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Abstract – A study is conducted to test the entrepreneurial 

intentions through entrepreneurship education among 

Malaysian university students. A theoretical framework 

has been developed taking into account all the major 

variables to test the entrepreneurial intentions of the 

Malaysian university students and the hypothetical model 

developed for the study is tested using the structural 

equation modelling (SEM) approach. The study 

investigates the independent variables of entrepreneurship 

curricula, teaching methodologies and universities roles 

and the mediating variables of attitude and stakeholder 

support system towards the dependent variable 

entrepreneurial intentions through a questionnaire survey 

from four of the entrepreneurial focused Malaysian 

universities and data was collected from 396 

questionnaires and analysed. The model was tested using a 

two-stage SEM. 

  This paper describes the second stage using CFA 

to evaluate the direct and indirect effects of the mediating 

variables on the exogenous variables towards the 

endogenous variable through the application of the path 

analysis technique. The hypotheses and research 

objectives are to empirically examine the variables of 

attitude towards goals and family roles as mediators in the 

relationship of the construct of entrepreneurship education 

to entrepreneurial intentions in this study. The results of 

the significance of the hypotheses have been tested and 

analysed. 

 

Keywords- Entrepreneurship curricula, Teaching 

methodologies, Universities roles, Attitude towards goals, 

Family roles, Entrepreneurial intentions. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Entrepreneurship education had resulted in the growth of 

a newly emerging knowledge-based economy in many 

countries, including Malaysia. The characteristics of 

entrepreneurship education found that the majority of 

programs conducted were to increase the awareness and 

understanding of entrepreneurship as a process (Hill, 1988) 

and this awareness of entrepreneurship had been seen as a 

career possibility (Solomon et al., 2002). Entrepreneurship 

intentionality had been suggested as an indicator of the 

effectiveness of entrepreneurship education programs. 

(Botha, Nieman & Vuuren, 2006; Fayolle, Gailly & 

Lassas-Clerc, 2005a, 2006; Cox et al., 2002). 

Entrepreneurial intentions were also traced to general 

factors (Krueger et al., 2000) e.g. a person’s attitude 

towards behaviour (Davidsson, 1995), and socio cultural 

conditions (Begley et al., 1997), barriers and support 

which have increased the individual’s intentions towards 

self-employment (Frank & Luthje 2004). The university 

environment was also found to have a great impact on 

entrepreneurial intent. 

Taking these factors into consideration, a hypothesised 

model was developed for the study with the independent 

variable of entrepreneurship education, with components 

of curricula, teaching methodologies and universities roles. 

The mediating factors in this study are attitude and 

stakeholder support systems. The dependent variable is 

entrepreneurial intentions. Five hypotheses have been 

developed by the researcher to makes a prediction about 

the expected outcome for the population of the study 
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(Creswell, 2007). Structural equation modelling (SEM) 

was applied to analyze the sample data through the AMOS 

22.0 software and construct a parsimonious model to 

measure the entrepreneurial intentions of Malaysian 

university students through entrepreneurship education. 

The goodness fit indices have been applied to test the 

hypothesized model and the re-specified model. The 

hypotheses empirically examine the exogenous variables 

with the endogenous variable through the mediators to test 

the significance. 

II-LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature probes into concepts and conceptualizations 

of the theories and has proposed a theoretical framework 

identifying the research issues and the research gap. The 

research design consists of developing a hypothetical 

framework with entrepreneurship education as the 

independent variables to test the dependent variable of 

entrepreneurial intentions. In addition, demographic 

characteristics, attitude factors and stakeholder support 

system factors act as mediating variables (Rengiah, P and 

Sentosa, I, 2014). 

Hypotheses formulation 

Five hypotheses have been developed from the literature as 

shown below. 

i) Entrepreneurship curricula 

Many research studies has demonstrated that 

entrepreneurship curricula is a critical factor in providing 

the best learning and training models for university 

students (Diaz-Garcia, C et.al. 2015, Oyugi, 2014; Sheta, 

2012; Roudaki, 2009; Solomon, 2007; Menzies & Tatroff, 

2006; Veciana, Aponte & Urbano, 2005). 

