and colleagues (2005) tested a new entrepreneurial intentions questionnaire (EIQ) on university students in Spain. The questionnaire was developed using the theory of planned behavior as its foundation. The instrument contained four primary sections measuring personal attitudes, social norms, perceived feasibility, and entrepreneurial intentions using 7-point Likert type scales. They found that social norms were not significantly related to entrepreneurial intent, which they argue is in line with Ajzen's (1991) findings that it is usually the weakest element of the theory of planned behavior. The significance of their study was the development and validation of a preliminary entrepreneurial intention questionnaire based on the theory of planned behavior, as well as a testing of the model.

Liñán and Chen (2009) modified their EIQ and wanted to test the psychometric properties of the instrument, and they also wanted to test their model and instrument in the two different cultural settings of Spain and Taiwan. Additionally, the authors wanted to verify the impact of social norms on entrepreneurial intent as an earlier study (Liñán et al., 2005) found a very weak relationship. Liñán and Chen found that the scales they developed were reliable and valid in both samples. However, they also found that social norms do not positively influence entrepreneurial intent similar to the previous study. This study is significant as the EIQ, based on the theory of planned behavior, appears to be valid in measuring intentions. 


There have been many other studies of entrepreneurial intent utilizing the theory of planned behavior with various findings. For example, Diaz-Garcia and Jimenez-Moreno (2010) conducted a study on university students and found that there is no difference between genders and their entrepreneurial intent. Other studies have added variables and subtracted variables to the theory of planned behavior, but overall there is a general consensus that the theory of planned behavior is a widely accepted model of studying entrepreneurial intentions.
Entrepreneurship Education and Intentions

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor claims that one of the three major barriers to entrepreneurship is lack of education (Rideout & Gray, 2013). Also, many believe that education stimulates entrepreneurial intentions through the process of nurturing and developing the student in the area of entrepreneurship (Marques, Ferreira, & Rodrigues, 2012) and even more so in increasing a student’s self-efficacy (Fiet, Bae, Qian, & Miao, 2014). Scholars consider any curricular program designed for impacting entrepreneurial attitudes and skills to be entrepreneurship education (Fayolle, Gailly, & Lassas-Clerc, 2006).  However, one of the most popular methods of teaching entrepreneurship is through the process of creating a business plan (Honig, 2004). One aspect of many of these programs are classes that are a part of a broader curriculum geared towards students who have not decided upon which career they will pursue (Garavan & O’Cinneide, 1994). 
There are conflicting findings on the impact of entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intentions. Fiet et al. (2014) thought that students who enroll in semester-long entrepreneurship courses would have more learning as they have more time to capture the material. However, they did not find this to be true. They found that entrepreneurship education has a statistically significant but small positive relationship with entrepreneurial intentions – however, they also acknowledge that empirical disagreements remain. This is evident as Volery, Naephlin and Mueller (2013) argue that there is very little support demonstrating the benefits of entrepreneurship education as some studies have found benefits while others have not. Byabashaija and Katono (2011) echo this sentiment as they state that understanding how entrepreneurial education impacts entrepreneurial intentions are limited. Yet Zhang, Duisters, and Cloodt, (2014) found that entrepreneurial education does have a direct effect on entrepreneurial intentions above and beyond the theory of planned behavior. Thus, Fayolle and Gailly (2013) called for studies on compulsory entrepreneurship classes as they eliminate the potential bias of students that are self-selecting into entrepreneurship classes. 
Just like entrepreneurial education, the impact of education on entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which is an antecedent of entrepreneurial intentions has been inconclusive (Shinnar, Hsu, and Powell, (2014). However, Deghanpour (2013) found in his study in Iran that entrepreneurship education does increase the perception of feasibility by increasing the individual’s self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is believing in your own ability and feeling that you have control and confidence over your success (Huber, Sloof, & van Praag, 2012). This is similar to perceived behavioral control (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994). Per Rauch and Hulsink (2015) perceived behavioral control can be impacted as they learn about the resources available to individuals to behave in a certain way as well by learning competencies that increase perceived feasibility (Krueger et al., 2000). Rauch and Hulsink (2015) did find that entrepreneurship education had a positive effect on perceived behavioral control. However, they did not find that entrepreneurship education mediated the relationship between perceived behavioral control and entrepreneurial intentions. On the other hand, Volery, Naephlin, and Mueller (2013) showed Entrepreneurial Intentions declined as students became aware of the hard work and difficulty required in starting and running a new venture. Deghanpour also stated that perception of feasibility might decrease as the student learns about the difficulty of being an entrepreneur. Yet, Biemans, Chizari, Lans and Karimi (2016) found that perceived behavioral control is the biggest predictor of entrepreneurial intentions and that by following the four aspects of Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy a student’s perceived behavioral control may increase. Rauch and Hulsink (2015) called on research for moderating and mediating factors that influence entrepreneurial behavior and intentions including checking their study that entrepreneurial education was not a mediator between perceived behavioral control, attitudes, and entrepreneurial intentions. Rideout and Gray (2013) also called for more research on mediators. Finally, Martin, McNally, and Kay (2013) called for more studies on moderating and mediating effects of different variables on entrepreneurial intentions.

