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Abstract This exploratory study was undertaken to assess the effect of an introductory
entrepreneurship course on the level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy among undergraduate
business students enrolled in the course. While enhancing entrepreneurial self-efficacy was not
the explicit purpose of the course, its syllabus included activities that theoretically should have
done so. Furthermore, an implied objective of all entrepreneurship education at the college level
is the production of more (and more skillful) entrepreneurs (Ronstadt, 1985). The study
compared students who had not yet begun the course (pre-course group) with those who had
completed the course (post-course group). Controlling for age, gender, business major, and
ethnicity, major findings were mixed. Overall, entrepreneurial self-efficacy was lower among
the post-course group than the pre-course group. This result suggests that a course containing
efficacy-enhancing elements, but intended primarily to build awareness and understanding of
entrepreneurship among students with little or no prior exposure to the subject, may actually
decrease self-efficacy. However, differences in self-efficacy between the pre-course and post-
course groups did vary by major.

A possible conclusion is that introductory entrepreneurship courses designed to build
awareness and understanding, but containing efficacy-enhancing elements, can be expected to
deflate the bravado of over-confident college students. Thus enhanced self-efficacy may not be
an appropriate goal. On the other hand, this study indicates the need to build more intensive self-
efficacy-building experiences into the typical introductory entrepreneurship course.

Keywords: entrepreneurship education, management education, entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
self-efficacy.

1. Introduction

The number of entrepreneurship education programs offered at American
universities has increased dramatically over the last several decades. Robinson
and Haynes reported in 1991 that 81.5% of the 232 universities they surveyed
offer at least one course in entrepreneurship (Robinson & Haynes, 1991). In a
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similar study, Solomon and Fernald reported that between 1979 and 1986 the
number of collegiate entrepreneurship courses increased 428% at the 300+
four-year colleges and universities responding to their questionnaire (Solomon
& Fernald, 1991).

What is driving this phenomenal increase in entrepreneurship education
programs at American universities over the past three decades? Several factors
are at work. First, many business educators are promoting entrepreneurship
instruction at the undergraduate level under the premise that increasing the
number of people with sufficient knowledge to consider entrepreneurship as a
career alternative will have a significant positive impact on economic
development (Curran & Stanworth, 1989, p. 17). A second factor driving the
increase in entrepreneurship programs is the growing demand by business
students who believe that business ownership is a viable and preferable career
option.

The proposition that entrepreneurship education leads to an increase in
new venture foundings has intuitive appeal. However, much of the
entrepreneurship research to date has not provided empirical support for the
claim that completion of formal courses in entrepreneurship and small
business management increases the likelihood that an individual will start a
business. Part of the reason for this lack of support can be attributed to
problems with the design of the studies and the methodology employed. For
example, in their review of entrepreneurship education research, Block and
Stumpf concluded that outcome measures used in many studies, such as
student satisfaction, student performance in the course, and student attitudes
about the course content and activities, are insufficient indicators of
educational effectiveness. They were also critical that no researcher had
compared their results to a control group, such as those who have not had any
formal entrepreneurial education experience (Block & Stumpf, 1992). Other
researchers have argued that most of the empirical studies to date have used
participants with some existing predisposition toward entrepreneurship
thereby biasing the results in favor of educational interventions (Gorman,
Hanlon, & King, 1997). Finally, given the significant amount of time and
number of events that intercede between the completion of a collegiate
entrepreneurship course and the launch of a new business, it is unlikely that
even a comprehensive longitudinal study would detect a “cause-and-effect”
relationship between entrepreneurship education and new business formation.