 

H1: Entrepreneurship curricula is positively related to 

entrepreneurial intentions. 

 

ii) Teaching methodologies 

Researchers have suggested that entrepreneurship ‘can be 

taught’ and many global institutions are teaching 

entrepreneurship programs. Individuals may be born with 

entrepreneurship characterisics, but the level of 

entrepreneurship activity will be higher if entry-level 

entrepreneurial skills are taught (Glen, R et. al., 2015,  

Laguador, 2013; Zahra et al., 2012; Fayolle, 2008; 

Krueger, 2007; Kuratko & Hodgetts, 2004; Bechard & 

Gregoire, 2005b; Morse & Mitchell 2005; Edwards & 

Muir 2005). 

 

H2: Teaching methodology is positively related to 

entrepreneurial intentions. 

 

iii) University roles 

University roles are important in developing the students’ 

entrepreneurial careers and inclinations. The university 

teaching environment is the most influential factor in 

students’ perception of an entrepreneurial career and 

intentions and these students were seen to be more likely 

to consider starting their own businesses (Nasira’ A, et. al., 

2015, Zhang et al., 2014; Liṅan et al., 2011;Yar Hamidi et 

al., 2008; Nurmi & Paasio 2007; Kuratko, 2005; 

Rothaermel & Thursby, 2005; Powers & McDougall 

2005). 

 

H3: University role is positively related to 

entrepreneurial intentions. 

 

iv) Attitudes  

The variable attitudes has become widely in use for the 

prediction of the likelihood to start an enterprise (Fayolle 

A, & Gailly N, 2015). The attitudes are classified as: 

attitude towards money (Schwarz et al., 2009; Lim & Teo 

2003; Douglas, 1999), attitude towards change (Schwarz et 

al., 2009; Shane et al., 2003; Autio et al., 1997) and 

attitude towards entrepreneurship (Schwarz et al., 2009; 

Franke & Luthje 2004; Krueger et al 2000). 

 

H4: Attitude is positively related to entrepreneurial 

intentions. 

 

v) Stakeholder Support System 

Stakeholder support system influences the entrepreneurial 

intention of students and they are comprised of 

government support (Denanyeh et. al., 2015, Romani et al., 

2009; Reynolds et al. 2005; Stevenson and Lundstro¨m 

2005; Storey, 2005, financial support (Fehr & Hishigsuren 

2006; Tan & Peng 2003, and parents support (Matlay, 

2009; Reavil, 1998).  

 

H5: Stakeholder support system is positively related to 

entrepreneurial intention. 

 

Methodology 

The research methodology in this study is purely 

quantitative, involving the hypotheses testing of the theory 

using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). Structural 

equation modelling as the researcher is interested in 

studying theoretical constructs that cannot be observed. 

Entrepreneurial intention is the dependent variable in this 

study and it could be called ‘latent’ or ‘unobservable’ 

variable. Since latent variables are not observed directly 

they cannot be measured directly. As such the 

unobservable variable is linked to one that is observable 

making its measurement possible (Byrne 2013). Previous 
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studies relating to entrepreneurship education and 

entrepreneurial intentions were conducted and some 

researchers used factor analysis, multiple regression and 

Anova, but some studies were supported by Structural 

Equation Modelling (SEM) (Hussain A, 2015, Joảo M. 

Ferreira, Mảrio L. Raposo, Ricardo Gouveia Rodrigues, 

Anabela Dinis and Arminda de Paco, 2012, Obschenka, M, 

Silbereisen R.K., Schmitt-Rodermand E, 2010, 

Zampetakis, L.A. and Moustakis V, 2006). 

The hypothesized model developed for the study has to be 

tested through Amos version 22.0 (Rengiah P and Sentosa, 

I. 2014). Statistically, in an analysis of the entire system of 

variables, the aim is to determine the extent to which it is 

consistent with the data. If the model fits adequately it is 

found to be plausible of postulated relations among the 

variables. If it is inadequate, then the testability of the 

relation is rejected and a new model has to be generated. 

