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Abstract

Entrepreneurship education has been promoted as a pathway for strengthening
entrepreneurial orientation among university students; however, uncertainty remains re‑
garding the mechanisms through which it influences entrepreneurial intention, particu‑
larly in emerging economies. This study examines whether entrepreneurship education
influences the entrepreneurial intention of university students in Honduras indirectly
through entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation. A quantitative,
cross‑sectional, and explanatory study was conducted with a sample of
431 university students. Data were collected using a structured 56‑item questionnaire with
a seven‑point Likert scale. The analysis was carried out through confirmatory factor anal‑
ysis and structural equation modeling using the WLSMV estimator. The results show that
entrepreneurship education positively influences all dimensions of entrepreneurial self‑
efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation included in the model. Personal attitude emerged
as the strongest predictor of entrepreneurial intention, followed by subjective norms and
specific dimensions of self‑efficacy related to business planning and management and en‑
trepreneurial leadership. In contrast, the innovation and problem‑solving dimension did
not show a significant direct effect on entrepreneurial intention, while perceived behav‑
ioral control showed a marginal effect. The parsimonious model explained 75.9% of the
variance in entrepreneurial intention. Overall, the findings suggest that entrepreneurship
education exerts its influence primarily through indirect pathways by strengthening capa‑
bility beliefs and motivational appraisals that are proximal to action.

Keywords: entrepreneurship education; entrepreneurial intention; entrepreneurial
self‑efficacy; entrepreneurial motivation; theory of planned behavior; structural equation
modeling; higher education

1. Introduction
Entrepreneurship education (EE) has become one of the main strategies through

which universities seek to strengthen entrepreneurship‑oriented competencies, attitudes,
and dispositions among their students [1–4]. However, although the literature generally
recognizes that EE may positively influence entrepreneurial intention (EI), the evidence
remains less conclusive regarding how that influence occurs. In fact, some studies have fo‑
cused on the direct effects between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial inten‑
tion, whereas others have favored explanations centered on entrepreneurial self‑efficacy or
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on motivational variables derived from the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), although in
a rather separate manner [5–9]. Consequently, a relevant analytical limitation persists: less
is still known about the proximal psychological mechanisms through which educational
experience is translated into entrepreneurial intention [1–4,10–12].

This limitation is especially important in emerging economies, where university stu‑
dents face institutional constraints, unequal access to resources, weaknesses in support
ecosystems, and higher levels of occupational uncertainty [13–16]. In contexts of this kind,
EE is unlikely to operate as a uniform stimulus. Rather, its effect may depend on whether
it succeeds in strengthening students’ entrepreneurial capability beliefs and in reshaping
their motivational evaluations of entrepreneurship as a desirable and viable career option.
From this perspective, models that privilege only direct effects or a single mediator still
offer an incomplete explanation of the link between EE and EI.

Therefore, the gap addressed by this study can be formulated more precisely as fol‑
lows: although the literature has documented positive relationships among entrepreneur‑
ship education, entrepreneurial self‑efficacy, entrepreneurial motivation, and
entrepreneurial intention, studies that simultaneously integrate these explanatory path‑
ways within a single analytical framework remain relatively less frequent, particularly in
underexplored university settings within emerging economies. In this sense, the present
study does not claim that self‑efficacy or motivation has been ignored by prior research;
rather, it argues that the joint explanation of both mechanisms as indirect pathways be‑
tween entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention remains insufficiently de‑
veloped [6–8,17,18].

Based on this premise, this study proposes an integrative framework in which
entrepreneurship education influences entrepreneurial intention through two proximal
psychological mechanisms: entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation.
In this study, entrepreneurial motivation is operationalized through dimensions associ‑
ated with the TPB, specifically personal attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behav‑
ioral control. In this way, the contribution of the study is threefold. First, it refines
the theoretical explanation of the EE–EI relationship by jointly modeling a capability‑
belief pathway and a motivational appraisal pathway. Second, it provides empirical ev‑
idence from Honduras, a university context underrepresented in the international en‑
trepreneurship education literature. Third, it helps clarify whether the influence of
EE on EI is more consistently understood as an indirect process mediated by specific
psychological mechanisms.

In line with this approach, the research question is formulated as follows:

Through which psychological mechanisms does entrepreneurship education influence the
entrepreneurial intention of university students in Honduras?

