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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to compare the levels of entrepreneurial intention (EI) among
academics from different fields of university knowledge and to evaluate the effect of entrepreneurial
education (EE) on students takingmanagement, engineering and accounting courses.
Design/methodology/approach – A survey has been conducted with 491 academics from different
fields of knowledge at the Brazilian undergraduate level to compare their EI levels and to validate the effect of
EE in the EI in management, engineering and accounting courses.
Findings – This study has demonstrated that EE has a positive effect on EI among undergraduate
management and engineering students.
Research limitations/implications – This study has been restricted to some fields of knowledge
within the undergraduate courses at university level. It has generated specific conclusions and
recommendations that cannot be generalised. It suggests new lines of research from its results.
Practical implications – This study may encourage investment in EE programmes in certain fields of
knowledge within institutions and communities that need to foster entrepreneurship as a driver of economic
development.
Originality/value – This study provides empirical evidence of the impact of EE on EI among academics
from different fields of knowledge in higher education institutions in Brazil, as well as compares and lists the
undergraduate courses where students have more entrepreneurial intention.

Keywords Students, Brazil, Entrepreneurialism, Entrepreneurial intentions,
Entrepreneurship education

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
With the level of competitiveness between corporations and nations potentially increasing this
century, the need to seek different, modern and innovative ways of generating wealth and
economic dynamism has encouraged and stimulated the spread of entrepreneurship courses
and programmes at all educational levels and in the most distant and inhospitable regions of
the planet (Katz, 2003).

As Kuratko and Hodgetts (2004) pointed out, entrepreneurship is a dynamic process of
vision, change and creation that requires the application of a lot of energy and passion to be
able to move in the direction of effectively implementing new ideas and creative solutions.
However, academic courses and programmes can contribute to the enhancement of
knowledge in management and in the progress of the psychological attributes and
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behaviours associated with entrepreneurship (Lee et al., 2011) and according to Do Paço et al.
(2015), this canmake all the differences in generating a new breed of entrepreneurs.

Because of the increasing awareness on the importance of entrepreneurship courses,
investment and resulting expansion in entrepreneurship education have occurred at all
levels of education, from primary school (Huber et al., 2014) through high school (Peterman
and Kennedy, 2003; Oosterbeek et al., 2008; Sánchez, 2013), and above all, at the university
level (Katz, 2003, Kuratko, 2005).

With the expansion of the range of entrepreneurship courses and because of the wide
variety of objectives of each of these programmes (Liñán, 2004), in addition to the vast
quantities of teaching tools and methodologies (Solomon et al., 2002), there is still no
consensus on which pedagogical model generates the best results in entrepreneurial
education (EE) (Ruskovaara and Pihkala, 2013).

Does EE affect or alter the intention of your participant to enterprise? This
questioning has been conducted by various researchers throughout the globe and over
a considerable time span (Krueger et al., 2000; Hytti and Kuopusjärvi, 2004; Moro et al.,
2004; Bhandari, 2006; Souitaris et al., 2007; Oosterbeek et al., 2010; Ferreira et al., 2012;
Chen et al., 2015; Fayolle and Gailly, 2015; Westhead and Solesvik, 2016). However,
there are still many questions and doubts about the effective academic proof of that
relationship (Honig, 2004; Von Graevenitz, Harhoff and Weber, 2010; Lautenschläger
and Haase, 2011).

Despite the recent advances in entrepreneurship studies in terms of visibility
and importance, the theme of entrepreneurship education still lacks a more solid
discussion, which helps in its maturation, orientation and dissemination in a more
effective way. Their differences in relation to traditional education have generated the
need for new pedagogical models, compatible with the skills and attitudes of the
individual entrepreneur.

Thus, this study proposes to carry out a broad review of the literature on EE and its
impact on the individual’s intention to launch a business. It also intends to identify which
field of university undergraduate courses, whether management, engineering, accounting,
pedagogy and hospitality, has academics with the higher entrepreneurial intention (EI). In
addition, it aims to perform a comparative analysis between the effects of EE on EI among
students of the different fields of knowledge, to validate the positive effect thereof. In this
way, it aims to enable the development of an agenda for specific future research on EE in
different fields of knowledge at the university level.

