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Abstract: The study of entrepreneurial intention sheds new light on the complex dynamics of
entrepreneurial behavior. This research contributes to the academic debate by examining the gap
in studies on entrepreneurial intention in Latin America, considering the importance of gender
differences and their effects on entrepreneurial intention. Thus, this study is a contribution to
research on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) related to social equity, in the areas of quality
education (SDG 4), gender equality (SDG 5), and inequalities reduction (SDG 10). To study gender
entrepreneurial intention phenomena differences, researchers have taken refuge in the Theory of
Planned Behavior (TPB) and focused their analysis on a group of economics and business students
from a coastal campus of a Chilean University. In a two-step methodological process, the authors
verified the applicability of the entrepreneurial intention questionnaire (CIE) with the selected sample
and then calculated entrepreneurial intention using the CIE instrument. Contrary to general literature
results, the study shows that there are no significant gender differences in entrepreneurial intention
levels. Furthermore, there is neither evidence for gender differences in any of the three entrepreneurial
intention factors, i.e., (a) attitudes, (b) subjective norms, and (c) control of perceived behavior.

Keywords: entrepreneurial intention; theory of planned behavior; gender; entrepreneurship; blue
economy; quality education; gender equality

1. Introduction

Recent research on entrepreneurship education underscores the need for a better
understanding of the complexity and dynamics of the entrepreneurial learning process.
This research stream maintains that, in addition to understanding cognitive processes, the
interaction between affective and conative constructs is essential to analyze entrepreneurial
behavior [1–5]. The entrepreneurship phenomenon and the interest to know more about
entrepreneurial characteristics have led researchers around the world to increase scientific
production that tries to understand the factors and different dimensions of entrepreneur-
ship [6,7] Among them, a fertile line of studies related to entrepreneurial intention. Litera-
ture defines entrepreneurial intention (EI) as the identification of the conviction to create a
business and conscious planning for its realization in a future time [8].

Starting a business requires individuals to do planned work. Besides the individual’s
value system, their culture, social, family, and educational environment can shape the
desire to create or not create their own company [8]. However, given that the creation of
companies involves the planning of behavior on the part of the individual, the literature
has shown that the behavioral intention models; considering aspects about culture, social,
educational, and family environment; are robust in this field of research on entrepreneurial
intention [9]. In particular, the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) [10,11], had been widely
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used in various areas to predict different types of behavioral intentions [12–16]. As many
authors claim, TPB constitutes the most widely used model in the study of EI in different
countries [17–21].

EI literature had been systematically measuring how individuals’ self-efficacy, sub-
jective norm, and attitude explain entrepreneurial behavior. The present study inquiry is
about one EI dimension related to EI, which is gender. There is countless research that has
indicated the interest in studying the effect of gender on the entrepreneur intention [22–26].
Literature shows controversial results about the differences between male and female EI
measures. The issue of gender EI differences had been tested for a variety of groups and
individuals. Some studies indicate that there are gender differences in the propensity
towards entrepreneurial activity and business initiatives [27,28]. For example, Tsui [29]
demonstrates that women perceive a higher degree of fear of failure and a lower degree of
self-efficacy than males in the USA and Belgium. Other studies, such as Wilson, Kickul,
and Marlino [30] find gender effects on entrepreneurial self-efficacy examining in two
sample groups of adolescents and adult Master of Business Administration (MBA) stu-
dents [30], explain that the females present a higher level of self-efficacy that leads to a
higher degree of EI.

Further, literature on entrepreneurship considers that university students conform
to a community with high entrepreneurial potential [31]. Additionally, student samples
are a good way to represent aspects of society’s potential entrepreneurial activities [32].
Considering differences in gender EI and the university student entrepreneurial potential,
this study revisits the controversy about the effect that gender has on IE, measuring the
result in the university community. Accordingly, this study seeks to answer the possible
gender differences in entrepreneurial intention in a population of administration and
economics students in Chile.