Accordingly, the objective of this study is to examine whether entrepreneurship ed‑
ucation influences the entrepreneurial intention of university students in Honduras indi‑
rectly through entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Integrating the Theory of Planned Behavior and Social Cognitive Theory

The present study is grounded in the complementarity between the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB) and Social Cognitive Theory (SCT). The TPB explains entrepreneurial
intention in terms of motivational appraisals that are proximal to action, specifically
personal attitude toward entrepreneurship, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral
control [19–21]. SCT, in turn, emphasizes the role of self‑efficacy as a central belief regard‑
ing an individual’s ability to organize and execute actions aimed at achieving a desired out‑
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come [22,23]. Considered separately, both perspectives capture relevant but partial dimen‑
sions of the process through which entrepreneurship education may shape entrepreneurial
intention. When integrated, they provide a more comprehensive explanation of how edu‑
cational experience is transformed into entrepreneurial disposition.

The value of this integration lies in the fact that both theories illuminate distinct yet
complementary processes. The TPB captures the motivational appraisal of entrepreneur‑
ship: whether it is perceived as desirable, socially supported, and behaviorally feasible.
SCT captures the capability belief: whether the individual considers that he or she pos‑
sesses the personal skills and resources needed to perform entrepreneurial tasks success‑
fully. Entrepreneurship education may influence both pathways. Through courses, men‑
toring, experiential learning, contact with entrepreneurial role models, and institutional
support, EE may strengthen both perceived capability and the evaluation of entrepreneur‑
ship as a feasible and attractive career alternative [24–31]. From this perspective, integrat‑
ing TPB and SCT improves the explanatory precision of the study because it connects ed‑
ucational experience not only to entrepreneurial intention itself, but also to the cognitive
and motivational mechanisms that precede it.

One aspect that deserves greater emphasis within this integrative framework is the
pedagogical form through which entrepreneurship education activates these mechanisms.
Recent evidence suggests that the influence of EE depends not only on curricular content,
but also on the type of experiences it provides. In particular, approaches based on expe‑
riential learning, interaction with the external environment, incubation, problem solving,
creativity, leadership, and mentoring tend to strengthen entrepreneurial attitudes, self‑
confidence, and perceived entrepreneurial feasibility more clearly [28–31]. This body of
literature complements the TPB–SCT logic underlying the present study, as it helps ex‑
plain why certain educational experiences may exert a stronger influence than others on
entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and motivation.

2.2. Entrepreneurial Self‑Efficacy and Perceived Behavioral Control

One of the most conceptually delicate issues in this literature is the relationship be‑
tween entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and perceived behavioral control (PBC). Although both
constructs are related, they are not equivalent. Ajzen explicitly notes that PBC and self‑
efficacy may partially overlap, yet they represent distinguishable dimensions: self‑efficacy
refers more narrowly to confidence in one’s own ability to perform a behavior, whereas
PBC also incorporates a broader evaluation of the controllability of behavior in light of
contextual conditions, constraints, and opportunities [20]. In entrepreneurial terms, a stu‑
dent may feel capable of leading a project, solving problems, or managing a potential
business and still perceive entrepreneurship as difficult because of financial, regulatory,
or institutional barriers. Conversely, a student may consider entrepreneurship generally
feasible while not feeling adequately prepared to carry out the tasks required to create a
business successfully.

For this reason, the present study treats entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and PBC as com‑
plementary rather than redundant constructs. Entrepreneurial self‑efficacy is modeled as
a capability belief grounded in SCT and linked to perceived competence in managing en‑
trepreneurial tasks. PBC, by contrast, remains within the motivational architecture de‑
rived from the TPB, together with personal attitude and subjective norms. This distinc‑
tion is consistent with the literature that conceptualizes entrepreneurial self‑efficacy as a
task‑oriented personal confidence mechanism, whereas PBC captures a broader judgment
regarding the feasibility of acting within a given context [9,20,23,32–34]. Therefore, model‑
ing both constructs within the same framework does not duplicate the explanation; rather,
it makes it more precise.
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2.3. Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurial Self‑Efficacy

Entrepreneurship education consists not only of the transmission of technical knowl‑
edge, but also of a formative process through which students acquire mastery experi‑
ences, vicarious learning, feedback, and action‑oriented practice, all of which strengthen
entrepreneurial self‑efficacy [3,22,24,26,35,36]. Previous studies show that EE can increase
students’ confidence in performing entrepreneurial tasks when it combines formal in‑
struction with experiential activities, mentoring, and exposure to real entrepreneurial
contexts [5,25]. In turn, entrepreneurial self‑efficacy is systematically associated with
higher levels of entrepreneurial intention because it reinforces the perception that starting
a business is an attainable goal [9,23,32].