Literature review
The relevance of entrepreneurship in all spheres of society today is extremely high, and
more and more teaching and research institutions are focusing on the analysis
and understanding of the varied nuances of this theme. These nuances have been
identified and debated since the fifteenth century as a driver and promoter of economic
growth and development in the most diverse regions of the world (Schumpeter, 1934).
Going in the same direction, Naudé (2013) explained that the consolidation of the
importance of the role of the entrepreneur in the process of economic strengthening and
development has been a fundamental part in increasing the numbers of studies and
research papers, as well as investments focused on this field. Premand et al. (2016) point
out that in countries with delicate economic situations or developing countries,
entrepreneurship plays an even more significant role in generating wealth, business
opportunities, creating new jobs and it is for these reasons that it has been encouraged
and stimulated through public policies of regional economic development.
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EE is essential for economic and social development, whether regional, state or
national, because it has been understood as a priority in political, economic and
academic agendas and debates not only in Brazil but also in various countries around
the world, including at the highest levels of UN discussion (UNCTAD Secretariat, 2015,
LIMA et al., 2015).

It is known that the development and implementation of entrepreneurship education
programmes follow the recommendations of the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) for the twenty-first-century education, which are
learning how to know, learning how to do, learning how to live and learning how to be.
In addition to these dimensions, UNESCO recommends other aspects of modern
education related to entrepreneurship, so that students develop the capacity to
innovate, retain knowledge, develop their own projects and deal with changes, as
explained by Lopes (2010).

Katz (2003) reported that the first study and research centre aimed at effectively
analysing entrepreneurship was created by Professors Joseph Schumpeter and Arthur Cole
in 1946 at the Harvard Business School and one year later, precisely seven decades ago,
Professor Myles Mace taught 188 graduate students their first entrepreneurship class at the
same institution in Boston. It was in the 1980s when the first phase of the propagation
process of entrepreneurship and small business courses occurred. At that time, more than
300 American higher education institutions (HEIs) reported offering vacancies on courses or
places specifically on the topic. At the beginning of the subsequent decade, that number
almost tripled, reaching the incredible mark of 1,050 education entities that provided
programmes with this content (Solomon et al., 1994). This expansion seen in the US territory
can also be perceived and identified in all regions of the globe, where in the past 30 years the
explosion of the range of similar courses is very visible, with the clear strengthening of the
perception of the population in seeking greater knowledge on the subject.

With this explosion of entrepreneurship courses offered by the most diverse HEIs, Kuratko
(2005) explained that a wide range of methodological tools are being used and that experiential
learning is being increasingly carried out in the transmission of knowledge about the subject.
Solomon et al. (2002) reported the identification of the following learning tools:

� business plans (Hills, 1988; Vesper and McMullen, 1988, Preshing, 1991; Gartner and
Vesper, 1994; Gorman et al., 1997);

� student start-ups (Hills, 1988; Truell et al., 1998);
� practical consultancies with entrepreneurs (Klatt, 1988; Solomon et al., 1994);
� computer simulations (Brawer, 1997);
� behavioural simulations (Stumpf et al., 1991);
� interviews with entrepreneurs (Solomon et al., 2002);
� real cases (Gartner and Vesper, 1994); and
� field visits and use of videos and films on the subject (Klatt, 1988).

The range of teaching methodologies and processes used in entrepreneurship education
programmes is extremely broad, but Jones and Matlay (2011) stressed that the most
used are debates, projects with current clients, cooperation with companies, seminars,
workshops, hands-on training, work to develop entrepreneurial attitudes and business
simulations.