Regarding gender, males have been found to have higher entrepreneurial intentions than females (Zhang, Duysters, & Cloodt, 2014). Shinnar, Hsu, and Powell, (2014) found that the increase in entrepreneurial self-efficacy among men were statistically significant, but they were not for women. Furthermore, Rideout and Gray (2013) claimed that being a woman has a negative effect on intentions, but called on more studies to be done in this area. Based upon the above theoretical support, the conflicting findings on whether or how education plays a role in entrepreneurial intentions, and the call for more research on mediation the following hypotheses were made:

H1:
The theory of planned behavior is valid for predicting the entrepreneurial intent of students in a faith-based higher education institution. 

H2:
Male student’s Entrepreneurial Intent increases after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course.
H3:
Female student’s Entrepreneurial Intent increases after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course.
H4:
Male student’s Entrepreneurial Intent increases are greater than Female students after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course.

H5:
Perceived Behavioral Control mediates the relationship between Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurial Intent. 

H6:
Attitudes mediate the relationship between Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurial Intent. 

3. Methodology
Sample and Procedure
This study was carried out using survey research. Martin, McNally, and Kay (2013) called for more studies of entrepreneurial education to utilize a pre- and post-test design. Fayolle and Linan (2014) also called for more research utilizing a pre-test post-test approach. Rideout and Gray (2013) state that studies without a pretest limits the ability to have confidence in the findings of the impact of the study. They also state that self-selection into the course may impact the results of the entrepreneurial intentions. The entrepreneurship courses in which this study was conducted was required in the curriculum and therefore removes any self-selection bias. Additionally, this study utilized a pre-test, post-test survey to measure the change in the student’s entrepreneurial intent.  The participants were students in five different sections of a four-month Entrepreneurship class at two faith-based liberal arts institutions of higher education since Fretschner and Weber (2013) called for more studies from different types of institutions. The courses were given in five spring semesters beginning in 2013 and ending in 2017. The instructor, textbook (with the exception of edition changes) and assessments were consistent throughout these courses. The students were given the first survey on the first day of class, and then the students were given the identical survey on the last day of class. All students were enrolled as undergraduate students and had to take the class as part of the business degree program of which they were enrolled. 
The students were told that the survey was for research purposes only and that their responses were not going to impact their final grade. There was no discussion surrounding the survey about the purpose or subject area of the research so as not to prime or bias the students. The survey was always presented as optional and voluntary. In the first survey, before any entrepreneurial instruction had taken place, 137 students took the survey. The second survey was completed by 122 students. The decrease in students is attributable to students either not completing the course or not being in attendance on the last day.  The number of matched pairs of usable surveys due to having complete data on both surveys was 114 yielding an overall response rate of 83%. 
Lenth (2001) explained that the process of determining the sample size is a very important step for the researcher when one is designing a statistical survey.  As a general rule of thumb for determining the sample size in an analysis Hair and colleagues (2006) recommend a ratio of 15-20 respondents for every predictor variable for research utilizing multiple regression analysis. Therefore, with three independent variables and a ratio of 15 respondents per independent variable a sample of 45 is needed. Additionally having four control variables and a ratio of 15 respondents per control variable an additional 60 respondents is needed leading to a preferred sample size for the proposed study of 105 participants. The sample (N=114) fits this rule of thumb. 
Instrumentation