Notwithstanding the limited documentation on the effectiveness of
existing programs, the rise in popularity of entrepreneurship at the university
level has challenged business educators to develop appropriate curriculum.
This demand-driven need for new courses has spurred debate among
entrepreneurship educators on the appropriate pedagogy for entrepreneurship
and small business management instruction (e.g., Bunch, 1995; Davis &
McEacharn, 1995; Hillis & Morris, 1995; Krueger & Hamilton, 1995;
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Martello, 1995; McMullan & Long, 1987; Relf, 1995). To help clarify these
curricular issues, a few empirical investigations have been undertaken to
assess the extent and nature of existing university-level entrepreneurship
programs (e.g., Hills, 1988; Robinson & Haynes, 1991; Solomon & Fernald,
1991; Vesper, 1986, 1993; Zeithaml & Rice, 1987). Other studies have
examined the effectiveness of particular teaching techniques or course
contents (e.g., Cullen & Dick, 1989; Gartner & Vesper, 1994; Hills, 1988;
Sexton & Bowman, 1987, 1988).

As part of this pedagogy debate, undergraduate courses in
entrepreneurship, particularly introductory courses, have come under scrutiny
with respect to content. Undergraduate students are typically younger and less
experienced than graduate students. As a result, students enrolled in
undergraduate entrepreneurship courses are largely naive regarding
entrepreneurial processes and are at a time in their lives where starting a
business venture is unlikely. Therefore these courses are designed to introduce
students to the general issues involved in starting a new venture and do not
provide the rigorous training needed by individuals whose foray into small
business ownership is more imminent (Curran & Stanworth, 1989). Evaluation
of course effectiveness is thus more problematic since the results (i.e. actual
new venture foundings) may be years away.

Given the long-term nature of the ultimate goal of educational intervention
and the increasing presence of entrepreneurship courses in undergraduate
curricula, there is a need to evaluate the impact of an entrepreneurship course
at or near the time the course is completed rather than years later. But several
questions must first be answered. For example, what are the relevant education
outcome variables? And once identified, to what extent do these variables
predict entrepreneurial behavior? This study is part of an effort to develop an
appropriate theoretical framework within which the potential effectiveness of
entrepreneurial program content can be evaluated. 

2.   Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy

The concept of self-efficacy is derived from social learning theory and refers
to a person’s belief in his or her capability to perform a particular task
(Bandura, 1977). More specifically, self-efficacy has been defined as “…belief
in one’s capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and
courses of action needed to meet given situational demands…” (Wood &
Bandura, 1989a, p. 408). Self-efficacy is based upon past experience and
anticipation of future obstacles, and affects a person’s beliefs about whether or
not specific goals are attainable (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Moreover, it
influences choice, effort and perseverance. If self-efficacy is low, an individual
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will not act, even if there is a perceived social demand for that behavior (Boyd
& Vozikis, 1994).

According to Bandura, individuals develop and strengthen beliefs about
their ability to perform certain tasks in four ways: (1) mastery experiences; (2)
modeling; (3) social persuasion; and (4) judgments of their own physiological
states (Bandura, 1982; Wood & Bandura, 1989). The first of these four sources
of self-efficacy beliefs, mastery experiences, is considered to be the most
powerful of the four in shaping one’s perception about success in performing
a particular task. Mastery of a task results from repeated performance of that
task. Sometimes referred to as learning by doing, mastery experiences form the
basis of confidence in one’s ability to successfully perform such tasks in the
future.

The second source of self-efficacy beliefs is modeling. Although
considered less effective than mastery experiences, role modeling can provide
vicarious experience through observation and affects self-efficacy through a
social comparison process (Wood & Bandura, 1989). In other words, people
form judgments of their own capabilities by comparing themselves to others.
Self-efficacy is enhanced when there are perceived similarities between
subject and role model in terms of personal characteristics and capabilities and
when the modeled behavior produces obvious consequences or results (Gist,
1987; Bandura, 1977).

The third source of self-efficacy beliefs is social persuasion. Feedback and
encouragement from others is often used to validate one’s ability to perform a
task. Thus when people receive positive feedback and realistic encouragement,
self-efficacy is enhanced (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).