The constant mutation and wide variety of pedagogical methodologies used in
entrepreneurship programmes is the result, according to Solomon et al. (2002), of the
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different demands and needs presented by the market. According to Kuratko (2005), it is
possible to validate this question when verifying the creation of new interdisciplinary
programmes for students in fields of study outside the management courses, such as
programmes developed specifically for health sciences, arts, engineering and law academics,
and to emphasise that the teachers are now constantly challenged to develop effective
opportunities for entrepreneurship courses for the most diverse target audiences.

Welsh et al. (2016) pointed out that because of the conceptual changes on
entrepreneurship, the new teaching methodologies, the different technological tools, the
changes in the needs that the economy and society demand from learning in the subject and
the differences in the results of scientific studies indicating the best way forward, the
teaching of entrepreneurship undergoes a moment of ample transformation and adaptation.
Even while experiencing this transition period, it is possible to highlight an abundant
production of researchers on entrepreneurship education of the most diverse nationalities,
such as that of McMullan and Long, 1987; Block and Stumpf, 1990; Charney and Libecap,
2000; Peterman and Kennedy, 2003; Shepherd, 2004; Honig, 2004; Fayolle, 2005; Kuratko,
2005; Wilson et al., 2007; Guerra and Grazziotin, 2010; Welsh and Dragusin, 2011; Gibb,
2011; and Sánchez, 2013, and more recently, Do Paço et al., 2015; Maresch et al., 2016; Welsh
et al., 2016; Walter and Block, 2016; Ruskovaara et al., 2016; Nabi et al., 2010; Huq and
Gilbert, 2017.

Within this range of heterogeneous pedagogical entrepreneurship programme methods,
Lautenschläger and Haase (2011) divided entrepreneurship education from the 2000s into
two major areas of education: one focuses on EE from the theoretical point of view, from
research, from the transmission of knowledge about the subject and the other area
approaches EE in a practical way, with tools to be used in the daily business life of the
academic. In the recent literature, it is possible to note the growth of the focus on education
aimed at teaching entrepreneurship with the aim of preparing, training and providing the
tools for entrepreneurs to act in the market, going far beyond the transmission of theoretical
knowledge on the subject (Cheung and Au, 2010; Elmuti et al., 2012; Giovanela et al., 2010;
Peterson and Limbu, 2010).

Curran and Stanworth (1989) established a classification of entrepreneurship and
education courses for micro and small entrepreneurs from the main objective of the
programme, divided into four large groups:

(1) training for micro, small and medium entrepreneurs, with the aim of preparing and
providing the tools for them to face the challenges of their daily professional life;

(2) specific training for owners of micro, small and medium enterprises, focusing on
certain areas, demands, needs or peculiarities of their business;

(3) information on SMEs, with the intention of disseminating information about these
types of companies so that the students could envisage a career opportunity; and

(4) education with an interest in awakening the EI and in offering the knowledge
necessary to achieve this will, by teaching them to effectively implement their
business, from conception to the opening of the company.

Liñán (2004) made a suggestion to improve the model presented by Curran and Stanworth
(1989) to make it more modern and suitable to the most dynamic and competitive demands
of the market, classifying and dividing the programmes into four areas:

(1) education for entrepreneurial dynamism with the aim of stimulating proactive and
dynamic behaviours in the managers of companies and awakening the EI;
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(2) specific and continuous training of the entrepreneur to develop the skills and
abilities of companies in operation and improve their productivity, efficiency and
professional effectiveness;

(3) education for start-up, which aims to prepare the individual to be the MD of a
company, with essentially practical content and material, meeting the latent needs
of the process of planning, structuring and opening an organisation; and

(4) theoretical knowledge about entrepreneurship with the purpose of disseminating
knowledge about the challenges faced within micro-, small- and medium-sized
companies.

Morris et al. (2013) emphasised that EE can serve as a platform both for students to become
intent on becoming owners of their own businesses as they believe it being possible to turn
students into successful entrepreneurs who effectively possess the skills necessary to
achieve high organisational performance against an extremely competitive market.