To test the hypotheses, data were collected for the following variables: (a) social norms (SN); (b) attitudes about entrepreneurship (AE); and (c) perceived behavioral control (PBC); Therefore, one survey was used to collect all data and participation was voluntary and confidential. The survey (See Appendix 1) consisted of 24 items, including 14 items that measure the three antecedents of entrepreneurial intent (Entrepreneurial Intention Questionnaire; Liñán & Chen, 2009); and four categorical questions that measure demographic information, including, age, gender, family role model, and entrepreneurship experience.  

Dependent Variables
In this study, the dependent variable is entrepreneurial intent.  Entrepreneurial intent was measured using a 6-item scale from the entrepreneurial intent questionnaire (Liñán & Chen, 2009). The entrepreneurial intent questionnaire also assesses three antecedents of entrepreneurial intent (attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavioral control). The measure is a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (total disagreement) to 7 (total agreement).  The 6-item entrepreneurial intention subscale consists of such statements as “I will make every effort to start and run my own business,” and “I am determined to create a business in the future.” In previous studies, this scale has been found to have a high-reliability coefficient with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.94 (Liñán & Chen, 2009). In this present study sample the reliability of the entrepreneurial intention subscale was α = .96 (pre-test) and α = .98 (post-test).

Independent Variables

Social Norms
Social norms were measured with a subset of the entrepreneurial intention questionnaire (Liñán & Chen, 2009). The social norm subscale is a three-item Likert-type scale that assesses SN with responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (total disapproval) to 7 (total approval). A sample question is “If you decided to create a firm, would your close family approve of that decision?” This scale has been found to have a reliability coefficient with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77 (Liñán & Chen, 2009). In this present study sample the reliability of the social norms subscale was α = .79 (pre-test) and α = .87 (post-test).

Attitudes
Personal attitudes toward entrepreneurship were measured with a subset of the entrepreneurial intention questionnaire (Liñán & Chen, 2009). The personal attitude toward entrepreneurship was measured using a five-item scale with sample questions of “A career as an entrepreneur is attractive to me” and “Being an entrepreneur would entail great satisfaction for me.” The responses are measured using a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (total disagreement) to 7 (total agreement). This scale has been found to have a high-reliability coefficient with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.90 (Liñán & Chen, 2009). In this present study sample the reliability of the personal attitudes subscale was α = .85 (pre-test) and α = .93 (post-test).

Perceived Behavioral Control
Perceived behavioral control was also measured with a subset of the entrepreneurial intentions questionnaire (Liñán & Chen, 2009). The perceived behavioral control subscale is a six-item Likert-type scale that assesses perceived behavioral control with responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (total disagreement) to 7 (total agreement). Sample questions are “I can control the creation process of a new firm” and “I know the necessary practical details to start a firm.” This scale has been found to have a reliability coefficient with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.89 (Liñán & Chen, 2009). In this present study sample the reliability of the perceived behavioral control subscale was α = .92 (pre-test) and α = .92 (post-test).

Control Variables
In past studies, multiple variables have impacted entrepreneurial intentions (Jaén et al., 2010). Many studies of entrepreneurial intentions include age as a variable. For example, Autio et al. (2001) found age to positively impact entrepreneurial intentions. Likewise, gender has also been included in entrepreneurial intention studies and has often found women to have lower intentions than men (Ernst, 2011). The other variables that were controlled for as they have been found to positively impact entrepreneurship are family role models (Drennan et al., 2005; Plant & Ren, 2010) by asking if either of the respondents parents were entrepreneurs; and prior entrepreneurship experience (Liñán & Chen, 2009; Plant & Ren, 2010) by asking if the respondent had ever been an entrepreneur. Therefore, control variables in this study included age, gender, family role model, and prior entrepreneurship experience (Ernst, 2011).
Demographics
Demographics data were collected using the survey. The sample comprised of 56 females (49%) and 58 males (51%). Participants fell into four age categories (see Table 1) with the majority (56%) falling into the 18 to 21 range.
Table 1: Demographics – Age Categories
	Age Group
	Number of Participants
	% of Participants