In addition, some studies suggest that this relationship may become particularly rel‑
evant in contexts characterized by economic and institutional constraints, where strength‑
ening self‑efficacy is especially important for students to perceive entrepreneurship as a
viable pathway. In this regard, evidence from entrepreneurship education programs in
low‑resource settings shows that training can increase not only entrepreneurial knowl‑
edge, but also financial confidence and perceived personal agency [37]. This observation is
relevant to the Honduran case, insofar as it allows entrepreneurial self‑efficacy to be under‑
stood as a mechanism that is particularly sensitive to context. Consequently, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

H1. Entrepreneurship education positively influences entrepreneurial self‑efficacy.

2.4. Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurial Motivation

The second indirect pathway proposed in this study is the motivational one. Here, en‑
trepreneurial motivation is understood as the set of appraisals that are proximal to action
through which students judge entrepreneurship as desirable, socially supported, and be‑
haviorally manageable. Operationally, this pathway is expressed through personal atti‑
tude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Prior evidence suggests that
entrepreneurship education can strengthen these appraisals by exposing students to en‑
trepreneurial role models, active learning experiences, university support, and environ‑
ments in which entrepreneurship is presented as a feasible career option [1,6,27,38]. In ad‑
dition, recent studies show that entrepreneurial motivation is positively associated with
entrepreneurial intention and that this relationship is especially relevant in university con‑
texts in emerging economies [7,14,17]. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2. Entrepreneurship education positively influences entrepreneurial motivation.

2.5. Entrepreneurial Self‑Efficacy, Entrepreneurial Motivation, and Entrepreneurial Intention

Within the integrated TPB–SCT framework, entrepreneurial intention is explained
through two proximal mechanisms. First, entrepreneurial self‑efficacy should positively
influence intention because individuals who believe they possess the capabilities required
to engage in entrepreneurship are more likely to perceive business creation as a realistic
and attainable option [5,23,32]. Second, entrepreneurial motivation should positively in‑
fluence intention because a favorable evaluation of entrepreneurship, perceived social sup‑
port, and a greater sense of control increase the willingness to engage in entrepreneurial
action [14,20,38,39]. Based on this logic, the model retained in this study assumes that the
influence of entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurial intention is transmitted indi‑
rectly through entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation.

However, the literature is not unanimous regarding whether entrepreneurship ed‑
ucation should be understood solely as an indirect antecedent of entrepreneurial inten‑
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tion. Some studies conducted in developing countries find positive direct effects of EE on
intention, whereas others report direct relationships accompanied by indirect pathways
through motivation, passion, university support, or related variables [40–43]. This evi‑
dence does not invalidate the mediational logic of the present study, but it does suggest that
the relative strength of direct and indirect effects may vary depending on the institutional
context, the type of training received, and the support resources available to students.

H3. Entrepreneurial self‑efficacy positively influences entrepreneurial intention.

H4. Entrepreneurial motivation positively influences entrepreneurial intention.

Figure 1 presents the parsimonious conceptual model adopted in this study. In line
with the final analytical specification, the model does not posit a direct path between en‑
trepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention, but instead assumes that such in‑
fluence is transmitted indirectly through entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and
entrepreneurial motivation.

H1 H3

H4H2
Entrepreneurial 

Motivation

Entrepreneurial 
Self-Efficacy

Entrepreneurship 
Education

Entrepreneurial 
Intention

Figure 1.Conceptual Model of Entrepreneurial Intention.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Design, Participants, and Procedure

A quantitative, cross‑sectional, and explanatory study was conducted based on a
structured survey administered to undergraduate university students. A non‑probability
convenience sampling strategy was used, as the questionnaire was disseminated through
faculty members and students via virtual classrooms and group chats of student associa‑
tions. Consequently, no closed sampling frame of contacts was available, and it was not
possible to calculate a formal response rate.