The unobservable or latent variable, entrepreneurial 

intention is linked to one that is observable making its 

measurement possible. It involves gathering of information 

from a large group of respondents. Data was collected 

through the administration of survey questionnaires. The 

researcher designed the self-administered questionnaire 

with the relevant questions according to the development 

of the hypothesis (Zikmund, 2010). The questionnaire 

consisted of seven sections and was designed on a 7 point 

Likert scale (Burns & Bush, 2000), with ten to twelve 

questions in each section. A total number of 600 

questionnaires were distributed and a response rate of 77% 

was collected from the respondents which resulted in 464 

completed questionnaires (Rengiah, P and Sentosa, I, 

2015). In SEM the sample size must be sufficiently big to 

obtain a stable parameter estimates. With the multivariate 

assessment of outliers using Mahalanobis distance, 396 

responses were found to be usable and this was found to be 

adequate. In SEM a normal size of 100 – 200 responses is 

medium and a large sample size is more than 200 (Hair et. 

al., 1995; Kline, 1998).   

 

III- DATA ANALYSIS 

 

The 396 cases were analysed in the study using Structural 

Equation Modelling. Statistical validity tests and analysis 

were conducted such as reliability test and composite 

reliability tests, validity tests using confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) for construct validity, descriptive analysis, 

correlation and structural equation modelling analysis 

using AMOS 22.0 (SEM). The paper discusses the 

hypotheses testing of the exogenous variable of 

entrepreneurship education with the endogenous variable 

of entrepreneurial intentions. 

 

Results of Hypotheses testing  

The goodness of fit indices for the 19 final items in the 

variables of curriculum, teaching methodology, university 

role, attitude towards goals, family roles, and 

entrepreneurial intentions to generate the re-specified 

model which confirmed the acceptance level (Significance 

> 0.5) ranging from 0.521 to 0.898 as the results of 

standardize regressions weight. Based on the CFA result, 

the present study observed that the factor loadings of all 

observed variables or items are adequate, ranging from 

0.521 to 0.898. The factor loadings or regression estimates 

of latent to observed variables are above 0.50 (Hair et al., 

2006). The goodness of fit indices for the five latent 

constructs of entrepreneurial intentions as exogenous 

variables and confirmed the dimensions of entrepreneurial 

intentions in the context. 

 

Hypotheses testing and Path analysis (Direct and 

Indirect effect) 

In the present study, the direct and indirect effect in the 

relationship between the education variables (curricula, 

teaching methodologies and universities roles), attitude 

towards goals, family roles and entrepreneurial intentions 

were measured by the application of path analysis 

technique. Path analysis is a subset of SEM (Hair et al., 

2014; Ferdinand 2000), the multivariate procedure that 

allows examination of a set of relationship between one or 

more independent variables, either continuous or discrete, 

and one or more dependent variables, either continuous or 

discrete (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). Path analysis is 

unique from other linear equation models and is based 

upon a linear equation system. It is a statistical technique 

used to examine causal relationships between two or more 

variables (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007) and is used mainly 

in an attempt to understand comparative strengths of direct 

and indirect relationships among a set of variables. In path 

analysis mediated pathways (those acting through a 

mediating variable, ‘Y,’ in the pathway X  Y  Z are 

examined (Hair et al., 2014). 

The hypotheses and research objectives are to empirically 

examine the variable of attitude towards goals and family 

roles as mediator in the relationship of the construct of 

entrepreneurship education to entrepreneurial intentions. 

The effects of attitude towards goals and family roles as 

mediator in the relationship between entrepreneurship 

education and entrepreneurial intention were examined and 

it showed the direct, indirect and total effect of attitude 

towards goals and family roles as mediating variables. All 

loadings were confirmed to be at a significant level (Table 

1.2).  
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Table 1.2 Direct Impact of the Re-specified Model: Standardized Regression Weights 

Endogenous  Exogenous 

Std. 

Reg. 