The study presents a case about a university coastal campus. This city, Viña del
Mar, is well known for its level of tourism and entrepreneurship related to leisure in the
summer seasons. Researchers applied an instrument developed by Rueda, Moriano, and
Liñán [33]. This instrument measures IE using an entrepreneurial intention questionnaire
(CIE). The sample surveyed corresponds to 435 economics and administration students
in the city of Viña del Mar, belonging to a population of 867, with a response rate for
the applied instrument of 50.17% undergraduate students of that study program at the
headquarters of Andres Bello National University (UNAB). This university is a secular and
private institution created in 1988 and which is characterized by admitting students of all
creeds and diverse disciplines. The university has been classified as a massive university,
oriented to undergraduate training, whose students come mainly from emerging social
sectors [34–36]. It is important to mention that the administration and economics program
has a national femininity index distributed by 45% of women and 55% of men [37,38].

Results show that there are no significant gender differences in entrepreneurial inten-
tion levels. Furthermore, there is no evidence for gender differences within any of three
entrepreneurial intention factors, i.e., (a) attitudes, (b) subjective norms, and (c) control of
perceived behavior.

2. Entrepreneurial Intention and Gender
2.1. Entrepreneurial Intention

The importance of IE lies in the fact that it is considered a prerequisite to entrepreneurial
action [39]. The first model of entrepreneurial intentions within the framework of the
entrepreneurship literature was the Entrepreneurial Event Model (EEM). Shapero and
Sokol [40] proposed that there are a group of factors that need to be studied together with
individual entrepreneur traits to understand the whole complexity of any intentional be-
havior. In their model, these authors propose that the desirability and feasibility with which
an individual perceives the entrepreneurial event will impact their decision to start up. The
model presents high importance to the desirability and feasibility of entrepreneurial action.
If one perceives that the creation of a company is unfeasible, one can conclude that it is
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undesirable. In the same vein, by intuiting that it is undesirable, anyone may never come
to consider it as a viable possibility. According to the authors, family, peer, educational,
and professional contexts conditions desirability.

Some years later, Ajzen [10] proposed the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). Since
the TPB entrepreneurship, scholars have been using TPB widely and extensively [10].
According to the TPB, there are three elements: attitude towards behavior, subjective
norms, and perception of control of behavior that shapes the intention. Both the EEM
and the TPB have been empirically tested on numerous occasions and show significant
power of prediction for entrepreneurial behavior [18]. TPB’s foundational idea is that
humans plan their behavior, and such human behavior is preceded by individual intentions.
Consequently, the intention is an accurate predictor of planned behavior [10].

Krueger and Carsrud [41] were pioneers in applying Azjen’s TPB in the field of
entrepreneurship, which postulates that education and training can influence the perception
and intentions of students towards entrepreneurship [10]. According to Krueger et al. [18],
any individual entrepreneurial activity can be more accurately predicted by studying
entrepreneurial intention (EI), rather than personality traits, demographic characteristics,
or situational factors of entrepreneurs. EI is a psychological construction that precedes a
behavior given at the individual level. The central factor in Azjen’s [10] model explains the
level of intention that an individual presents to become an entrepreneur. The TPB holds
that intentions are a function of three sets of factors: (a) attitudes, (b) subjective norms,
and (c) control of perceived behavior. The attitude towards the behavior is a personal
factor. Such attitude concerns the favorable or adverse evolution of the individual in the
performance of the behavior. It refers to a person’s judgment as to whether performing a
particular behavior is good or bad, or whether one is for or against it. Subjective norms
or perceived social norms are individual’s perceptions about values, beliefs, and norms
that people have whom they respect or consider essential, and the desire of individuals
to comply with those norms [10,11]. Additionally, control over perceived behavior is the
perception of the ability to perform some behavior. Control over perceived behavior also
refers to the resources or opportunities available to a person, which, to some degree, should
dictate the probability of achievement in the behavior.

Veciana [42] recognizes those different elements of the context that impact intention
model variables. Expanding on the model of Krueger and Brazeal [43], Veciana [42]
considers that environmental variables impact the individuals’ attitudes, and at the same
time, play a moderating role in the influence of the potential intention of individuals that
decide to create a company. The author concludes that such factors could be personal
motivations, such as the desire for independence and personal fulfillment. Furthermore,
some trigger events, already proposed by Shapero and Sokol [40], such as a dismissal
or lack of promotion within a company can be environmental variables that influence
intentions to create companies.