Finally, in assessing personal capabilities, people often rely on their
perception of their physiological state. Such factors as general physical
condition, personality factors, and mood may affect self-efficacy by
influencing the arousal a person experiences when confronted with a task. For
example, anxiety about performing a particular task may in itself contribute to
the likelihood of failure (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).

The concept of self-efficacy has been extensively researched in other
social science disciplines, but only recently extended to management science
and entrepreneurship (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994;
Scherer et al. 1989). Several entrepreneurship theorists have proposed that
self-efficacy plays an instrumental role in the new venture creation process.
Boyd and Vozikis (1994) for example, proposed that self-efficacy influences
the development of entrepreneurial intentions and hence the probability of
venture creation. They argue that the intention to start a venture is formed in
part by the perception of outcome anticipated – success or failure. In other
words, few people form intentions about engaging in entrepreneurial activities
if they believe there is a high probability of failure. By extension, a person will
form the intent to create a new venture or act upon an existing entrepreneurial
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intention only when self-efficacy is high relative to the perceived requirements
of a specific opportunity (Boyd and Vozikis, 1994). 

3.   Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy and Education

As noted above, entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the product of task mastery,
role modeling, verbal persuasion, and judgments regarding physiological
states (Bandura, 1982; Wood & Bandura, 1989b). Self-efficacy develops over
time and is influenced by a number of external and internal factors such as
upbringing, economic circumstances, personality and values. A com-
prehensive model of entrepreneurial self-efficacy, including its antecedents,
behavioral consequences and interactions with other personal attributes, was
recently developed by Boyd and Vozikis (1994). An adapted version of their
model that includes the effect of education is shown as Figure 1. 

Within this framework, an effective entrepreneurship course (serving as
the education intervention) should increase the student’s level of
entrepreneurial self-efficacy by providing (1) opportunities for mastery
experiences, (2) exposure to appropriate role models and (3) feedback and
encouragement from others. A course designed to enhance self-efficacy should
therefore include or approximate these elements through learning activities
appropriate for an undergraduate introductory entrepreneurship course. These
activities typically include business plan writing, entrepreneurs as guest
speakers, readings and cases (Gartner & Vesper, 1994). The requirement that
each student assist in the development of a high-quality, original business plan
serves as a proxy for the more powerful mastery experience of starting one’s
own business. Exposure to successful entrepreneurs in person and vicariously
through the analysis of case studies, provides modeling and observational
learning. In-class discussions and graded assignments contribute to social
persuasion.

 In general, we would expect that entrepreneurship courses designed with
self-efficacy as a guiding principle would likely lead to increased levels of
entrepreneurial self-efficacy among students successfully completing such
courses (Gorman, Hanlon, & King, 1997). However, few existing introductory
courses explicitly or implicitly use self-efficacy as a guiding design principle
or learning objective. More often these courses are intended to simply increase
awareness and understanding of entrepreneurship and the new venture creation
process among students with little or no prior experience or exposure to
entrepreneurs. Enhancing entrepreneurial self-efficacy may not be the
expressed purpose of these introductory courses in entrepreneurship but syllabi
typically include activities which, according to our theoretical model, should
enhance self-efficacy. Furthermore, an implied objective of all



6                              The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education on Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy

entrepreneurship education at the college level is the production of more (and
more skillful) entrepreneurs (Ronstadt, 1985).

The purpose of our study is to provide some empirical evidence as to the
nature of the relationship between exposure to introductory courses in
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 

4.   Method

4.1.   Subjects

Seven hundred thirteen students enrolled in an undergraduate entrepreneurship
course at a large, urban university in the Southeast voluntarily responded to a
questionnaire administered during class time. Ages ranged from 17 to 52 years
with an average of 24 years. Fifty percent were female and 50% were male.
Nineteen percent of the subjects were White, non-Hispanic; 58% were
Hispanic; 7% were Black, non-Hispanic; and 7% were Asian or Pacific
Islander. Eighty-eight percent of the respondents were juniors or seniors.