The instrument was administered between 19 June and 5 August 2025. The final an‑
alytical sample consisted of 431 university students. The inclusion criteria were: (i) being
actively enrolled in an undergraduate program at the time of survey administration and
(ii) completing the questionnaire validly for inclusion in the analysis.

3.2. Ethical Considerations

Participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. The questionnaire was dis‑
tributed through virtual means, and before participants began responding, a brief expla‑
nation was provided regarding the academic purpose of the study, the non‑mandatory
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nature of participation, and the confidential treatment of the information. In this context,
the decision to complete the questionnaire was considered implicit consent to participate
in the study.

No personally identifiable information was collected, and the instrument addressed
academic perceptions and evaluations without intervention, experimental manipulation,
or exposure to risks exceeding those of everyday life. Given these characteristics and the
observational nature of the study, formal approval by an ethics committee was not sought.

3.3. Instrument and Scales

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire administered entirely in Span‑
ish. No translation or back‑translation procedures were applied, as the instrument was
originally designed in Spanish for use in the study context. All items were answered on a
seven‑point Likert scale, where 1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”.

The final structure of the instrument used in the confirmatory analysis consisted
of 56 items distributed across four latent constructs: entrepreneurship education (EE),
entrepreneurial self‑efficacy (AE), entrepreneurial motivation (ME), and entrepreneurial
intention (IE).

Entrepreneurship education was modeled as a second‑order construct reflected by
three first‑order dimensions: theoretical knowledge (CT; 6 items), entrepreneurial skills
development (DH; 6 items), and institutional support and educational environment (AI;
6 items). Entrepreneurial self‑efficacy was specified through three dimensions: self‑
efficacy in business planning and management (AG; 6 items), self‑efficacy in innovation
and problem solving (AR; 6 items), and self‑efficacy in entrepreneurial interaction and
leadership (AL; 6 items). Entrepreneurial motivation was operationalized through three
dimensions derived from the Theory of Planned Behavior: personal attitude (AP; 5 items),
subjective norms (NS; 3 items), and perceived behavioral control (CC; 6 items). Finally,
entrepreneurial intention was measured with 6 items.

Table 1 summarizes the constructs, dimensions, number of items, and representative
examples. The full wording of the items is provided in the appendix for purposes of trans‑
parency and reproducibility.

Table 1. Summary of the measurement instrument by construct and dimension.

Construct Dimension Items Example Item

Entrepreneurship education CT 6
“Awareness‑raising activities fostered in me an
entrepreneurial mindset oriented toward identifying
business opportunities.”

Entrepreneurship education DH 6 “I have the ability to identify business opportunities in
my environment.”

Entrepreneurship education AI 6 “I have received guidance or mentoring from faculty members
or experts in entrepreneurship‑related topics.”

Entrepreneurial self‑efficacy AG 6 “I am confident in my ability to develop a complete and
well‑structured business plan.”

Entrepreneurial self‑efficacy AR 6 “I trust my ability to solve complex problems in
business contexts.”

Entrepreneurial self‑efficacy AL 6 “I feel confident presenting and defending my business idea
before different audiences.”

Entrepreneurial motivation AP 5 “A career as an entrepreneur is attractive to me.”

Entrepreneurial motivation NS 3 “People close to me would approve of my
pursuing entrepreneurship.”

Entrepreneurial motivation CC 6 “I am prepared to create a viable business.”
Entrepreneurial intention IE 6 “I am firmly determined to create a business someday.”

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18083985

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18083985


Sustainability 2026, 18, 3985 7 of 23

3.4. Pilot Study

Before the final administration, the instrument was subjected to a pilot study with a
sample of 40 students using the same items planned for the final version of the question‑
naire. The purpose of the pilot study was to assess the initial internal consistency of the
scales and to explore their preliminary factorial behavior. To this end, reliability coeffi‑
cients were calculated, including Cronbach’s alpha and other complementary indicators,
and an exploratory factor analysis was conducted as an input for the subsequent confirma‑
tory specification.

Given the small size of the pilot sample, the exploratory factorial indicators were
interpreted cautiously and were used primarily as a guide for constructing the measure‑
ment model in the main sample. The numerical results of the pilot study are presented in
Appendix A, Tables A1 and A2. In particular, the preliminary evidence suggested that en‑
trepreneurship education had a multidimensional structure, which is why it was modeled
in the main sample as a second‑order construct reflected by CT, DH, and AI.