2.2. Entrepreneurial Intention and Entrepreneur Education

Entrepreneurship education (EE) is gaining recognition as a form of formal teaching
within business and management studies [44]. In addition, there is a high interest in
investigating its characteristics and nature [45,46]. While some studies indicate that EE
is still in an initial stage as a field of research [47], others show a great interest in the
research community to deepen its knowledge [45]. The main reason for considering
EE as an incipient field of research is the significant heterogeneity of the definitions of
entrepreneurship within the field of pedagogical sciences, without detracting from the
relevance and importance of its study [7,45,46].

Furthermore, EE presents various curricular contents and different pedagogical ways
of teaching entrepreneurship in university programs and courses [48,49]. Such heterogene-
ity in ways of teaching and the uses of different conceptualizations puts a challenge for
research activity [44].
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Additionally, EE is continuously evolving [50] and trying to generate knowledge
about which are the best practices or the most effective teaching approaches for learning
entrepreneurial skills. All in all, there is some consensus about the need for a rigorous
and robust EE research program [51]. Relationships between educators, their beliefs, their
students, and pedagogical actions used need further investigation [5,52]. Some argue
that understanding EE philosophies, rather than focusing exclusively on pedagogical
approaches appears to be highly relevant if one is looking for impact in the field [53]. In
the same way, teaching intentions and actions are the results of the underlying beliefs that
this group has about the philosophical paradigms about education [54], and the relevant
theories of the disciplines they teach [55]. Consequently, the form in which researchers
define entrepreneurship affects what educators teach in entrepreneurship workshops and
courses [44,56].

Finally, the authors suggest that some educational variables in EE, such as peda-
gogical methods, teaching approaches, and the type of learning outcomes, can affect
entrepreneurial intention [52]. In this vein, a research group in a German university tries to
measure whether compulsory entrepreneurship courses affect entrepreneurial intention.
Then, researchers used the responses of the ex-ante and ex-post surveys of the students
using a questionnaire, finding that these courses positively and significantly affected their
entrepreneurial intention [57]. Additionally, Krueger and Carsrud [41] and Fayolle and
Liñán [58] highlighted that the TPB could be used to analyze how the different types of
pedagogies (active and passive methodologies) in EE classes affect the level of business
student intentions. Specifically, educational variables such as pedagogies and learning
objectives in EE deserve more research on the effects of entrepreneurial intention and its
antecedents on the student level [44].

2.3. Gender

The research focused on women entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial development
has increased in recent years as it is considered a potential source of sustainable devel-
opment in economic and social matters [59]. There is a high stream of research that has
indicated an interest in studying the effect of gender on EI [22–26]. Gender is a fundamental
dimension of the sociocultural environment and can therefore be a possible determinant
of EI and entrepreneurship more broadly. Despite the increase in the number of women
entrepreneurs [60,61], some studies indicate that females present a lower propensity to-
wards entrepreneurial activity and the start-up of new companies [27,28]. Some studies
directly associate entrepreneurial intention with masculine traits [23,62,63]. Furthermore,
some authors claim that female entrepreneurial intention is significantly lower than male
entrepreneurship intention [64].

Reasons for the gender business and entrepreneurship gap are still not clearly under-
stood [65]. A critical factor in such a gap could be individual perceptions, propensities, and
entrepreneurial intentions [66]. Therefore, studying gender differences in entrepreneurial
intentions and behavior could help researchers and policymakers to foresee reasons for that
kind of lower entrepreneurship activities [67]. There may be discrepancies in different types
of academic programs, whether business or not [68–70]. However, most of the research
about entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurship presents a bias because it is based on
cases in developed western countries, such as the US and the UK [71]. Likewise, a female
stereotype that is far removed from the entrepreneurial spirit can be a major barrier to
planning a venture in a developing country [72], and research that the training of female
university students is very important for their entrepreneurial spirit [73]. Stereotypes and
social perceptions of gender in each culture may not consider female entrepreneurship
appropriate, this may cause female entrepreneurship to be less profitable, smaller, and less
growth-oriented than those managed by men, as could be seen in the case of Chile and the
United Arab Emirates [74–78].

Thus, according to the considerations previously presented by Gupta et al. [23], Wilson
et al. [30], Rueda et al. [33], Krueger et al. [43], Norton et al. [54], Fayolle et al. [58], Sahinidis
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et al. [68], Ferri et al. [70], and Díaz-García et al. [77], it is possible for us to formulate the
following hypothesis:

Hypotheses 1(H1). There is no significant difference between male and female students of eco-
nomics and management schools in the Entrepreneurial Intention.