Bird (1988) pointed out that intention is a state of mind that focuses the attention of a
person, hence his/her experience and action, towards a specific goal or the way to achieving
something. Having an EI means that the individual is committed to starting a new business
(Krueger, 1993). Fayolle and Gailly (2015) explained that EI is influenced by a considerable
number of personal and environmental factors.

To be able to make a correct measurement of the relationship between EE and EI, it is
fundamental to verify and analyse which of the existing models is the most appropriate to
guide this research. The theory of planned behaviour (TPB) proposed by Ajzen (1991)
identifies three background attitudes to the effective existence of intention: the personal
desire to perform certain behaviour, social perception about the implementation of certain
behaviour and behavioural control. Shapero developed the “Model of the Entrepreneurial
Event” (SEE) in 1982, which was clearly intended as a model of specific intentions related to
the act of enterprise. Shapero and Sokol (1982) established the importance of self-efficacy in
this process, in which Scherer et al. (1989) underscored the relationship between self-efficacy
and the recognition of opportunities generating intentions of owning your own business. In
SEE, it is assumed that inertia is the guide of human behaviour up to the moment that
something interrupts or destabilises this movement and it includes the individual’s desire to
have his/her own business (verifying intra- and extra-personal impacts) and the capacity of
the individual to accomplish that desire as variables.

Krueger et al. (2000) considered that TPB and SEE are two equivalent models that are
valuable tools to analyse the process of creation of companies and that highlight the
existence of the propensity to act as a factor in the Shapero model (Shapero and Sokol, 1982)
as a necessary volitional element to properly measure the EI.

There are several recent studies seeking to identify factors that relate to EE with the
intention of the individual to enterprise (Krueger et al., 2000; Bhandari, 2006; Barkovic and
Kruzic, 2010; Byabashaija and Katono, 2011; Díaz-Casero et al., 2012; Díaz-García and
Jiménez-Moreno, 2010; Li, 2006; Ferreira et al., 2012; Hytti and Kuopusjärvi, 2004; Moro et al.,
2004; Oosterbeek et al., 2010; Peterman and Kennedy, 2003; Souitaris et al., 2007).

Honig (2004) explained that despite the substantial amount of studies and surveys that
seek to relate EE with the increasing enterprise intention of its participants, follows the
existence of theoretical and empirical disagreements about the effective proof of this
correlation.

Corroborating with the affirmation of Honig (2004), Von Graevenitz et al. (2010) and
Lautenschläger and Haase (2011) also claimed that the debate on the proof of this correlation
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remains open; even with studies and research works that have shown that EE increases EI,
there is enough contention on this issue.

Meta-analytic research was carried out to address these questions. Martin et al. (2013)
conducted a meta-analysis using the main studies in the databases of academic journals,
business and management education around the world and of North American associations
as a cornerstone to verify the effectiveness of education and training in entrepreneurship in
several factors. The result obtained from 42 studies examined proved the existence of the
relationship between EE and the EI. However, in the same year, Rideout and Gray (2013)
presented research where they performed an extensive analysis of published studies on EE
at the university level between 1997 and 2011, confronting such results, in which they
concluded that it was not possible to verify and faithfully attest a solid cause-and-effect
relationship between EE and EI.

Bae et al. (2014) had already performed a broader meta-analysis, reviewing 73 studies
with a total of 37,285 responses and found a significant correlation between EE and EI.

In view of the lack of consensus on the effects of EE, several authors such as Honig
(2004), Von Graevenitz et al. (2010), Lautenschläger and Haase (2011), Martin et al.
(2013), Rideout and Gray (2013), Ruskovaara et al. (2016) and Welsh et al. (2016)
suggested more research in this area to be carried out to respond concretely to the
conflicting points that still exist.

Maresch et al. (2016) also emphasised the importance of further work in the comparison
of the effect of EE on different fields of study at university level because of the different
results that each field of training has presented outside the teaching of entrepreneurship.

