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Abstract. Understanding the antecedents of the intention to become an entrepreneur is 
crucial in the development of effective entrepreneurship education and training programs. 
Despite the growing number of conceptual and empirical studies, the insights on the 
psychological factors that drive or discourage the engagement into entrepreneurial acts 
among university students are still limited. The current study aims to address this gap in the 
literature, by exploring the direct relationships between the impact of personal attitude 
(PA), perceived behavioral control (PBC) and subjective norms (SN) constructs of the 
theory of planned behavior (TPB) on entrepreneurial intention (EI). The study further 
investigates the existence of a potential difference with respect to gender and social capital 
on EI.  For data collection, the entrepreneurial intention scale of Linan & Chen (2009) was 
used and questionnaires collected from a sample of 113 university students were analyzed 
through multiple regression analyses. Findings indicate that the impact of SN on EIare 
negative whereas PA and PBC have strong and positive associations with the intention to 
become an entrepreneur. Furthermore, the results of the independent t-tests show do not 
indicate a meaningful difference with respect to gender and social capital and 
entrepreneurial intention, whereas differences between departments and taking or not taking 
an entrepreneurship course are found to be significantly associated with EI. For theory, 
these findings imply that both the scale of Linan & Chen (2009) and the model of TPB are 
useful in predicting entrepreneurial intention for this sample. For practice, the results 
highlight the important role of education in choosing entrepreneurship as a career at 
undergraduate level whereas gender difference or having an entrepreneur in the family or 
close third parties is not reported to affect this decision. 
Keywords. Entrepreneurial intention, Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), Gender, Social 
capital, Entrepreneurship Education. 
JEL. L26, M13, I23, I25. 

 

1. Introduction 
ntrepreneurship is a process of discovering, evaluating or creating 
opportunities to innovate or integrate new values, products or services 
(Shane & Vankataraman, 2000). As entrepreneurship is a major driver of 

economic growth (Acz, 2006), every economy prioritizes the development of 
entrepreneurship education and training programs for creating more and highly 
productive entrepreneurial ventures. Scholars who have advocated that 
entrepreneurs are “made, not born” suggest that a major goal of entrepreneurship 
education is to encourage students to regard entrepreneurship as a future career 
alternative (Van Auken, 2013). In this respect, investigating the antecedents of the 
formation of entrepreneurial intention (EI) among university students have been the 
foci of various research studies (Chen, et. al., 2015; Bae, et. al., 2014; Autio, et. al., 
1997). Particularly, the rising popularity of Ajzen’s (2001, 1991) Theory of 
Planned Behavior (TPB) gave way to the formation of different models developed 
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to understand the interrelationships between the three constructs of entrepreneurial 
intention, namely personal attitude (PA), subjective norm (SN) and perceived 
behavioral control (PBC) with respect to analyzing the significance of different 
influencers on the intention to become an entrepreneur. Despite that, empirical 
studies conducted to test the prescribed influence of different demographic factors 
such as gender (Diaz-Garcia & Moreno, 2010), education (Kristiansen & Indarti, 
2004) and social capital (Grichnik, et. al., 2014; De Carolis, et. al., 2009) on EI 
through the elements of TPB in different contexts produced mixed results. As 
findings of previous studies indicate a clear need for the provision of additional 
empirical evidence to the applicability of TPB to EI studies in student samples, the 
first objective of the current study is to investigate whether the model of Theory of 
Planned Behavior (TPB) can be used effectively to predict the intention to become 
an entrepreneur in a sample of university students in the Turkish context. The 
second research objective is to understand whether this intention is different with 
respect to gender, social capital, departmental differences and taking an 
entrepreneurship class, among this sample. 