Weight 

S.E. C.R. P Remark 

Attitude 

towards goals 
<--- Curriculum 0.178 0.105 1.632 0.103 

Non-significant 

Family roles <--- Curriculum -0.329 0.196 -2.043 0.041 Significant 

Attitude 

towards goals 
<--- 

Teaching 

methodologies 
0.124 0.099 1.129 0.259 

Non-significant 

Family roles <--- 
Teaching 

methodologies 
0.127 0.170 0.851 0.395 

Non-significant 

Attitude 

towards goals 
<--- University role 0.567 0.133 4.862 0.000 

Significant 

Family roles <--- University role 0.771 0.259 4.451 0.000 Significant 

Entrepreneurial 

intentions 
<--- 

Attitude towards 

goal 
0.255 0.067 3.297 0.000 

Significant 

Entrepreneurial 

intentions 
<--- Family role -0.218 0.051 -2.908 0.004 

Significant 

Source: Amos 22.0 

Analysis of Hypotheses 

The standardized regression weight was used to examine 

the mediating effect of attitude towards goals and 

showed the mediating effect on the relationships of the 

exogenous variables of curriculum, teaching 

methodology, university role and entrepreneurial 

intentions.  

The indirect effect of the exogenous variables to 

entrepreneurial intentions is tested through attitude 

towards goals. The direct effect of curricula on 

entrepreneurial intentions is non-significant (standard 

regression weight = 0.18, p = 0.103) confirming the 

hypothesis 1- H1 (i) as rejected. The direct effect of 

teaching methodologies on entrepreneurial intentions is 

non-significant (standard regression weight = 0.12, p = 

0.259) confirming the hypothesis 2 H2 (i) as rejected. 

The direct effect of universities roles on entrepreneurial 

intentions is non-significant (standard regression weight 

= 0.85, p = 0.000) confirming hypothesis 3 -H3 (i) as 

accepted. The indirect effect of the exogenous variables 

to entrepreneurial intentions is tested through family 

roles. The direct effect of curricula on entrepreneurial 

intentions is non-significant (standard regression weight 

= 0.57, p = 0.041) confirming the hypothesis 1 H1 (ii) as 

accepted. The direct effect of teaching methodologies on 

entrepreneurial intentions is non-significant (standard 

regression weight = 0.84, p = 0.395) confirming the 

hypothesis 2 - H2 (ii) as rejected. The direct effect of 

universities roles on entrepreneurial intentions is non-

significant (standard regression weight = 0.79, p = 

0.000) confirming hypothesis 3 - H3 (ii) as accepted. 

The total effects of attitude towards goals on the 

relationship between education variables (curricula, 

teaching methodologies and universities roles) and 

entrepreneurial intentions is higher or significant 

compared to direct effects. 

The direct effect of attitude towards goals on 

entrepreneurial intentions is significant (standard 

regression weight = 0.26, p= 0.000) confirming the 

hypothesis 5 (H5) as accepted. The direct effect of 

family roles on entrepreneurial intentions is higher or 

significant (standard regression weight = -0.22, p = 

0.004) confirming the hypothesis 6 (H6) as accepted 

(refer Table 4.15). In this study, hypotheses 1(i) and 2 (i) 

and 2 (ii) are not asserted, but hypotheses 1 (ii), 3, 5 and 

6 are asserted. 

Source: Fig. 1.3 
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Fundamental contributions of entrepreneurship 

education, attitude towards goal, family roles and 

entrepreneurial intentions 

 

The hypothesis testing was accomplished by examining 

the standardised parameter estimates, critical ratio and 

probability level. The two-tailed test of significance was 

used to determine the significance of each path 

coefficient. The results showed that the direct 

relationships and indirect relationships of the 

hypotheses. The findings indicate the significance of the 

latent constructs of the exogenous and mediating 

variable against the relationship of endogenous variable. 

Specifically all the hypotheses must be supported. The 

SEM indicates that all the hypothesised paths in the 

theoretical model are at a significant level of (p<0.05). 

In the present study, all of the hypothesised relationships 

were supported based on the SEM results. The path 

estimates for the hypotheses were tested in the model. 

The 3 hypotheses curricula, teaching methodologies, 

universities roles were tested through the mediating 

variables of attitude towards goals and family roles and 

they were tested through direct and indirect 

relationships. The other 2 hypotheses of the mediating 

variables, attitude towards goals and family roles were 

tested directly against entrepreneurial intentions. To 

examine whether attitude towards goals and family roles 

are mediating variables in the relationship between 

entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial 

intentions, the indirect effect analysis was employed. 