The level of entrepreneurial intent in university students has been studied and analysed
in several different ways in the past decade (Kristiansen and Indarti, 2004; Souitaris et al.,
2007; Wu and Wu, 2008; Turker and Sonmez Selçuk, 2009; Pruett et al., 2009; Bickenbach et
al., 20017): some of these sought to carry out a comparative analysis between regions of the
same nation or from different countries (Kristiansen and Indarti, 2004; Pruett et al., 2009;
Liñán et al., 2011; Bickenbach et al., 2017), others intended to understand which are the
factors that interfere in the EI level of the students analysed, and only the study realised by
Maresch et al. (2016) sought to compare the impact of entrepreneurship education at the level
of EI among university students of engineering and business. In this way, it is clear that
even though there is a great amount of content and research previously done on the subject
in general, there are still specifics that need to be deepened to better understand all the
dimensions of this vast field of study.

Taking these notes into consideration, this work presents the following hypotheses to be
tested:

H1. There is a significant difference in the entrepreneurial intention among academics
from different undergraduate courses.

H2. Academics who have undertaken any EE programme have a higher entrepreneurial
intention than academics who do not have any contact with entrepreneurship
courses.

H3. There is no significant difference in the entrepreneurial intention between academics
from different undergraduate courseswho undertook anyEE programme.

Methodology
The methodology corresponds to the set of procedures adopted for the studies in their
scientific rigor allowing to deepen in the approach (Almeida, 2011) and to be based on the
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problem formulated, thus showing the different categories of typologies of the contemplated
research (Beuren, 2008; Vergara, 2014).

As for the purpose of the present research, it is an exploratory and descriptive nature.
This is because of the review of published academic papers on entrepreneurship education
and EI and the methodologies used to reach the research objectives, ascertaining and
perceiving the facts without the modification of the information found (Andrade and de
Andrade Martins, 2010); (Ruiz, 2008), seeks detailed knowledge about entrepreneurship and
increases the researcher’s intimacy with content (Marconi and Lakatos, 2015).

The research is characterised as a practical study, the present work is based on the
perquisition of the reality of university students linked to the EE programmes of the most
diverse courses and areas of knowledge about the EI (Yin, 2015). Regarding the result of the
research, it is configured as applied, because it generates knowledge in response to the
solution of specific problems in a specific situation (Gil, 2010).

The logic of the research is deductive because initiates of a conceptual and theoretical
structure defined oneducation and EI for the application in the chosen sample, hence, part of
the knowledge of the facts for the understanding of these (Richardson, 2011). Andrade and
de Andrade Martins (2010) emphasised that the deductive method aims at the general
thought for a particular as a way to predict manifestations arising from theories. Candiotto
et al. (2011) corroborated when they said that the fundamental objective of deduction is to
establish the already-defined demonstrations.

The primary data were collected from the application of a questionnaire with previously
established questions (Severino, 2007). Therefore, it should be noted that the approach to the
problem is predominantly quantitative, with qualitative aspects; qualitative, because the
results are described in a descriptive way as a direct source of data (Almeida, 2011) and
quantitative, because the instrument of collection was made available online and analysed
using quantitative methods, with the help of SPSS 24 software. The research result is
typified as applied because it generates knowledge in response to the solution of specific
problems in a particular situation (Gil, 2010). As for technical procedures, it is a survey
because information is obtained directly from a group of people that intended to understand
(Richardson, 2011; Beuren, 2008; Gil, 2010; Cooper and Schindler, 2016).

The instrument used was a questionnaire with 50 questions, applied in 491 business,
accounting sciences, law, environmental engineering, civil engineering, production
engineering, mechanical engineering, hospitality and pedagogy undergraduate-level
students in Brazil, who were selected according to the courses in which they were enrolled,
aiming to encompass the most diverse areas of study for future analytical comparison
purposes. The questionnaires were applied between September and November 2016. Before
the questionnaire was sent to the students participating in the study, two pretests were
carried out: the first one with 30 university students to verify the perfect understanding of
the questions and information requested, after some punctual corrections, a new test was
applied to validate the questionnaire with other 20 undergraduate students. To review and
direct the aspects of the research, the pretest, according to Richardson (2011), is a previous
application of the questionnaire to a group similar to what will be researched effectively.