On the other hand, as indicated by Krueger et al. [41], Ajzen [11], Wilson et al. [30],
Rueda et al. [33], Gupta et al. [23], Norton et al. [54], Sahinidis et al. [68], Ferri et al. [70],
and Yordanova et al. [78] allows us to formulate It allows us to formulate the hypothesis:

Hypotheses 2(H2). There is no significant difference between male and female students of eco-
nomics and administration schools in the Self-Efficacy.

In turn, what is pointed out by the authors Krueger et al. [41], Ajzen [11], Wilson
et al. [30], Rueda et al. [33], Gupta et al. [23], Norton et al. [54], Sahinidis et al. [68], Ferri
et al. [70] and Pincay et al. [79] make it possible to formulate the hypothesis:

Hypotheses 3(H3). There is no significant difference between male and female students at the
schools of economics and administration in the Attitude towards Entrepreneurship.

Finally, what is pointed out by Krueger et al. [41], Ajzen [11], Wilson et al. [30], Rueda
et al. [33], Gupta et al. [23], Norton et al. [54], Sahinidis et al. [68], Ferri et al. [70] and
Tarapuez et al. [80] allow us to formulate the following hypothesis:

Hypotheses 4(H4). There is no significant difference between male and female students of eco-
nomics and management schools in the Subjective Norm.

3. Methodology

Authors use the entrepreneurial intention questionnaire (CIE) to measure EI. Rueda,
Moriano and Liñán [33] developed this EI measurement instrument [81] and validated
their questionnaire for the Latin American context. Similarly, Laguía et al. [81] commented
that CIE is widely used in various LA IE contemporary studies [82–89] (The complete
questionnaire is in Appendix ??). The authors applied the survey to 435 economic and
business students in the city of Viña del Mar. Those students belong to a population of
867 undergraduate students from Andres Bello University located at Viña del Mar city.

The authors used SPSS 23 (IBM, New York, NY, USA) to analyze the 15-item CIE
questionnaire. To measure confidence levels, the authors applied the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of sampling adequacy (KMO). Moreover, the authors used Bartlett’s test of spheric-
ity to identify items belonging to the three (3) factors within the scale as a form of ex-
ploratory factor analysis (EFA) with extraction method, unweighted least squares (ULS),
and rotation method, Oblimin with Kaiser normalization [90]. Then the authors analyzed
the CIE factors utilizing a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with FACTOR software
(see Appendix C) [91]. The authors used the Hull method for selecting the number of
common factors [92], considering a dispersion matrix with polychoric correlations. Such
polychoric correlations are a method for factor extraction unweighted least squares (ULS)
and a rotation to achieve Normalized Direct Oblimin simplicity factor [93,94]. Before the
measurement of normalized direct Oblimin simplicity factor, the authors calculated KMO
and Bartlett’s test on the resulting factors [95,96]. The expected mean value of RMSR (root
mean square residual) is equal to 0.0481 under Kelley’s criterion, it is acceptable for the
model [96] (p. 146). Results were weighted by the set of eigenvalues, accounting for the
entrepreneurial intention of the group of students analyzed [97] (p. 44). Authors compared
each factor by gender differences.

Researchers produced a data set through the CIE survey and then analyzed it with
cross tables, given the high presence of ordinal or categorical variables. Researchers used a
non-parametric correlation coefficient tau-b (τb) of Kendall. Researchers use τb to measure
the strength and direction with which two variables of these characteristics are associated.
That is to measure the ordered range correlation without defining any sense of causality
between those variables. Researchers selected a non-parametric alternative to Pearson’s
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correlation studies and Spearman’s rank-order non-parametric correlation coefficient [98].
The Tau-b test was applied, whose correlation is significant for a p-value at the 0.01 level
-in 2 tails, statistically demonstrating an effect [99].

4. Results

After the exploratory factor analysis of the original 15 variables data set, researchers
run an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The authors preserved 12 variables from their
EFA. Authors use SPSS 23 to obtain a KMO of 0.816 and Bartlett’s test with a Chi-square
of 1983.926 with 66 degrees of freedom and a significance level of 0.000 for the three
factors CIE instrument. The authors achieved a 54.096% explained variance proportion
(see Appendix B).