	18 to 21
	64
	56.2

	22 to 25
	34
	29.8

	26 to 30
	8
	7.0

	Over 30
	8
	7.0



Additional demographic information related to the sample (See Table 2) is that 67 (59%) responded that someone in their family had been an entrepreneur, but 47 (41%) responded that no one in their family had been entrepreneurs. Furthermore, 90 (79%) had no prior entrepreneurial experience, while 24 (21%) had prior entrepreneurial experience. 
Table 2: Demographics – Prior Exposure to Entrepreneurship	
	Prior Entrep Experience
	%
	Family Entrepreneur
	Number of Participants
	%

	Yes
	24
	21.1
	Yes
	67
	58.8

	No
	90
	78.9
	No
	47
	41.2


Research Design and Analysis

After data collection, the data were analyzed to determine whether the hypotheses are supported.  The present study has a quantitative non-experimental exploratory design, which allows for the prediction of entrepreneurial intent from the individual difference variables of personal attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavioral control as tested by Liñán and Chen (2009).  

To test the H1 hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed in order to study the relationship that the independent variables have with the dependent variables (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). To test H2, H3, and H4 this study utilized a mean comparison of a paired t-test. Finally, this research examined whether perceived behavioral control and attitudes mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent. Baron and Kenny (1986) explain that to test for mediation it is necessary to test three regression equations in order to test the mediational linkage of the variables. 
4. Results and Discussion
The results of the data analyzed for this research study are presented in this section. The descriptive statistics are presented first followed by the results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses. These results test the research hypotheses and investigate the interactions between the variables and entrepreneurial intentions, as well as whether entrepreneurship education mediates the relationship between perceived behavioral control and entrepreneurial intent, and attitudes and entrepreneurial intent.
Data Screening

One hundred and fourteen participants (N = 114) completed the survey. Data were examined to ensure there were no missing cases on any of the scales: (a) Entrepreneurial Intent subscale; (b) Social Norms subscale; (c) Attitudes subscale; (d) Perceived Behavioral Control subscale; and (e) on the control variables - Age; Gender; Entrepreneurship Experience, and Family Entrepreneurship. There were no cases with missing values. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The mean scores and standard deviations of the independent, dependent, and control variables and correlations among the variables are shown in Tables 3 and 4. Correlation analysis revealed significant positive correlations between some of the independent variables; specifically attitudes and social norms (r = .43), attitudes and perceived behavioral control (r = .60), and social norms and perceived behavioral control (r = .37). The same findings held true for the post-test as well. Additionally, all three independent variables related to entrepreneurial intentions showed significant positive correlations with the dependent variable, entrepreneurial intentions, for both the pre- and post-tests.
Table 3: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables (N=114)  Pre-test
	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	

	1. Gender
	1.49
	.50
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Age
	22.66
	4.61
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Family
	1.41
	.49
	  .00
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Entrep
	1.79
	.41
	-.05
	-.16
	.30**
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Attitudes
	5.04
	1.19
	.09
	.20*
	-.05
	-.13
	
	
	
	

	6. SN
	5.73
	1.02
	-.12
	.01
	-.11
	-.09
	.43**
	
	
	

	7. PBC
	3.60
	1.40
	.04
	.03
	-.23*
	-.11
	.60**
	.37**
	
	

	8. EI
	4.08
	1.83
	.07
	.01
	-.13
	-.12
	.77**
	.40**
	.71**
	


Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01 

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables (N=114)  Post-test	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	