4.2.   The Education Intervention

The entrepreneurship course providing the setting for this study was a required
part of the business curriculum at this southeastern university. The course was
comprised of a weekly lecture session taught by a tenured or tenure-track
professor and a weekly “lab” session facilitated by an adjunct instructor from
the local business community. During a typical semester, three professors
lectured to five large sections (80–160 students), while the lab instructors
guided the students through the development of a formal business plan and the
analysis of several case studies in a small group setting.

Despite some style differences in professors and lab instructors delivering
the course, all sections were consistent with respect to learning objectives,
pedagogy and textbook materials. The syllabus included a semester long
business plan writing project, practicing entrepreneurs as guest speakers and
case analysis. The expressed goals were to (a) build awareness and
understanding of the new venture creation process and (b) provide experiential
work.

4.3.   Quasi-Experimental Design

Over two consecutive semesters during 1998-1999, students enrolled in
several sections of the entrepreneurship course were separated into two groups.
Students in the first group (identified as “pre-course”) were asked to respond
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to a questionnaire on the first day of the entrepreneurship class before any
course content was delivered. Students in the second group (identified as
“post-course”) were asked to respond to the same questionnaire during the last
week of the semester-long course. This particular experimental design was
chosen to minimize testing and maturation effects (Cook & Campbell, 1979).
In our study, testing and maturation effects could potentially be manifested by
students motivated to “please the professor” and indicating a higher
entrepreneurial self-efficacy after the class than before. 

4.4.   Measures

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy. The instrument used to measure entrepreneurial
self-efficacy was adopted from Lee and Bobko (1994). Their approach allows
the researcher to ask respondents about any target behavior of interest. In our
study, “starting a new business venture” was utilized as the target behavior.
The instrument asks the respondent to self-assess his/her ability to perform the
necessary tasks at ten specific levels (e.g. 10%, 20%, ... 100% of the necessary
tasks) by indicating a “yes” or “no” for each level. The respondent is then
asked to indicate degree of confidence in that response (measured on a
continuous scale ranging from 0 “not confident” to 10 “completely
confident”). The first measures self-efficacy “magnitude”, while the second
measures self-efficacy “strength.” Lee and Bobko evaluated several different
methods of calculating self-efficacy including magnitude only, strength only
and two different types of composite measures. The composite measure which
sums the confidence ratings (strength) across only those items to which
subjects answered “yes” (magnitude) was determined to be psychometrically
superior. Following Lee & Bobko, we used the composite score as a single
measure of entrepreneurial self-efficacy (See Appendix A for a sample of the
self-efficacy scale used in this study). 

5.   Results

Multivariant regression analysis was used to test the effect of various factors
on entrepreneurship self-efficacy including the effect of exposure to the
entrepreneurship course. Several regression models were tested with pre-
course vs. post-course representing the independent variable, entrepreneurial
self-efficacy as the dependent variable, and age, gender, ethnicity and major as
covariates. Results for the entire sample are shown in the first column of Table
1. Controlling for age and gender, the sign of the pre/post dummy variable was
negative and statistically significant indicating that students in the post-course
group had lower entrepreneurial self-efficacy than those in the pre-course
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group. With respect to the control variables, age had a positive effect on ESE
supporting the notion that self-efficacy increases with age and experience. The
effect of gender, on the other hand, was not statistically significant indicating
that there was little or no difference in the level of ESE between male and
female students in the sample.

To determine whether race or ethnicity moderates the affect of the
education intervention on ESE, the sample was divided into ethnic/racial
groups (See Table 1). For all ethnic/racial groups, the coefficient of the pre/
post dummy variable was not statistically significant. This result suggests that
race or ethnicity did not play a role in determining the effect (if any) of the
education intervention on ESE.