 
2.Theoretical background and hypotheses development 
2.1. Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 
Intentions indicate how hard people are willing to try and put an effort into 

performing a certain behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Researchers identified intentions as 
the best predictors of behavior (Krueger et al, 2000; Davidson & Jaccard, 1979), 
especially when the specific behavior is “rare, hard to observe and involves 
unpredictable time lags” (Souitaris, et. al, 2007, p. 568). One of the two most 
widely used theories for predicting behavior is Ajzen’s (2001, 1991) Theory of 
Planned Behavior (TPB),where the formation of any intention is explained through 
three main elements. In the TPB model, construct one is the individual’s personal 
attitude toward the behavior (PA), whereas construct 2, the subjective norm (SN) 
refers to the perception of other people’s opinions of the proposed behavior. The 
third factor of the model, personal behavioral control (PBC) can be defined as the 
perception of the ease or difficulty of performing a specific behavior. After the 
introduction of the TPB model, several empirical studies and meta-analyses 
supported the efficacy of TPB in the prediction of intention and behavior 
(Schlaegel & Koenig, 2014; Armitage & Connor, 2001; Hausenblas et al., 1997). 

 
2.2. Entrepreneurial intention 
One common definition of entrepreneurial intention is “a self-acknowledged 

conviction by a person that they intend to set up a new business venture and 
consciously plan to do so at some point in the future” (Thompson, 2009). The 
conduct of the behavior of establishing a new venture is considered as intentional 
(Bird, 1988; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993) as well as planned (Autio, Keeley, Klofsten 
& Ulfstedt, 1997). 

After its introduction, where several researchers used and reported the 
applicability of Ajzen’s (2001, 1991) to empirical entrepreneurial intention studies 
(Fietze & Boyd, 2017; Kautonen, et. al., 2013; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993). As a 
result, TPB quickly became the most widely used model in entrepreneurial 
intention research (Ajzen, 2011; Krueger, et. al., 2009; Kolvereid, 1996). 

Studies investigating various dimensions of entrepreneurial intentions through 
the elements of TPB exist in the literature. For instance, Zhang, et. al., (2015) 
reported that social norm, controlled behavior, and short-term risk-taking 
preference influenced entrepreneurial intention, whereas attitude was not 
significantly associated with entrepreneurial intention across university students in 
the US. In another study, Jang (2013) found that the factors of gender and the 
entrepreneurial experience of the parents play a significant role on entrepreneurial 
attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and entrepreneurial 
intention among Chinese undergraduates. However, the findings of the study 
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conducted by Diaz-Garcia & Moreno (2010) indicated the contrary, showing that 
gender did not have a significant effect on EI among university students in Spain. 
Similarly, Kristiansen & Indarti (2004) reported an insignificant impact of age, 
gender and education on entrepreneurial intention among Indonesian and 
Norwegian students. To have a role model was another factor investigated in EI 
studies, whereno conclusive evidence could beidentified. While some studies 
reported a positive impact (Veciana et. al., 2005; Lafuente, et. al., 2007) of a role 
model on EI, others indicated a negative association (Van Auken, et al., 2006). 
Gurbuz & Aykol (2008) studied the entrepreneurial intention determinants of 
university students in Turkey and found out that having an entrepreneur in the 
family, academic support and favorable environmental conditions significantly 
affected intention. Sesen (2013) reported that entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the 
most important factor on the entrepreneurial intention where social network was 
the second major influencer. These studies imply that the relational aspect of social 
capital, described as “the types of personal relationships that people have 
developed with each other as manifested in arm’s-length versus embedded ties” 
(Johnsson & Lindbergh, 2011) may have a significant association on the intention 
to become an entrepreneur. As findings of previous empirical studies were 
inconclusive, three hypotheses are proposed to be empirically tested in the current 
study: 

 
Hypothesis 1: The theory of planned behavior significantly predicts 

entrepreneurial intention amongst university students in Turkey. 
Hypothesis 2: Gender difference significantly affects the level of 

entrepreneurial intention. 
Hypothesis 3: Difference in social capital significantly affects the level of 

entrepreneurial intention. 
 
3. Methodology 
3.1. Data 
This study used data from a student sample, consisting of 113 university 

business students in Turkey. Because university students are about to make a 
professional career choice and are the ones with empirically highest entrepreneurial 
inclination in the population (Liñán et. al., 2011), they are supposed to be suitable 
for the study of entrepreneurial intention (De Clercq, et. al., 2013). 166 surveys 
were distributed to students of different departments.  In the end, a total of 113 
questionnaires were usable, resulting in a response rate of 68%.  