The standardised factor loadings allowed the researcher 

to arrange the order of entry of variables based on causal 

priority and it one of the most useful tools for assessing 

interaction effects (Byrne, 2013; Ghazali, 2003). This 

procedure enabled the partitioning of the unique variance 

explained by the interaction term above and beyond 

those accounted for by the main effects. A 

comprehensive, two-stage analysis was used. The 

measurement model was first confirmed using CFA, and 

then SEM was performed based on the measurement 

model to estimate the fit of the hypothesised model to 

the data. The 2
nd

 order analysis of entrepreneurial 

intentions of the measurement model was carried out to 

confirm that the three dimensions (curricula, teaching 

methodologies, universities roles) of entrepreneurship 

education are significant constructs to measure the 

endogenous variable. The measurement model, which 

specifies and tests the relationship between the observed 

measures and their underlying constructs, provides a 

confirmatory assessment of construct validity (Bentler 

1978). The direct causal relationship among the latent 

constructs as posited by the theory (Anderson & Gerbing 

1988) was also conducted. The confirmatory analysis of 

each dimension was also carried out to confirm the 

items.  

The next procedure was drawing the 2
nd

 order of the five 

dimensions of entrepreneurial intentions, which is the 

fundamental contribution of the present study. The 

results of the path analysis, indicates a significant 

positive relationship between entrepreneurship education 

and entrepreneurial intentions (P=0.000). The indirect 

relationship between curricula through the mediating 

variable attitude towards goal and entrepreneurial 

intentions is P= 0.103, shows a negative relationship. 

The indirect relationship between curricula through the 

mediating variable family roles and entrepreneurial 

intentions is P = 0.041, (P< 0.05), shows a positive 

relationship. The exogenous variable of curricula is 

therefore partially asserted with entrepreneurial 

intentions through the mediating variable family roles. 

The indirect relationship between teaching 

methodologies through the mediating variable attitude 

towards goal and entrepreneurial intentions is P = 0.259, 

shows a negative relationship. The indirect relationship 

between teaching methodologies through the mediating 

variable family roles and entrepreneurial intentions is P 

= 0.395, shows a negative relationship. The exogenous 

variable of teaching methodology is therefore not 

asserted with entrepreneurial intentions (P >0.05). The 

indirect relationship between universities roles through 

the mediating variable attitude towards goals and 

entrepreneurial intentions is P = 0.000, shows a positive 

relationship. The indirect relationship between 

universities roles through the mediating variable family 

roles and entrepreneurial intentions is P = 0.000, shows a 

positive relationship. The exogenous variable of 

university role is therefore asserted with entrepreneurial 

intentions (P <0.05). The direct effect between attitude 

towards goals and entrepreneurial intentions is P = 

0.000, shows a positive relationship. The direct effect 

between family roles and entrepreneurial intentions is P 

= 0.004, shows a positive relationship. The mediating 

variables of attitude towards goals and family roles are 

therefore asserted with entrepreneurial intentions (P 

<0.05). 

The hypotheses that are supported in this study are 

shown below. 

H1 (i) Curricula through attitude towards goal has a 

negative relationship with entrepreneurial intentions. 

H1 (ii) Curricula through family roles has a positive 

relationship with entrepreneurial intentions. 

H2 (i) Teaching methodologies through attitude towards 

goal has a negative relationship with entrepreneurial 

intentions. 

H2 (ii) Teaching methodologies through family roles has 

a negative relationship with entrepreneurial intentions.     

H3 (i) Universities roles through attitude towards goal 

has a positive relationship with entrepreneurial 

intentions. 

H3 (ii) Universities roles through family roles has a 

positive relationship with entrepreneurial intentions. 
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H4 Attitude towards goals has a positive relationship 

with entrepreneurial intentions. 

H5 Family roles have a positive relationship with 

entrepreneurial intentions. 