	1. Gender
	1.49
	.50
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Age
	22.96
	4.48
	-.22
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Family
	1.41
	.49
	  -.15
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Entrep
	1.79
	.41
	-.10
	-.16
	.30**
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Attitudes
	5.48
	1.19
	-.18
	.20*
	.19*
	-.09
	
	
	
	

	6. SN
	5.87
	1.02
	-.07
	-.05
	.01
	.00
	.37**
	
	
	

	7. PBC
	4.74
	1.40
	-.11
	.16
	.16
	-.07
	.70**
	.23*
	
	

	8. EI
	4.48
	1.83
	-.01
	.14
	.11
	-.19
	.74**
	.38**
	.65**
	


Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01 

Test of Hypotheses
Multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to test the first hypothesis. Preliminary analyses were conducted to ensure no violation of the assumptions of normality and multicollinearity. The normality of the dependent variables and entrepreneurial intent were tested using SPSS. According to the Shapiro-Wilk statistic, both dependent variables were normally distributed. Additionally, Normal Probability Plot’s (P-P) were analyzed to determine linearity, and the plot revealed a reasonably straight line. Therefore, the distribution of the scores was determined to be reasonably normal. The absence of multicollinearity among the independent and control variables was assessed through examination of the Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values for each variable. Tolerance values less than .10 and VIF values above 10 suggest the presence of multicollinearity (Pallant, 2007). This assumption was met for the relationships predicted. 
Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 states that the theory of planned behavior is valid for predicting the entrepreneurial intent of students in a faith-based higher education institution above and beyond demographic variables. This was tested by conducting hierarchical multiple regression analysis to determine if the variables of the theory of planned behavior (social norms, attitudes, and perceived behavioral control) values significantly predicted entrepreneurial intent above and beyond the control variables of age, gender, family entrepreneurship and previous entrepreneurship experience. The variables related to the theory of planned behavior (social norms, attitudes, perceived behavioral control) were entered explaining 62.9% of the variance in entrepreneurial intent, F (7, 106) = 25.648, p < .001. The theory of planned behavior explained an additional 55.1% of the variance after controlling for the demographic variables, R squared change = .551, F change (3, 106) = 52.454, p =< .001.  In the model, all of the variables were statistically significant, with attitudes recording the highest beta value (beta = .513, p < .01) followed by perceived behavioral control (beta = .256, p < .05), then social norms (beta = .145, p < .05). The theory of planned behavior was found to be an accurate predictor of Entrepreneurial Intentions in students attending faith-based institutions. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported. The regression analysis model summary and regression coefficients are presented in Table 5 and Table 6. 
Table 5: Regression Analysis Model Summary: Hypothesis 1 – TPB is Valid for predicting EI	Variables
	R
	R2
	∆ R2
	P

	 Model 1
	.279
	.078
	.078
	.064

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	
	

	Family Entrepreneur
	
	
	
	

	Entrepreneur Experience
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	            .793
	.629**
	.551
	.000

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	

	Social Norms
	
	
	
	

	Perc. Behav. Control
	
	
	
	


Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Table 6: Regression Coefficients: Hypothesis 1 – TPB is Valid for predicting EI	Variables
	B
	SE B
	Β

	Model 1
	
	
	

	Gender
	.078
	.326
	.023

	Age
	.041
	.036
	.109

	Family Entrepreneur
	.615
	.337
	.178

	Entrepreneur Experience
	-.944
	.41117eived Behavioral Controlntente, Self-Transcendence, Self-Enhancement.hange, self-transcendence, and self-enhancementory of p
	-.226*

	Model 2
	
	
	

	Gender
	.405
	.212
	.119

	Age
	.005
	.023
	.014

	Family Entrepreneur
	.081
	.222
	.023

	Entrepreneur Experience
	-.504
	.267
	-.120

	Attitudes
	.773
	.134
	.513**

	Social Norm
	.229
	.102
	.145*

	Perceived Behavioral Control
	.346
	.112
	.256*


Note: Step 1 R2 = .078; Step 2 R2 = .629. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Hypothesis 2, 3 & 4 