3.5. Data Preparation

Given the ordinal nature of the items, the analysis was based on polychoric correla‑
tion matrices and the WLSMV estimator, which is appropriate for ordinal indicators. Prior to
estimating the factorial and structural models, data completeness, response category vari‑
ability, and the presence of atypical response patterns were examined. No transformations
were applied to the variables.

3.6. Analytical Strategy

The analytical strategy was developed in four complementary stages.
In the first stage, the internal consistency of the dimensions was assessed using com‑

plementary reliability coefficients, including Cronbach’s alpha, Guttman‑6, the mean inter‑
item correlation, and, when appropriate, additional indices derived from factorial models.
This stage made it possible to verify the initial internal homogeneity of the dimensions
included in the study.

In the second stage, the measurement structure was examined through confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). At this level, convergent validity was assessed based on standard‑
ized factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE).
Likewise, discriminant validity was examined using the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the
HTMT index. Entrepreneurship education was treated as a hierarchical second‑order con‑
struct, whereas entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation were assessed
through their respective first‑order dimensions. Model fit quality was evaluated using a
combination of global indices, including χ2/d f , CFI, TLI, RMSEA with a 90% confidence
interval, and SRMR.

In the third stage, a structural equation model (SEM) was specified to test the rela‑
tionship among entrepreneurship education, entrepreneurial self‑efficacy, entrepreneurial
motivation, and entrepreneurial intention. A broader specification was first estimated in
order to test the direct path between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial in‑
tention. Subsequently, based on parsimony and the empirical behavior of the model, a par‑
simonious specification was retained in which the influence of entrepreneurship education
on entrepreneurial intention is transmitted indirectly through entrepreneurial self‑efficacy
and entrepreneurial motivation.

In the fourth stage, direct and indirect effects, standardized paths, and the explained
variance (R2) of the endogenous constructs were interpreted. The comparison between
models was based on the joint behavior of fit indices, theoretical coherence, and the inter‑
pretability of the final solution.
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3.7. Criteria for Interpreting Model Fit

As guideline rather than absolute criteria, CFI and TLI values equal to or greater
than 0.90 (preferably above 0.95), RMSEA equal to or lower than 0.08 (preferably below
0.06), SRMR equal to or lower than 0.08, and standardized loadings around or above 0.50
were considered acceptable, while some cases above 0.40 were admitted when theoreti‑
cally justified. In all cases, model fit was interpreted jointly, avoiding decisions based on a
single index.

3.8. Considerations Regarding Common Method Bias

Because all variables were collected through a single self‑administered questionnaire,
the risk of common method bias was taken into account in the study design. As procedural
mitigation measures, participation was voluntary, responses were anonymous, and no per‑
sonally identifiable information was collected. In addition, the constructs were operational‑
ized through differentiated dimensions and subsequently assessed through measurement
models that made it possible to test their factorial structure. Nevertheless, because the
information comes from a single source and a single point in time, this risk cannot be com‑
pletely ruled out and should be considered when interpreting the findings.

3.9. Software

All analyses were conducted in R version 4.5.1 [44]. Data import and prepara‑
tion were performed using packages from the tidyverse version 2.0.0 ecosystem [45] and
readxl version 1.4.5 [45]. Reliability analyses relied on psych version 2.5.6 [46]; confir‑
matory factor analysis and structural equation modeling were estimated using lavaan ver‑
sion 0.6‑19 [47]; and semTools version 0.5‑7 [48], semPlot version 1.1.6 [49], and semptools
version 0.3.2 [50] were used to support psychometric utilities, model comparison, and di‑
agram visualization. Tables in LaTeX format were generated using kableExtra version
1.4.0 [51].

4. Results
4.1. Sample Profile and Preliminary Data Adequacy

The final analytical sample consisted of 431 university students. Of the total, 65.9%
were women and 34.1% were men. Likewise, 54.1% reported having received some type
of entrepreneurship‑related training, whereas 45.9% indicated that they had not. Most
participants came from the National Autonomous University of Honduras (89.8%), and the
average age was 25.24 years (SD = 6.10), ranging from 18 to 45 years.

Before estimating the measurement and structural models, the factorial adequacy of
the item blocks was assessed using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) index and Bartlett’s
test of sphericity. The results showed high KMO values for all constructs (KMOME = 0.911,
KMOIE = 0.902, KMOEE = 0.938, and KMOAE = 0.959), together with statistically
significant Bartlett’s tests in all cases (p < 0.001), thereby confirming the suitability of
factorial analysis.