Additionally, the authors satisfactorily adapted the 12 variables analyzed data set for
12 variables to confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with the use of the FACTOR software.
The CFA obtained a KMO-Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin-equal to 0.82195 (>0.8) and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity with a Chi-Square 2905.2 with 66 degrees of freedom and a significance level
of 0.000010. Those results are significant and good enough to present the adequacy of the
polychoric correlation matrix.

The Hull method for selecting the number of common factors, implemented with
a goodness-of-fit index (GFI) with common part accounted for (CAF) and a method for
dimensions’ extraction (ULS) where the cumulative percentage of variance explained by
the three factors of 71.811%, a GFI = 0.997, Bentler’s simplicity index (S) = 0.99956, Loading
simplicity index (LS) = 0.81608, Root Mean Square of Residuals (RMSR) = 0.0287.

The authors reduced the CIE questionnaire according to its latent variables in three
factors. Those factors weighted by the set of eigenvalues account for the entrepreneurial
intention of the group of students analyzed. Researchers compared each of these three
factors by gender, Intention Entrepreneurship (see Table 1), Entrepreneurship Self-Efficacy
(see Table 2), Attitude towards Entrepreneurship (see Table 3), and Subjective Norm
(see Table 4).

Table 1. Crosstab Scale IE and Gender.

Scale_IE
Gender Total

Male Female

High_IE
Count 140 a 87 a 227
Expected Count 143.0 84.0 227.0
% within Gender 51.1% 54.0% 52.2%

Medium_IE
Count 59 a 33 a 92
Expected Count 57.9 34.1 92.0
% within Gender 21.5% 20.5% 21.1%

Low_IE Count 75 a 41 a 116
Expected Count 73.1 42.9 116.0
% within Gender 27.4% 25.5% 26.7%

Total
Count 274 161 435
Expected Count 274.0 161.0 435.0
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

a. denotes a subset of Gender categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at
the 0.05 level.
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Table 2. Crosstab Scale ESE and Gender.

Scale_ESE
Gender

Total
Male Female

High_ESE
Count 137 a 85 a 222
Expected Count 139.8 82.2 222.0
% within Gender 50.0% 52.8% 51.0%

Medium_ESE Count 71 a 33 a 104
Expected Count 65.5 38.5 104.0
% within Gender 25.9% 20.5% 23.9%

Low_ESE
Count 66 a 43 a 109
Expected Count 68.7 40.3 109.0
% within Gender 24.1% 26.7% 25.1%

Total
Count 274 161 435
Expected Count 274.0 161.0 435.0
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

a. denotes a subset of Gender categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at
the 0.05 level.

Table 3. Crosstab Scale AtE and Gender.

Scheme
Gender

Total
Male Female

High_AtE
Count 125 a 78 a 203
Expected Count 127.9 75.1 203.0
% within Gender 45.6% 48.4% 46.7%

Low_AtE
Count 99 a 42 b 141
Expected Count 88.8 52.2 141.0
% within Gender 36.1% 26.1% 32.4%

Medium_AtE
Count 50 a 41 a 91
Expected Count 57.3 33.7 91.0
% within Gender 18.2% 25.5% 20.9%

Total
Count 274 161 435
Expected Count 274.0 161.0 435.0
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

a. denotes a subset of Gender categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at
the 0.05 level. b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 4. Crosstab Scale SN and Gender.

Scale_SN
Gender

Total
Male Female

High_SN
Count 105 a 76 a 181
Expected Count 114.0 67.0 181.0
% within Gender 38.3% 47.2% 41.6%

Low_SN
Count 100 a 46 a 146
Expected Count 92.0 54.0 146.0
% within Gender 36.5% 28.6% 33.6%

Medium_SN
Count 69 a 39 a 108
Expected Count 68.0 40.0 108.0
% within Gender 25.2% 24.2% 24.8%

Total
Count 274 161 435
Expected Count 274.0 161.0 435.0
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

a. denotes a subset of Gender categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at
the 0.05 level.

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of gender categories whose column proportions
do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. An asymptotic standardized
error of 0.046 implies not assuming the null hypothesis. Approximate T −0.540 using
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the asymptotic standard error implies assuming the null hypothesis. The approximate
significance is 0.589.

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of gender categories whose column proportions
do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. An asymptotic standardized
error of 0.045 implies not assuming the null hypothesis. Approximate T −0.921 using
the asymptotic standard error implies assuming the null hypothesis. The approximate
significance is 0.357.