Hypothesis 2 states that male student’s entrepreneurial intent increases after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course. Hypothesis 3 states that female student’s entrepreneurial intent increases after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course. Hypothesis 4 states that male student’s entrepreneurial intent increases will be greater than female student’s entrepreneurial intent increases after taking a semester-long entrepreneurship course. This was tested by conducting a paired samples t-test. As the results in Table 7 (below) indicate, male student’s entrepreneurial intent does increase from 3.96 to 4.64 after entrepreneurial education. However, this increase was not statistically significant, and therefore Hypothesis 2 is not supported. Likewise, female student’s entrepreneurial intent increased after entrepreneurial education from 4.21 to 4.32, but again the increase was not statistically significant. Hypothesis 3 also cannot be supported. Finally, the increase in male student’s entrepreneurial intent (.68) is greater than the increase in the female student increase (.11). Thus, Hypothesis 4 is supported.
Table 7: Results of Paired t-Test for Entrepreneurship Education 
	
	Pretest
	Post-Test
	
	

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	Difference
	p-Value

	Attitude (male)
	4.93
	1.30
	5.51
	1.20
	.58
	.015*

	Attitude (female)
	5.15
	1.08
	5.44
	1.08
	.29
	.003*

	Attitude (all)
	5.04
	1.19
	5.48
	1.14
	.44
	.004*

	Social Norm (male)
	5.85
	1.03
	5.89
	1.20
	.04
	.476

	Social Norm (female)
	5.61
	1.00
	5.86
	.96
	.25
	.382

	Social Norm (all)
	5.73
	1.02
	5.87
	1.09
	.14
	.325

	PBC (male)
	3.55
	1.46
	4.83
	1.36
	1.28
	.000**

	PBC (female)
	3.65
	1.34
	4.65
	1.17
	1.00
	.000**

	PBC (all)
	3.60
	1.40
	4.74
	1.27
	1.14
	.000**

	EI (male)
	3.96
	1.85
	4.64
	1.65
	.68
	.146

	EI (female)
	4.21
	1.83
	4.32
	1.78
	.11
	.212

	EI (all)
	4.08
	1.83
	4.48
	1.71
	.40
	.097


* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Hypothesis 5 
Hypothesis 5 states that perceived behavioral control mediates the relationship between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), testing for mediation requires estimating three regression equations. The assumption is that the independent variable causes the mediating variable and therefore they should be correlated. In this study, entrepreneurial education was significantly correlated (.395 at p = .000) with perceived behavioral control. Additionally, to prove mediation in the first equation, entrepreneurial education must affect perceived behavioral control. Thus, the first step was regressing the mediator variable (perceived behavioral control) on the independent variable (entrepreneurial education). Based on this regression, perceived behavioral control may mediate the relationship of entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent as it was found to have a statistically significant predictive relationship with entrepreneurial education. The regression coefficients are presented in Table 8.
Table 8: Regression Coefficients: Hypothesis 5 – PBC and EE	Variables
	B
	SE B
	β

	Perceived Behavioral Control
	1.142
	.177
	.395**


* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

The second equation involves regressing the dependent variable (entrepreneurial intent) on the independent variable (entrepreneurial education), and in the second equation, entrepreneurial education must significantly affect entrepreneurial intent. This equation was not significant, and therefore Hypothesis 5 is rejected as perceived behavioral control does not appear to mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent. This is in line with Rauch and Hulsink’s (2015) finding.
Hypothesis 6 
Hypothesis 6 states that attitudes mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent. The assumption is that the independent variable causes the mediating variable and therefore they should be correlated. In this study, entrepreneurial education was significantly correlated (.186 at p = .005) with attitudes. Additionally, to prove mediation in the first equation, entrepreneurial education must affect attitudes. Thus, the first step was regressing the mediator variable (attitudes) on the independent variable (entrepreneurial education). Based on this regression, attitudes may mediate the relationship of entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent as it was found to have a statistically significant predictive relationship with entrepreneurial education. The regression coefficients are presented in Table 9.
Table 9: Regression Coefficients: Hypothesis 6 – ATT and EE	Variables
	B
	SE B
	β

	Attitude
	0.440
	.154
	.186*


* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

The second equation involves regressing the dependent variable (entrepreneurial intent) on the independent variable (entrepreneurial education), and in the second equation, entrepreneurial education must significantly affect entrepreneurial intent. This equation was not significant, and therefore Hypothesis 6 is also rejected as attitudes do not appear to mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent. 