The questionnaire had 50 questions, 10 for correct identification filter of the respondent
and 40 for effective data collection. In this group, we specifically questioned the intention to
participate in trainee programmes, to seek jobs in the public and/or private service and the
level of the EI on each of the participants, using the five-point Likert scale of verification,
which according to Costa (2011) emphasises besides the ease of handling, the confirmation
of the consistency in the metrics that have already used this scale collaborates positively in
the most diverse researches. According to Cooper and Schindler (2016), this scale allows to
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establish a parameter between being favourable or unfavourable about the object of interest
of the research objective, which Richardson (2011) classified as positive and negative
affirmations.

Results
As the first step, descriptive statistics of the EI of each participant were produced, separated
by the undergraduate courses of each participant (Table I) and in the sequence the
descriptive statistics of the EI were realised, divided by undergraduate course, comparing
the results of the EI between those who had already completed any EE programme
(Table II). It is important to note that within the sample of 491 academics, 134 academics

Table I.
Entrepreneurial

intention

Course Statistics

Bootstrapa

Bias Standard error
95% BCa lower confidence

Interval

Management
Average 3.63 0.00 0.14 3.34
Standard deviation 1.447 �0.009 0.073 1.297

Accountancy
Average 3.90 0.01 0.13 3.62
Standard deviation 1.402 �0.012 0.085 1.226

Law
Average 3.77 �0.01 0.30 3.18
Standard deviation 1.445 �0.040 0.199 1.005

Environmental engineering
Average 4.06 0.00 0.29 3.38
Standard deviation 1.237 �0.075 0.257 0.806

Civil engineering
Average 3.88 0.00 0.41 3.06
Standard deviation 1.668 �0.074 0.268 1.094

Production engineering
Average 3.77 0.00 0.17 3.41
Standard deviation 1.467 �0.014 0.090 1.290

Mechanical engineering
average 3.87 0.01 0.15 3.58
Standard deviation 1.241 �0.020 0.104 1.058

Hospitality
Average 3.63 0.00 0.39 3.00
Standard deviation 1.188 �0.101 0.212 0.916

Pedagogy
Average 3.77 0.01 0.15 3.47
Standard deviation 1.290 �0.014 0.084 1.132

Total
Average 3.80 0.00 0.06 3.68
Standard deviation 1.378 �0.004 0.035 1.315

Note: aUnless indicated otherwise, the bootstrap results are based on 1,000 stratified bootstrap samples
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from the management, accounting and production engineering courses had
entrepreneurship disciplines. The other 355 respondents had no entrepreneurship
programmes, either because they were in the initial stages or because of the effective
absence of EE in thematrix curricular of their courses.

Among the academics analysed, the ones that showed the highest average score in EI
were the environmental engineering students who reached 4.06 on the five-point scale,
followed by the accounting students with a score of 3.90 and other engineering students.
The academics with the lowest EI among the participants were those from the management
and hospitality courses, who achieved a score of 3.63 on the five-point scale. When
considering all the students participating in the sample, the average EI was 3.80 points.

The variation of scores obtained among the respondents in the management course (3.63)
and the environmental engineering course (4.06), as it is possible to analyse in Table I and
Figure 1, validates H1 by demonstrating a significant difference in EI among academics
from different fields of undergraduate study.