 
3.2. Measures 
To measure the impact of TPB constructs on EI, Entrepreneurial Intention 

Questionnaire (EIQ) which was developed by Liñán & Chen (2009) was used. The 
EIQ has been translated into numerous languages including the native language 
(e.g. Yurtkoru, Kuşcu, & Doğanay, 2014) and used extensively for research studies 
on entrepreneurial intention. It has been shown to have good psychometric 
properties (e.g. Santos, et, al., 2016; Tsai, et. al., 2016). The EIQ consists of 
subscales to capture the core elements of TBP construct to entrepreneurship: 
personal attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and 
entrepreneurial intention. All items in the subscales were measured on a 7-point 
scale anchored by 1 to 7.For social capital, the previous measure developed by 
Linan, et. al., (2015) was used to investigate the personal acquaintance of the 
students with an entrepreneur. 

 
3.3.Data analysis 
For hypotheses testing, collected data were processed in the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 19 program. After conducting the principal 
component analysis using the SPSS exploratory factor analysis, multiple regression 
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analysis, t-tests, and one-way ANOVA tests were used for testing the hypotheses 
and conducting additional tests. 

 
4. Findings  
4.1. Demographics 
In the student sample, 52% were female and 48% were male. 66% of the sample 

was from business administration and economics departments, and the rest 
belonged to various other departments, such as engineering, education and political 
science. Majority of the students were first and second year and the percentage of 
the students who took an entrepreneurship course was 61%, as shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. Description of the sample 

Gender 
    

 
Female 59 

 
52.2 

 
Male 54 

 
47.8 

Department 
    

 
Business adm. 52 

 
46.0 

 
Economics 24 

 
21.2 

 
Education 14 

 
12.4 

 
 Engineering          12 

 
10.6 

 Other          11   9.8 
Grade 

    
 

First           42 
 

          37.1           

 
Second           45 

 
          39.8 

 
Third           22 

 
          19.5 

 
fourth            4 

 
            3.6 

Entrepreneurship course 
    

 
Yes 69 

 
61.0 

 
No 44 

 
39.0 

Total   113   100 
 

4.2. Factora nalysis 
An exploratory factor analysis allowed identifying the groups related with 

personal attitude (PA), subjective norm (SN), perceived behavioral control and EI 
factors. The Keiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy measure was 
found as 0.892 and Bartlett test of sphericity 0.0000, implying that a factor analysis 
is meaningful. The results indicated that the four factors captured % 68.1 of the 
total variance after varimax rotation.  

The Cronbach α = 0.897 for PA, showed that the factor had very high internal 
reliability and the results of the principal component analysis showed that all the 5 
items (n=5) were contributing to the factor of PA, therefore all the items were 
retained in the analysis. The Cronbach α of factor 2, SN was 0.713 and the results 
of the principal component analysis illustrated that 3 out of 3 items (n=3) were 
contributing to the factor of SN. The Cronbach α of factor 3, PBC was 0.882 and 
the results of the principal component analysis illustrated that 6 out of 6 items 
(n=6) were contributing to the factor of SN. Four items were used in the study to 
measure the dependent variable of EI. The Cronbach α score = 0.942 illustrated 
that the factor had very high internal reliability and the results of the principal 
component analysis indicated that 6 out of 6 items (n=6) were contributing to the 
factor of entrepreneurial intention. 

 
4.3. Hypotheses tests 
For testing hypothesis 1, multiple regression analysis with a dependent variable 

of entrepreneurial intention and three independent variables of personal attitude 
(PA), subjective norms (SN) and perceived behavioral control (PBC) were 
conducted. These variables statistically significantly predicted EI_TOTAL, p < 
0.05, R= 871, R2 = 0.758. All three variables added statistically significantly to the 
prediction, p < 0.05.Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported. 
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Dependent variable: 
 Entrepreneurial intention (EI_TOTAL) 
Independent variables: 
 Personal attitude (PA_TOTAL) 
 Social norms (SN_TOTAL) 
 Perceived behavioral control (PBC_TOTAL) 
 
Table 2 shows the multiple linear regression model summary and overall fit 

statistics. 75.8% of the variation in entrepreneurial intention is explained by the 
variation in personal attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control  
(Multiple Coefficient of Determination (R²) of the model is 0.758). The standard 
deviation of the regression model is 0.82820. According to the Durbin-
Watsonvalue (1.653), it is assumed that there is autocorrelation in multiple linear 
regression data. 
 