Although entrepreneurial self-efficacy was lower overall for the post-
course group than for the pre-course group, the data suggest the possibility of
an interaction between course intervention and the subject’s business major.
To determine whether the student’s major moderates the effect of the
education intervention on entrepreneurial self-efficacy, additional analyses
were performed. First, the sample was subdivided by major and ESE mean
values for each major computed and tabulated (See Table 2). Regression
analysis was then performed on each subsample to determine differences in

Table 1: Regression Analysis Results by Ethnicity

All Students
N = 650

White 
Students
N = 131

Hispanic 
Students
N = 400

Black 
Students
N = 46

Other 
Students
N = 73

Intercept  47.107***
( 6.372)

 37.072**
(12.102)

 52.128***
( 8.636)

 73.813
(27.409)

 29.013
(22.499)

Age  0.798***
 (0.227)

 1.218**
 (0.411)

 0.627*
(0.318)

 -0.112
 (0.845)

 1.182
(0.803)

Gender
(male=1, 

female=0)

 -1.853
 (2.054)

-2.061
(4.439)

 -2.447
 (2.597)

 -2.204
 (8.478)

 2.932
(6.652)

Pre/Post
(Post=1, Pre=0)

 -5.009**
 (2.145)

-8.532†
(4.836)

 -4.912†
 (2.672)

 -7.418
 (8.783)

 -0.148
 (7.232)

R-Squared .03 .07 .02 .02 .03

† p < .10
* p < .05

** p < .01
***p < .001

Std error in 
parenthesis
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ESE between the pre- and post-course groups for each major. Regression
analysis results are presented in Table 3. 

Controlling for age and gender, regression results presented in Table 3
indicate that accounting majors in the pre-course group had significantly
higher entrepreneurial self-efficacy than accounting majors in the post-course
group. Likewise, MIS majors in the pre-course group had significantly higher
entrepreneurial self-efficacy than MIS majors in the post-course group. In
contrast, IB majors in the post-course group had slightly higher entrepreneurial
self-efficacy than those in the pre-course group (p < .10). However, there were
no statistically significant differences in entrepreneurial self-efficacy between
the pre-course and the post-course groups for the other three majors, namely
management, marketing and finance.

6.   Discussions

In theory, entrepreneurship courses containing efficacy-enhancing exercises
should increase the level of self-efficacy among nascent  entrepreneurs. In this
study we found that entrepreneurial self-efficacy was lower among students in
the post-course group compared to the pre-course group suggesting that
exposure to an introductory entrepreneurship course may actually decrease
self-efficacy. However, the change in self-efficacy level depends on business

Table 2: Regression Analysis Results by Business Major

Acct'ing 
Majors
N = 128 

Finance 
Majors
N = 145

Int'l Bus. 
Majors
N = 71

Mgmt 
Majors
N = 141

Mkting
Majors
N = 94

MIS
Majors
N = 52

Intercept 42.992***
(12.320)

67.218***
(13.433)

 29.072
(21.815)

 39.053**
(13.196)

83.542***
(21.059)

 63.750*
(24.839)

Age  1.148**
 (0.404)

 0.304
(0.474)

 0.546
(0.822)

 0.793
(0.486)

-0.452
(0.820)

 0.510
(0.743)

Gender
(male=1, 

female=0)

–0.038
 (4.376)

–7.537†
(4.154)

 7.379
(6.354)

 4.697
(4.637)

–9.389†
(5.643)

–5.782
(7.859)

Pre/Post
(Post=1, Pre=0)

–
16.711***
 ( 4.355)

 2.019
(4.222)

 11.805†
( 6.566)

–6.856
(4.898)

-6.377
(6.245)

–17.326*
( 7.297)

R-Squared .14 .03 .07 .03 .05 .12

† p < .10
* p < .05
** p < .01

***p < .001
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major. The post-course majors in accounting and MIS had a significantly lower
level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy compared to the pre-course control
group, while the post-course international business majors showed a slight and
marginally significant higher level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy. On the
other hand, there was no significant difference in entrepreneurial self-efficacy
between the pre- and post-course majors in finance, management, and
marketing.