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of gender categories whose column proportions
do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. An asymptotic standardized
error of 0.047 implies not assuming the null hypothesis. Approximate T 0.297 using
the asymptotic standard error implies assuming the null hypothesis. The approximate
significance is 0.766.

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of gender categories whose column proportions
do not differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level. The asymptotic standardized
error is 0.046, therefore, not assuming the null hypothesis. Approximate T −1.338 using
the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. The approximate significance
is 0.181.

5. Discussion

Entrepreneurial behavior, and more generally entrepreneurship, has long been a
theoretical concern among economists and business scholars [100]. As Krueger et al. [18]
argue, business intentions are one of the most important predictors of the new business
behavior of individuals of both genders. The present research shows that there are no
significant differences regarding gender entrepreneurial intention. Besides, there are no
differences in the variables of self-efficacy, subjective norm, and entrepreneurial attitude,
when measured by each gender. These findings reinforce some similar results in the
literature on entrepreneurial intention [101–104].

Contrary to some literature findings, which have shown gender differences in en-
trepreneurial intentions for different countries and continents, this research presents non-
significant differences. Studies have shown that EI in the US presents a positive orientation
in men [105]. On the other hand, some studies in Asia and Africa have indicated that
self-efficacy [106,107] presents a greater female entrepreneurial intention than in males. Fur-
thermore, this study presents research results that are in contrast with those obtained from
the GEM study, which has shown that the self-efficacy dimension presents higher levels in
the case of the female gender within the measurement of entrepreneurial intention [42,108],
showing progress in sustainable development linked to gender equality (SDG 5).

All in all, the analyzed data set show a higher entrepreneurial intention. The sample
presents over 50% of EI for both genders. Such a result makes it possible to conjecture
that education for entrepreneurship is an element that positively affects the level of en-
trepreneurial intention, as shown in the literature [5,109]. This effect may be related to
the sample type, a sample that researchers selected in a business school. Furthermore, en-
trepreneurship classes could be affecting the level of business student intentions [41,57,58].
Authors agree with Fayolle [44] that research on educational variables such as pedagogies
and learning objectives and their effects on gender differences with EI measures could be a fer-
tile place for future research, deepening the effects of quality education (SDG 4) that improves
gender equality (SDG 5) and, in general, allows for the reduction of inequalities (SDG 10).

6. Conclusions

The article contributes in three aspects, first, guided by the literature, it improves
understanding of gender and its effects on Intention Entrepreneurship (see Table 1), En-
trepreneurship Self-Efficacy (see Table 2), Attitude towards Entrepreneurship (see Table 3),
and Subjective Norm (see Table 4). In which, it was found that there is neither evidence for
gender differences in any of three entrepreneurial intention factors IE, attitudes, subjective
norms, and control of perceived behavior, in economics and administration students from
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a Latin American country. Second, a political point of view, since in Latin America due to
the different sociocultural influences, the role of women in society continues to evolve in
people’s consciousness and where this study provides us with elements that put men on
equal footing to the promotion and support of women in entrepreneurship. Finally, from a
practical point of view, this study contributes to greater social sustainability, being able to
be used as an argumentative basis for the creation of quality programs in entrepreneurial
education (SDG 4) that achieves equal opportunities for men and women (SDG 5), elimi-
nating gender differences in their entrepreneurship intention, and reinforcing equal access
to opportunities generated by entrepreneurship in massive educational contexts that are
oriented to socioeconomically emerging sectors (SDG 10).

In terms of limitations, the study shows a limited case and further research must be
done to generalize researchers’ findings. Additionally, this paper’s results open further
possibilities to raise questions about cultural factors that could explain differences between
the case of this economics and business students and previous literature reports on gender
IE differences in Latin American contexts and compare with other academic programs in
different disciplines of knowledge and in various university contexts.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/su13094693/s1, Table S1: IE_UNAB_VL.xlsx.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Intention Entrepreunership Questionnaire.