Table 2. Result of multiple regression analysis 

Dependent Variable                          Entrepreneurial Intention     
Independent Variables Beta t-value p-value 
TPB Factors (PBC, SN, PA) 0.871 3,125 0.000 
R Square = 0,758       
Adjusted R Square= 0.752    

 

 
Out of three antecedents of TPB, personal attitude had the strongest and positive 

influence on entrepreneurial intention, whereas subjective norm was found to have 
a negative impact. These findings indicate that the third component of the TPB 
model continues to be the most controversial construct for predicting 
entrepreneurial behavior. 

The test statistic for each variable (p values for the independent variables; PBC 
TOTAL: 0.002, SN TOTAL: 0.000, PA TOTAL: 0.04) falls in the rejection region 
(p-values < .05). H0 is rejected for each variable. There is evidence that personal 
attitude (PA_TOTAL), social norms (SN_TOTAL) and perceived behavioral 
control (PBC_TOTAL) affect entrepreneurial intention (EI TOTAL) at 0.05. The 
equation for the regression line is:  

 
EI_TOTAL = -1.350 + 0.909* PA_TOTAL – 0.138* SN_TOTAL + 

0.386*PBC_TOTAL 
 
Based on the collinearity statistics, multicollinearity in the multiple linear 

regression model was checked. The values are acceptable (Tolerance > 0.1 (or VIF 
< 10) for all variables), so high correlation does not exist between three 
independent variables. 

For testing hypothesis 2, Levene test was conducted. As shown in Table 2, H0 
is accepted (p= 0.059 which is greater than 0.05); thus it is assumed that the 
variances for entrepreneurial intention in gender (female and male) are equal. Thus, 
Hypothesis 2 is not supported and it is concluded that gender difference does not 
affect entrepreneurial intention. 

 
Table 3. Independent samples T-test results for gender and entrepreneurial intention 

 
Gender N Mean Std. Dev. 

Entrepreneurial Intention Male  54 3.9689 1.77371 

 
 Female 59  4.6481  1.46613 

Levene’s Test results     
p-vaue 0,059    
F-value 3.630    

 
The same test was applied to investigate the impact of social capital on 

entrepreneurial intention. As shown in Table 4, H0 is accepted (p= 0.999 0.05); as 
the variances for entrepreneurial intention in high and low levels of social capital 
are equal. Thus, Hypotheses 3 is not supported. 
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Table 3. Independent samples T-test results for social capital and entrepreneurial intention   

 
4.4. Additional tests 
Entrepreneurship education is another factor which has long been discussed in 

the entrepreneurship field and empirically investigated in several EI research 
studies. While some researchers argue that entrepreneurship courses are required to 
prepare students for their future careers (Chen & Sung, 2011), others have 
advocated the negative impact of traditional entrepreneurship education on the 
intention and motivation of university students (Gurel, et. al., 2010). 

 
Table 4. Results of one-way Anova test for departmental differences and entrepreneurial 
intention 

 
Department N Mean Std. Dev. F-value p-value 

Entrepreneurial Bus. Adm. 52 4.4423 1.47967 2.231 0.046 
Intention Economics 24 4.8750 1.71047     
 Education 14 3.0357 2.06640   
 Engineering 12 4.4306 1.76735   

 
Political 
Science 4 3.7083 1.02175   

 Psychology 4 3.8750 .80938   

 
Other    3 3.7222 .63099     

 
Findings of empirical studies produced significant (Kolvereid & Moen, 1997), 

weak (Bae, et. al., 2014) or even negative (Chen, et. al., 2015) associations 
between entrepreneurship courses and entrepreneurship related programs at 
university level and the intention to become an entrepreneur, whereas findings of 
the study conducted by Souitaris, et. al., (2007) showed that entrepreneurship 
education increased the impact of subjective norm through inspiration and overall 
entrepreneurial intention in university students in London and Grenoble. Based on 
the results of one-way ANOVA, differences across departments were found to 
affect EI significantly (Table 4), as p=0.046 and F=2.231. Economics and business 
administration students are found to have the highest levels of entrepreneurial 
intention, whereas education students have the lowest.  