As a preliminary analysis, the exploratory evidence supported a three‑factor struc‑
ture for entrepreneurial motivation, entrepreneurship education, and entrepreneurial self‑
efficacy. In the case of entrepreneurial intention, although parallel analysis suggested a
two‑factor structure, the unidimensional solution explained a very high proportion of vari‑
ance and subsequently showed high confirmatory loadings; therefore, the unidimensional
specification was retained for theoretical and empirical reasons.
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4.2. Evaluation of the Measurement Model

Table 2 presents the fit of the retained measurement models. Overall, the evaluation of
the measurement block yielded mixed results. On the one hand, SRMR remained within ac‑
ceptable ranges for the four retained constructs (between 0.023 and 0.056), and CFI and TLI
values were moderately satisfactory for entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial
motivation. On the other hand, RMSEA remained above conventional cutoff points,
especially for entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial intention. Accordingly,
the quality of the measurement model was assessed jointly, considering not only global
fit indices, but also the strength of standardized loadings and indicators of reliability and
convergent validity.

Table 2. Fit of the retained measurement models.

Model χ2 df χ2/d f p‑Value CFI TLI RMSEA RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR

AE (3F) 1246.962 132 9.447 <0.001 0.878 0.858 0.182 [0.174, 0.189] 0.023
EE (2nd) 894.020 132 6.773 <0.001 0.904 0.888 0.131 [0.122, 0.140] 0.044
IE 270.967 9 30.107 <0.001 0.901 0.834 0.332 [0.298, 0.368] 0.036
ME (3F) 599.888 74 8.107 <0.001 0.927 0.910 0.129 [0.116, 0.142] 0.056

Note: AE (3F): Three correlated factors; EE (2nd): Second‑order; IE: Unidimensional; ME (3F): Three
correlated factors.

Table 3 summarizes the reliability and convergent validity of the retained dimensions.
Alpha coefficients ranged from 0.884 to 0.972, composite reliability (CR) from 0.932 to 0.984,
and average variance extracted (AVE) from 0.749 to 0.910. Taken together, these results
indicate high internal consistency and adequate convergence across dimensions. In par‑
ticular, the three dimensions of entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and the three dimensions of
entrepreneurship education showed high and statistically significant standardized load‑
ings, while the second‑order structure of entrepreneurship education was supported by
high loadings of its first‑order factors on the general factor (CT = 0.990, DH = 0.777,
AI = 0.729).

Table 3.Reliability and convergent validity of the retained dimensions.

Construct Factor Fit Model N Items Items α r̄ G6 ASE CR AVE

AE AG AE (3F) 6 ae_1, ae_2, ae_3, ae_4, ae_5, ae_6 0.972 0.851 0.972 0.002 0.984 0.910

AE AL AE (3F) 6 ae_13, ae_14, ae_15, ae_16, ae_17,
ae_18 0.970 0.845 0.970 0.002 0.981 0.894

AE AR AE (3F) 6 ae_7, ae_8, ae_9, ae_10, ae_11,
ae_12 0.969 0.840 0.969 0.002 0.980 0.893

EE AI EE (3F) 6 ee_13, ee_14, ee_15, ee_16, ee_17,
ee_18 0.921 0.661 0.919 0.006 0.947 0.749

EE CT EE (3F) 6 ee_1, ee_2, ee_3, ee_4, ee_5, ee_6 0.946 0.746 0.944 0.004 0.962 0.810

EE DH EE (3F) 6 ee_7, ee_8, ee_9, ee_10, ee_11,
ee_12 0.962 0.810 0.961 0.003 0.973 0.857

IE IE IE 6 ie_1, ie_2, ie_3, ie_4, ie_5, ie_6 0.966 0.826 0.970 0.003 0.980 0.892
ME AP ME (3F) 5 me_1, me_2, me_3, me_4, me_5 0.954 0.806 0.949 0.004 0.968 0.860

ME CC ME (3F) 6 me_9, me_10, me_11, me_12,
me_13, me_14 0.932 0.696 0.930 0.005 0.948 0.752

ME NS ME (3F) 3 me_6, me_7, me_8 0.884 0.718 0.854 0.010 0.932 0.820
Note: α = standardized Cronbach’s alpha; r̄ = mean inter‑item correlation; G6 = Guttman λ6 reliability;
ASE = asymptotic standard error of α.