Discussion
This study was exploratory in nature, and as such, a goal of this study was to add incremental understanding to the impact of entrepreneurial education on entrepreneurial intentions. It also sought to investigate whether the theory of planned behavior was valid for predicting entrepreneurial intent among students of faith-based institutions of higher education. 
The study expanded on previous studies of entrepreneurial intent on multiple levels in its exploration of the relationship of education and entrepreneurial intentions resulting in a more robust understanding of the role of entrepreneurial education on entrepreneurial intentions. A review of the literature showed that the theory of planned behavior is a theoretical framework that is widely used to study entrepreneurial intentions. However, Fretschner and Weber (2013) called for more studies utilizing the theory from different types of institutions to better understand the impact of entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intentions. This paper answered this call for more research by utilizing two faith-based institutions. Furthermore, Rauch and Hulsink (2015) called for more research in moderating and mediating factors that influence entrepreneurial behavior and intentions. And, Martin, McNally, Kay (2013) called for more studies of entrepreneurial education to utilize a pre- and post-test design. They, too, called for more studies on moderating and mediating effects of different variables on entrepreneurial intentions. This study answers the call for both of these types of studies as it utilized a pre- and post-test design as well as the mediating impact of attitudes and perceived behavioral control. 
In response to the research questions, the theory of planned behavior was found to be an accurate predictor of Entrepreneurial Intentions in students attending faith-based institutions. This is an important finding as researchers have called for more studies to determine its applicability in other arenas. For educators, this finding is important to understand how attitudes, social norms and the perception of behavioral control can impact a student’s intention to behave entrepreneurially. Even more specifically, in this study, attitudes were found to have the most significant impact on a student’s entrepreneurial intent.  These results corroborated the findings of Maleabana (2014), Gird and Bagraim (2008), and Basu and Virick (2008). Thus, it would be important to understand how the cognitive and affective dimensions of attitudes are formed.

The other finding related to the increase in entrepreneurial intentions as a result of entrepreneurial education. While two hypotheses were not supported due to the lack of statistical significance an increase in the mean of entrepreneurial intentions and all of its antecedents were found in this study. Thus, entrepreneurial education did not impact student’s entrepreneurial intent. The most interesting findings observed in this analysis were not hypothesized. But this study did find a statistically significant increase in both male and female students attitudes towards entrepreneurship as well as in both male and female’s increase in perceived behavioral control. Finally, confirming the study by Shinnar, Powell, and Hsu (2014) the change in the mean of entrepreneurial intentions as a result of entrepreneurial education was more pronounced among males than females. While Shinnar et al. found female entrepreneurial intention decrease, this study found that female intentions did actually increase but not to the same degree as that of their male counterparts. Thus, it appears that entrepreneurial education had a more positive effect on males. Some researchers have proposed that this is because entrepreneurship is seen as a career dominated by males (Gupta, Turban, Wasti & Sikdar, 2009).