By exploring the data among the academics participating in the survey, who have
already undertaken one or more entrepreneurship programmes, from the management,
accounting and production engineering courses, the result did not exhibit a pattern.
Students from the management and production engineering courses who completed some
sort of EE presented a score for EI that was significantly greater than those who have not
yet had contact with EE, with a positive difference of 0.32 and 0.19 points, respectively.
However, students from the accounting course exhibited a negative difference of 0.06 points,
not making it possible to assert that in all courses examined, the academics who undertook
some type of entrepreneurship programme increased their EI. By analysing them

Table II.
Entrepreneurial
intention vs
entrepreneurial
education

Course EE Average SD

Management No 3.46 1.458
Yes 3.78 1.433
Variation 0.32 –

Accountancy No 3.93 1.365
Yes 3.87 1.471
Variation �0.06 –

Production engineering No 3.66 1.610
Yes 3.85 1.369
Variation 0.19 –

Figure 1.
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separately, it is possible to affirm that EE generated an increase in the EI between the
academics of production engineering and management. However, it did not have the same
effect on accounting students, which only partially validatesH2 presented in this research.

The level of EI of the academics who underwent any EE programme is quite similar
regardless of the course in question; the score of the students from the management course
(3.78) is the lower than the engineering (3.85) and the accounting students (3.87) (Table III).
However, there is no significant difference between academics from different undergraduate
courses who have undertaken any EE programme, which corroborates and validates H3 of
this study.

Conclusions
The objective of this study was to verify students whose courses showed a greater intention
to undertake and, in addition, seek to analyse the effect of the EE on EI from the different
academic perspectives to verify if the impact of EE in the EI would be the same in spite of
the differences between the profiles, perspectives and market opportunities of the students
in each of the courses tested.

With the result of this research, it was possible to prove that among the undergraduate
courses analysed, the students from the environmental engineering course were the ones
who presented the highest degree of EI at the undergraduate level, and the students from all
the engineering courses demonstrated a higher EI than themanagement students.

This study also presented different results in terms of the effect of entrepreneurship
education in the EI in students who undertook some kind of entrepreneurship programme.
In management courses such as administration, the effect of EE on EI was more
pronounced. It also had a significant result in the engineering course analysed; however, in
the course of the financial field studied, accounting, the effect of EE on EI was irrelevant.

In this way, this result corroborates with the studies of Honig (2004), Von Graevenitz
et al. (2010) and Lautenschläger and Haase (2011), who claimed that it is not possible to have
a conclusive and effective result on the effect of EE on the individual’s EI.

Even with the general management course being developed to train managers capable of
competing in the market, this study demonstrated that when future managers have not yet
had contact with EE, their EI is substantially lower than the average of the students from
other undergraduate courses, and that after completing an entrepreneurship programme,
their EI score rises sharply, practically reaching the general average at the university level.

This work also showed that after completing the EE programmes, academics from
different undergraduate fields, such as management, accounting and production
engineering, tend to have very similar EI indexes, without very significant variations
between them, a result different from those who have never participated in entrepreneurship
courses.

One of the limitations of this study was that it did not seek to identify other factors that
might have influenced the variation of the effect of entrepreneurship education on the EI.
This was very clear when analysing the case of accounting students. What were the reasons
for the entrepreneurship education not to have a positive effect on EI within this group,

Table III.
Entrepreneurial

intention vs
entrepreneurial

education

Course EE Average SD

Management Yes 3.78 1.433
Accountancy Yes 3.87 1.471
Production engineering Yes 3.85 1.369

Entrepreneurial
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when this occurred in the other two groups analysed? What were the variables that caused
this difference?

Future studies in the field may seek to deepen this difference in results across the courses
analysed to understand what other factors are limiting the influence of EE in EI within
accounting students. Another path to analyse is also whether the methodology of the EE
programme has an influence on the EI of its participants. As this study did not analyse this
question, it is another point to be validated in new research.

It would also be interesting to replicate the research on EI in different undergraduate
courses in other regions of the world to verify if the results achieved are similar in other
locations and to conduct a longitudinal study with the same group of students to verify
whether before and after the EE, the result of EI changed significantly.

Therefore, this study was important in identifying and validating the relevance of
entrepreneurship programmes in the promotion of EI within undergraduate courses in the
fields of administration and engineering in Brazilian HEIs. This should encourage
investment in these programmes by educators, university managers, companies and public
authorities with the purpose of fostering entrepreneurship and consecutively seeking to
boost economic and social growth in those places.
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