Spanish English Translation Variables

A. Crear una nueva empresa (ser
emprendedor) para Ud. Significaría . . .

A. To create a new company -being an
entrepreneur- would mean

Enfrentarme a nuevos retos. Face new challenges V01: Attitude_towards_Entrep_1
Crear empleo para otras personas. Create employment for other people. V02: Attitude_towards_Entrep_2
Ser creativo e innovar Be creative and innovate V03: Attitude_towards_Entrep_3
Tener altos ingresos económicos. To earn a high economic income. V04: Attitude_towards_Entrep_4
Asumir riesgos calculados. Take calculated risks. V05: Attitude_towards_Entrep_5

Ser mi propio jefe (independencia). Be my own boss (economic
independence). V06: Attitude_towards_Entrep_6

B. Por favor, indique hasta qué punto
sería Ud. capaz de realizar eficazmente
las siguientes tareas:

B. Please indicate the extent to which you
would be able to effectively perform the
following tasks:

Definir mi idea de negocio y la estrategia
de una nueva empresa.

Define my business idea and the strategy
of a new company. V07 Entrep_Self_Effic_1

Mantener bajo control el proceso de
creación de una nueva empresa

Keep the process of creating a new
company under control V08 Entrep_Self_Effic_2

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su13094693/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su13094693/s1
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Table A1. Cont.

Spanish English Translation Variables

Negociar y mantener relaciones
favorables con potenciales inversores y
bancos.

Negotiate and maintain favorable
relationships with potential investors and
banks.

V09 Entrep_Self_Effic_3

Reconocer oportunidades en el mercado
para nuevos productos y/o servicios.

Recognize opportunities in the market for
new products and/or services. V10 Entrep_Self_Effic_4

Relacionarme con personas clave para
obtener capital para crear una nueva
empresa.

Connect with key people to obtain capital
to create a new company. V11 Entrep_Self_Effic_5

Crear y poner en funcionamiento una
nueva empresa. Create and start a new company. V12 Entrep_Self_Effic_6

C. Por favor, piense ahora en sus
familiares y amigos más cercanos. ¿En
qué grado se mostrarían de acuerdo si
decide emprender y crear su propia
empresa?

C. Please think about your closest family
and friends now. To what degree would
they agree if you decide to start and
create your own business?

Mi familia directa (padres y hermanos). My direct family (parents and siblings). V13 Subjective_Norm_1
La de mis amigos íntimos. My close friends V14 Subjective_Norm_2
La de mis compañeros o colegas. My colleagues V15 Subjective_Norm_3

Appendix B

Table A2. Exploratory Factor Analysis.

KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.816

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
Approx. Chi-Square 1,983,926
df 66
Sig 0.000

Pattern Matrix a

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Entrep_Self_Effic_2 0.798
Entrep_Self_Effic_3 0.768
Entrep_Self_Effic_6 0.735
Entrep_Self_Effic_4 0.729
Entrep_Self_Effic_5 0.692
Entrep_Self_Effic_1 0.610
Subjective_Norm_2 1.022
Subjective_Norm_1 0.644
Subjective_Norm_3 0.561
Attitude_towards_Entrep_1 0.791
Attitude_towards_Entrep_3 0.710
Attitude_towards_Entrep_2 0.589
Eigenvalues 3.735 1.807 0.950
% of Variance 31.125 15.056 7.915
Cumulative % 31.125 46.181 54.096

Factor Correlation Matrix b

Factor 1 2 3
1 1000 0.171 0.379
2 0.171 1000 0.351
3 0.379 0.351 1.000

a. Extraction Method: Unweighted Least Squares. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation
converged in 4 iterations. b. Extraction Method: Unweighted Least Squares. Rotation Method: Oblimin with
Kaiser Normalization.
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Appendix C

Adequacy of The Polychoric Correlation Matrix.
Determinant of the matrix = 0.001130355385301.
Bartlett’s statistic = 2905.2 (df = 66; P = 0.000010).
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test = 0.82195 (good).
Rotated Loading Matrix (loadings lower than absolute 0.300 omitted).

Table A3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Variable F1 F2 F3

V01 0.825
V02 0.738
V03 0.758
V07 0.665
V08 0.823
V09 0.809
V10 0.771
V11 0.723
V12 0.773
V13 0.769
V14 0.995
V15 0.714
Eigenvalues 4.942 2.344 1.331
% of Variance 41.19 19.54 11.09
Cumulative % 41.19 60.72 71.81

Inter-Factors Correlation Matrix

Factor F1 F2 F3

1 1.000
2 0.226 1.000
3 0.420 0.430 1.000
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