The square multiple correlations (SMC) show the level 

of contribution (adjusted R
²
) of each dimension to the 

entrepreneurship education variable. The square multiple 

correlations (SMC) show the level of contribution 

(adjusted R
²
) of each dimension to the mediating 

variables, attitude towards goals (β=0.694), family roles 

(β=0.39) and entrepreneurial intentions (β=0.059). The 

mediating variable has contributed 69.4% variance of 

attitude towards goals indicating that attitude towards 

goals has medium level of contribution to the structural 

model The mediating variable has contributed 39% 

variance of family roles indicating that family roles have 

a medium level of contribution to the structural model. 

The endogenous variable of entrepreneurial intentions 

has contributed 5.9% variance indicating that 

entrepreneurial intentions have a very low level of 

contribution to the structural model. (Hair et al., 2014; 

Cohen & Cohen 1983). 

The interaction effect using re-specified model was 

conducted to confirm the significant relationships 

between attitude towards goals, family roles and 

entrepreneurial intentions. The significant level of factor 

loadings interaction between variables confirmed the 

mediating effect of attitude towards goals and family 

roles in the relationship between entrepreneurship 

education and entrepreneurial intentions. It shows the 

mediating effect of the variables attitude towards goals 

and family roles in the structural model. Square multiple 

correlations (SMC) show 5.9% of entrepreneurial 

intentions with the entrepreneurial intentions could be 

explained through the mediating effect of attitude 

towards goals and family roles. According to Cohen and 

Cohen (1983), if the influence predicts more than 40%, 

the study has confirmed the indication is able and 

significant to figure the phenomena. In this the result of 

SMC which shows 5.9% of entrepreneurial intentions is 

not significant to the study. 

IV- CONCLUSION 

The paper discusses the data analysis of testing the 

hypotheses using structural equation modeling (SEM). 

Firstly the goodness-of-fit indices have been developed 

and through the testing of the hypothesized model, 

which resulted in the re-specified model and finally the 

competing model. The independent variables which 

consist of entrepreneurship curricula, teaching 

methodologies and university roles and the mediating 

variables of attitude and stakeholder support systems are 

tested towards the dependent variable of entrepreneurial 

intentions. The direct and indirect effects of the 

mediating variables on the exogenous variables towards 

the endogenous variable through the application of the 

path analysis have been used. The factor loadings of the 

nineteen items in the study have been analysed with the 

standard regression weights to calculate the square 

multiple correlations. The five hypotheses developed for 

the study have been tested. The exogenous variables of 

curricula, teaching methodologies and university roles 

have been tested through the mediating effects of 

attitude towards goals and family roles and the results 

showed that three of the hypotheses H3, H4 and H5 are 

positively significant, whereas H1 is partially significant 

and H2 as negatively significant. The square multiple 

correlations the (adjusted R
²) 

of each dimension of the 

entrepreneurship education variable to the mediating 

variables shows the results as attitude towards goals 

(β=0.694), family roles (β=0.39) and entrepreneurial 

intentions (β=0.059). The mediating variable has 

contributed 69.4% variance of attitude towards goals 

indicating that it has a medium level of contribution to 

the structural model. The mediating variable has 

contributed 39% variance of family roles indicating that 

family roles have a medium level of contribution to the 

structural model. The endogenous variable of 

entrepreneurial intentions has contributed 5.95% 

variance indicating that entrepreneurial intentions have a 

low level of contribution to the structural model and that 

it is not significant to the study. There are some 

limitations to the study for testing the dependent variable 

of entrepreneurial intentions against the independent 

variable of entrepreneurship educcation, and mediating 

variables of attitude and stakeholder support systems. 

The study was limited to these variables only. It also 

included only four entrepreneurship-focused universities 

in Malaysia. The methodology used was a survey 

questionnaire method and the research attempted to 

predict their entrepreneurial intentions based on the 

questions in the survey questionnaire, therefore the study 

is limited to only the survey research method only. The 

sample might have been underrepresented as there were 

foreign students pursuing the entrepreneurship courses in 

the universities. The students surveyed were only from 

business and information technology students pursuing 

entrepreneurship courses and the study did not take into 

account of students pursuing other courses but with 

entrepreneurial intentions. It is a cross-sectional study 

and not a longitudinal study. Student’s intentions may 

vary from time to time, so a longitudinal study is 

suggested for further research. 
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