There are several plausible explanations as to why entrepreneurial self-
efficacy may decrease after exposure to an introductory course in
entrepreneurship. First, some students simply do not perform as well as they
had expected – most notably in the preparation of a written business plan – and
therefore lose confidence in their ability to rise above the difficulties presented
by venture creation. Second, the course is so difficult and the grades so
adamantine that by the end of the semester, student perceptions are
significantly deflated. And third, the increased anxiety levels commonly
experienced by students at the end of an arduous semester produce generally
lower efficacy levels than those reported at the beginning of the semester when
students are presumably less stressed.

Future studies may be able to shed light on these issues, however none of
the explanations offered above is entirely satisfactory given the variation
across majors. It is improbable that any particular major simply outperformed
the others, especially since students were randomly assigned to business plan
teams (a major course component) or assigned in such a way as to maximize
team diversity. Nor is there any evidence that some majors received better or
worse grades or experienced more or less anxiety at term end.

Table 3: ESE Means

Pre-Course Post-Course

Major N
Entrepreneurial

Self-Efficacy N
Entrepreneurial

Self-Efficacy

Accounting 79 70.24 51 55.19

Finance 87 64.21 63 65.62

Int’l Business 44 53.09 27 65.58

Management 89 64.19 56 59.49

Marketing 69 58.64 28 52.21

M.I.S. 26 67.10 29 50.16
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A more compelling argument is that students who increased (or decreased)
in entrepreneurial self-efficacy entered the focal entrepreneurship course with
inaccurate perceptions regarding the magnitude of the task and/or their ability
to launch a new venture. Gist and Mitchell (1992) state that the more novel the
given task (i.e., the less experienced the individual), and the less stable the
personal and task characteristics (i.e., the more that changes over time), the
greater the possibility that efficacy judgments will be inaccurate. Presumably,
few students started their own businesses prior to taking this course, and, as
pointed out by Gartner and Vesper (1994), the basics of entrepreneurship are
“fundamentally different” (p. 183) than the basics in any other business class.
Furthermore, their personal and environmental contexts will most likely
change dramatically before these students are ready to start their own
companies. No doubt many students had a fallacious view of what it takes to
start a business prior to enrolling in this course. Exposure to the realities of
entrepreneurship may have caused these students to re-adjust their
entrepreneurial self-efficacy to a more appropriate level (Cervone, 1985; Gist
& Mitchell, 1992).

Decreases in entrepreneurial self-efficacy may have been the result of
over-inflated perceptions on the part of accounting and MIS majors coming
into the course. Accounting and MIS are arguably more technically-oriented
than the other curricular offerings in the business college and by student
accounts more challenging. In addition, they may be the least likely to consider
start-up issues in their course content. Consequently, students majoring in
accounting or MIS might have had less knowledge of the peculiar exigencies
of venture creation than the other majors. Further, their self-assessments
regarding new venture creation may have been artificially high due to vestigial
self-confidence created by success in previously completed (and strenuous)
accounting/MIS courses (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). In other words, a heightened
sense of “accounting self-efficacy” or “MIS self-efficacy” may have been
carried over and applied to the area of entrepreneurship (Bandura, 1997).

Another possibility is that the accounting and MIS majors differed from
the other students in terms of personal traits. While a large literature exists
comparing business majors to non-business majors with regard to ethical
standards (e.g., O’clock & Okleshen, 1993; Stewart, Felicetti, & Kuehn,
1996), there are no known studies comparing majors within the business
college to each other on any dimension. Consequently, there is no theoretical
or empirical basis for speculating that differences in self-efficacy across
business majors was the product of personality similarities within the majors.