 
Table 5. Independent samples T-test results for entrepreneurship course and entrepreneurial 
intention 

 
Entrepreneurship Course N Mean Std. Dev. 

Entrepreneurial Intention yes 69 4.3309 1.77434 

 
no 44 4.2348 1.48694 

Levene’s Test results     
p-vaue 0.035    
F-value 4.566    

 
Based on the results of independent t-tests, taking an entrepreneurship class was 

also found to affect EI significantly (p=0.035). As shown in Table 5,EI of students 
who took entrepreneurship class is significantly higher than the students who did 
not enroll in an entrepreneurship course (the mean value of students taking an 
entrepreneurship course is 4.3309 whereas the mean value of students not taking an 
entrepreneurship course is 4.2348). 

 
5. Discussion 
Understanding the antecedents of the intention to become an entrepreneur is 

crucial in the development of effective entrepreneurship education and training 
programs. Despite the growing number of conceptual and empirical studies, the 

 
Social Capital N Mean Std.Dev. 

Entrepreneurial Intention High 43 4.6667 1.65512 

 
Low 70 4.0643 1. 19554 

Levene’s Test results     
p-vaue 0.999    
F-value 0.000    
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insights on the psychological factors that drive or discourage the engagement into 
entrepreneurial acts among university students are still limited. The current study 
addressed this gap in the literature, by exploring the direct relationships between 
the impact of personal attitude (PA), perceived behavioral control (PBC) and 
subjective norms (SN) constructs of the theory of planned behavior (TPB) on 
entrepreneurial intention (EI). The study further investigates the existence of a 
potential difference with respect to gender and social capital on EI. For data 
collection, the entrepreneurial intention scale of Linan & Chen (2009) was used 
and questionnaires collected from a sample of 113 undergraduate students were 
analyzed through multiple regression analysis and t-tests.  

Findings of the analyses indicate that the impact of SN on EI is negative 
whereas PA and PBC have strong and positive associations with the intention to 
become an entrepreneur. Furthermore, the results of the independent t-tests showed 
that no meaningful difference between male and female students as well as 
different levels of social capital. These findings support the findings of Diaz-Garcia 
& Moreno (2010), as well as Kristiansen & Indarti (2004). Although not 
hypothesized, taking an entrepreneurship class was found to be significantly 
associated with the intention to become an entrepreneur, supporting the findings of 
the previous study conducted by Souitaris et. al., (2007).  

 
6. Theoretical and practical implications 
For theory, these findings imply that both the scale of Linan & Chen (2009) and 

the model of TPB are useful in predicting entrepreneurial intention in this sample. 
In a number of conceptual and empirical studies, the role of gender, human and 
social capital are addressed as important influencers of entrepreneurial intention. 
Findings of the current study show that, among Turkish students, gender and the 
role of social capital does not have a significant role on the intention to become an 
entrepreneur, whereas the difference across departments as well as taking an 
entrepreneurship course, were found to be highly associated with the motivation 
towards choosing entrepreneurship as a career. 

Findings of the study point out important considerations for the formulation and 
application of entrepreneurship programs which are designed to increase the impact 
of entrepreneurship in the community. First and foremost, gender is found to be an 
insignificant determinant of entrepreneurial intention, as female students are found 
to have the same degree of EI as male students. Findings also indicate that having 
an entrepreneur in the family or close circle is not a major influencer of EI. 
However, business administration and economics students are found to be more 
interested in becoming entrepreneurs, which might be associated with their ESE or 
the design of these curriculums which support entrepreneurship. Last but not least, 
taking an entrepreneurship class is found to significantly affect the intention to 
become an entrepreneur. These findings should be carefully considered by 
policymakers, as well as educators of entrepreneurship programs that are designed 
to help future entrepreneurs in creating high-impact entrepreneurial ventures. 

 
Notes 
This is the revised version of the conference paper presented at the International 
Congress of Management, Economy and Policy, ICOMEP’18-Autumn, held on 1-2 
December, 2018.  
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