The finding of the significant increase in perceived behavioral control as a result of entrepreneurial education may demonstrate the relationship of the concepts of self-efficacy and perceived behavioral control. Educators should begin to understand Bandura’s (1977) ideas of how self-efficacy can be fostered through (a) mastery experience, (b) vicarious experience, (c) social persuasion, and (d) arousal. An understanding of how to incorporate these things into the pedagogy of an Entrepreneurship class may impact a student’s perceived behavioral control and thus the Entrepreneurial Intentions of the student. Attitudes also increased as a result of the class. Thus, two things that were impacted by entrepreneurial education were the student’s attitudes about entrepreneurship and their perception of their ability to carry out entrepreneurial activity. It makes sense that these two things were impacted by their educational experience. However, their evaluation of their social norms was not impacted by the class. This outcome is understandable as their referent group was not the one taking the class and the student’s perception of what the people they value think about their pursuit of entrepreneurial activity would not necessarily change.
 This study contributed to the entrepreneurial literature by the following: (a) demonstrating that the theory of planned behavior is valid in settings of faith-based higher educational settings, (b) finding that student’s attitudes and perception of behavioral control increased after entrepreneurial education, and (c) understanding that perceived behavioral control and attitudes do not appear to mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intentions. A key strength of this study is that it adds to the field of research regarding entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial intent. This is important as there have been very few studies previously utilizing a pre-test post-test methodology, testing for mediation, and in a faith-based setting. 
Recommendations
Entrepreneurs and their organizations are instrumental in the development of nations (Diaz-Casero et al., 2012). This is true of both the commercial entrepreneur that is engaged in growing the economy (Liñán et al., 2005), but also for social entrepreneurs that are engaged in fostering positive social change (Boris & Steurle, 2006). Because of this, government leaders, business incubators, development organizations, and academic institutions are interested in encouraging entrepreneurial activity. Additionally, one of the three major barriers to entrepreneurship is lack of education (Rideout & Gray, 2013). This study provides educators greater understanding of the impact entrepreneurial education has on entrepreneurial intentions. This is especially pertinent as business programs of colleges and universities often desire to foster entrepreneurial activity, and therefore a more thorough understanding of individuals with entrepreneurial intentions is helpful. Furthermore, understanding the role that education plays on an individual’s entrepreneurial intent is important. 

The results of this study provide numerous opportunities for future research regarding entrepreneurial intent. First of all, more research should be done to understand the impact of different pedagogy and curriculum has on not only entrepreneurial intent but entrepreneurial intent’s antecedents of attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavioral control. Further studies related to pedagogy could particularly focus on utilizing Bandura’s understanding of self-efficacy and its related impact on perceived behavioral controls. For example, using real-world examples, such as case studies or interviews with successful entrepreneurs would be helpful.  

Related to this, an interesting study could use a control group with one group of classes producing an actual business plan as the main assessment and another group of classes taking exams as the main assessment. One would think the group that produced a business plan would have both greater self-efficacy and perceived behavioral control than the class that was taking exams. Finally, there should be studies exploring if entrepreneurial education moderates the relationship between perceived behavioral control and entrepreneurial intentions and attitudes and entrepreneurial intentions. 
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Appendix 1

Survey
Personal Attitudes

Indicate your level of agreement with the following sentences from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).

1. Being an entrepreneur implies more advantages than disadvantages for me 

2. A career as an entrepreneur is attractive to me 

3.   If I had the opportunity and resources, I’d like to start an organization

4.   Being an entrepreneur would entail great satisfaction for me

5.  Among various options, I would rather be an entrepreneur

Social Norms

If you decided to create an organization, would people in your close environment approve of that decision? Indicate from 1 (Strongly disapprove) to 7 (Strongly approve).

6.  Your close family 

7.  Your friends 

8.  Your colleagues

Perceived Behavioral Control

To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your entrepreneurial capacity? Value them from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).

  9.
To start an organization and keep it working would be easy for me

10.
I am prepared to start a viable organization

11. I can control the creation process of a new organization

12. I know the necessary practical details to start an organization

13. I know how to develop an entrepreneurial project 

14. If I tried to start an organization, I would have a high probability of succeeding

Entrepreneurial Intention

You may not be currently considering an entrepreneurial endeavor, but as you answer the following six questions think about them in the context of the next five years. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).

15. I am ready to do anything to be a commercial entrepreneur 

16. My professional goal is to become a commercial entrepreneur 

17. I will make every effort to start and run my own firm 

18. I am determined to create a firm in the future 

19. I have very seriously thought of starting a firm

20. I have the strong intention to start a firm some day 
Control Variables
21. What is your Gender: 

22. What is your Age



23. Were either of your parents entrepreneurs?: ____Yes
____No 

24. Have you ever been self-employed?: ____Yes
____No 

-
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