The finding that entrepreneurial self-efficacy is higher among
international business majors in the post-course group is contrary to the above
arguments. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the IB majors in this study are
also disproportionately foreign students leading to conjecture that IB students
have entered the entrepreneurship course with inordinately low entrepreneurial
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self-efficacy given their unfamiliarity with the U.S. economic system, its
institutions, laws and venture creation processes. Thus in the case of foreign
students, an entrepreneurship class demystifies the complexities of venture
creation in the U.S. and thereby corrects the unduly negative view IB majors
held regarding their entrepreneurial capabilities. This also assumes that while
several factors (i.e., age, year in school, gender and ethnicity) were statistically
controlled in the regression analysis, it was not possible to eliminate all of the
cognitive and emotional properties that go along with being a member of a
particular gender or racial/ethnic group.

For three of the majors (management, marketing, and finance) there was
no significant difference in level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy between the
pre-course and the post-course samples. This result may be due to two factors:
(a) the more realistic perceptions regarding new venture creation held by
management, marketing, and finance majors and/or (b) the inherent limitations
involved in teaching entrepreneurship in a classroom setting. Management,
marketing and finance students are more likely than accounting, IB, or MIS
student to be exposed to new venture issues as a part of their normal
coursework. For example, instruction regarding how to perform market
research or penetrate new markets (important topics to both the marketing and
entrepreneurship curricula) undoubtedly resembles the course content
presented in the entrepreneurship class. Thus, marketing, management and
finance majors were more likely to be familiar with the tasks surrounding
venture creation than accounting, IB and MIS majors, and may have
formulated levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy appropriate to their degree of
expertise prior to the class. 

An alternative interpretation of these general findings (i.e., decrease in
self-efficacy) is that classroom instruction has limited utility in increasing self-
efficacy levels. According to Boyd and Vozikis, “the most effective way for
individuals to develop a strong sense of self-efficacy is through mastery
experiences or repeated performance accomplishments” (Boyd & Vozikis,
1994 p. 67). Obviously, the preparation of an original business plan, even an
excellent plan, is not the same as actually starting one’s own business. In lieu
of an effective mastery experience, all that remains is observational learning
through role models and persuasive discussions with instructors. Role models
are salient to entrepreneurship students only to the extent that “there is a
perceived similarity between the [student] and the model in terms of personal
characteristics and capabilities and when the modeled behavior produces
obvious consequences or results” (p. 67). In other words, if entrepreneurship
students are not able to identify with guest speakers, the impact of this
classroom activity on self-efficacy is minimized. Similarly, the use of “social
persuasion” on the part of the entrepreneurship instructor is contingent upon
the instructor’s credibility, expertise, trustworthiness and prestige (Bandura,
1977). In sum, the educational intervention in this case may not have been
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strong enough to boost entrepreneurial self-efficacy beyond levels appropriate
for average undergraduate business majors. Real gains in entrepreneurial self-
efficacy may require skill-based instruction with salient mastery experiences
built in. 

7.   Conclusions

Ronstadt asserts that entrepreneurship education will produce more and better
entrepreneurs. However, he acknowledges that a small minority of future
entrepreneurs who attend college decide while they are undergraduates that
they will in fact pursue entrepreneurship as a career option. He concludes that
“…unless [entrepreneurship] courses are required or other required courses are
entrepreneurialized, most future entrepreneurs will not be educated
entrepreneurs” (Ronstadt, 1985, p. 14).

We agree with Ronstadt that the availability and importance of
entrepreneurship education between the “naiveté” and “awareness” stages of
development will increase over time. Unfortunately, entrepreneurship
educators are uncertain as to the ultimate impact and effectiveness of such
awareness education. They simply replicate extant programs or develop new
approaches under the assumption that their efforts will foment future
entrepreneurial endeavors and economic advancement. Furthermore,
administrators, policy makers and the public at large are left to question the
usefulness of entrepreneurship education as a whole, and the advisability of
further funding.

For this study we developed an instrument to measure entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and administered that instrument to undergraduate business majors
enrolled in a required entrepreneurship course. The findings indicate that not
all business students respond to entrepreneurship education in the same
manner – some students increase in entrepreneurial self-efficacy while others
lose confidence. The authors propose, however, that these results represent a
correction of perceptual inaccuracies which for this course and at this stage in
the process of entrepreneur development, may be an appropriate outcome. The
realignment of entrepreneurial judgments, either up or down, is arguably a
valid, though somewhat non-ambitious goal for “awareness" education. In
fact, it may be unreasonable to expect interventions at this early juncture to
produce tangible entrepreneurial behaviors.

This study raises a number of questions about the goals (as opposed to
methodologies) of entrepreneurship education. Should educational
interventions, particularly at the naiveté phase of entrepreneur development,
focus on skill enhancement, thereby increasing entrepreneurial self-efficacy or
should they address the more ephemeral issues of motivation and intention?
Should educators emphasize the more formidable aspects of new venture
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creation in order to “burst the bubble” of over-confident students or run the risk
of raising self-efficacy to unrealistic levels in order to increase the odds of
subsequent entrepreneurial behavior (Gist & Mitchell, 1992)? Is current
undergraduate entrepreneurship instruction adequately serving the needs of the
student body or is it failing to address the differing needs of students within
each of the majors?

Future research should probe for reasons why entrepreneurial self-efficacy
appears to vary across majors. In addition, researchers should compare the
“before” and “after” efficacy levels of students in entrepreneurship awareness
courses with those of students in programs similar to the one described by
Clark, Davis, and Harnish (1984). Although they labeled their course as
“introductory”, it intervened at a point much closer to the “new venture
creation” stage than the “awareness” stage of entrepreneur development – up
to 38% of their attendees already owned a business, and the remainder were
“predisposed toward the topic” (p. 29). Finally, a longitudinal study should be
designed to examine the hypothesized connection between attitudes and
beliefs (i.e., entrepreneurial self-efficacy) and actual entrepreneurial behavior.

In summary, our findings suggest that introductory entrepreneurship
courses designed to build awareness and understanding, despite efficacy-
enhancing elements, might actually deflate the expectations of your would-be
entrepreneurs. Thus enhancing self-efficacy may not be an appropriate goal for
these types of courses. On the other hand, these findings indicate the need to
build more intensive self-efficacy-building experiences into the typical
introductory entrepreneurship course.

This investigation introduced a useful methodology for evaluating the
impact of entrepreneurship education. Further research in this area will serve
to enhance the influence and effectiveness of entrepreneurship educators and
bolster the confidence of the public at large in the need for educational
interventions in this growing area. This study also raises interesting questions
regarding the short- and long-term goals of entrepreneurship education,
particularly in the awareness stage. Whether educators should “burst bubbles”
or “build steam” is an important issue for future debate.
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Appendix A: Modified Lee & Bobko (1994) Self-Efficacy Scale. Perceived Confidence in Your 
Ability to Start a Business

Think about the process of starting a new business venture and consider the following
statements. For each statement, please: (a) indicate whether or not you believe you can attain
the suggested outcome (i.e. circle “Yes” or “No”), and (b) rate how confident you are in this
belief on a scale of 0 to 10 (0 = “Not Confident”; 10 = “Completely Confident”).
In terms of starting a new business venture, I am:

Yes/No Not
Confident

Moderately
Confident

Completely 
Confident

1. capable of effectively performing 
at least 10% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

2. capable of effectively performing 
at least 20% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

3. capable of effectively performing 
at least 30% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

4. capable of effectively performing 
at least 40% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

5. capable of effectively performing 
at least 50% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

6. capable of effectively performing 
at least 60% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

7. capable of effectively performing 
at least 70% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. capable of effectively performing 
at least 80% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

9. capable of effectively performing 
at least 90% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

10. capable of effectively performing 
at least 100% of the necessary tasks Y N 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10