In summary, although the global fit indices at the construct level were more demand‑
ing than expected, the joint evidence from factor loadings, composite reliability, and aver‑
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age variance extracted supported the use of a multidimensional measurement model for
entrepreneurship education, entrepreneurial self‑efficacy, and entrepreneurial motivation.

4.3. Structural Model (SEM)

The structural specification was built on the basis of the validated measurement
model. At this level, entrepreneurship education (EE) was modeled as a second‑order la‑
tent construct reflected by its three first‑order dimensions: theoretical knowledge (CT), en‑
trepreneurial skills development (DH), and institutional support and educational environ‑
ment (AI). In turn, entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation were incor‑
porated into the model through their corresponding dimensions, whereas entrepreneurial
intention was specified as the outcome variable.

In order to assess the empirical and theoretical plausibility of different structural
configurations, two recommended models were estimated: a full model, which included
an additional path between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention,
and a parsimonious model, in which the influence of entrepreneurship education on en‑
trepreneurial intention was transmitted exclusively through the specified mediating mech‑
anisms. The comparison between both models was based on their global fit indices, theo‑
retical parsimony, and the interpretability of the final solution.

As shown in Table 4, both models exhibited satisfactory global fit; however, the par‑
simonious solution showed virtually identical and even slightly superior fit in some indi‑
cators (CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.969, RMSEA = 0.076, SRMR = 0.059). On the basis of
theoretical parsimony and greater interpretability, this latter model was retained as the
main specification.

Table 4.Global fit indices of the recommended structural models.

Model χ2 df χ2/d f p‑Value CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR

Recommended full 5137.335 1468 3.500 <0.001 0.970 0.968 0.076 [0.074, 0.079] 0.059
Recommended parsimonious 5125.310 1469 3.489 <0.001 0.970 0.969 0.076 [0.074, 0.078] 0.059

Figure 2 presents the retained parsimonious structural model at the latent‑variable
level. For readability purposes, the main figure omits the observed indicators and fo‑
cuses on the structural relationships among constructs and their dimensions. Figures with
greater measurement detail are presented in Appendix B.2.

−0.04 0.090.13* 0.21***0.21*** 0.46***

0.50***0.68*** 0.68*** 0.82***0.84*** 0.92***0.92***0.93*** 0.94***

CT DH AI
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Figure 2. Retained parsimonious structural model (latent variables only). Standardized coefficients
are shown. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Table 5 presents the standardized paths of the parsimonious model. The results show
that entrepreneurship education exerted a positive and statistically significant effect on
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all mediating dimensions. Within entrepreneurial self‑efficacy, the effects were particu‑
larly high for planning and business management (β = 0.924, p < 0.001), innovation and
problem solving (β = 0.944, p < 0.001), and entrepreneurial interaction and leadership
(β = 0.922, p < 0.001). Within entrepreneurial motivation, entrepreneurship education
also showed positive effects on personal attitude (β = 0.685, p < 0.001), subjective norms
(β = 0.501, p < 0.001), and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.822, p < 0.001).

With regard to the prediction of entrepreneurial intention, the evidence indicates a dif‑
ferentiated pattern across mediators. Personal attitude showed the strongest positive effect
on intention (β = 0.464, p < 0.001), followed by subjective norms (β = 0.210, p < 0.001),
self‑efficacy in planning and business management (β = 0.211, p < 0.001), and self‑efficacy
in entrepreneurial interaction and leadership (β = 0.127, p = 0.026). In contrast, self‑
efficacy in innovation and problem solving did not show a statistically significant effect
on intention (β = −0.037, p = 0.521), whereas perceived behavioral control showed a
positive but marginal effect (β = 0.091, p = 0.075).

Table 5. Standardized structural paths of the retained parsimonious model.

Outcome Predictor β SE z p‑Value 95% CI

AG EE 0.924 0.007 124.997 <0.001 [0.909, 0.938]
AR EE 0.944 0.006 151.768 <0.001 [0.932, 0.956]
AL EE 0.922 0.008 111.659 <0.001 [0.906, 0.938]
AP EE 0.685 0.028 24.666 <0.001 [0.630, 0.739]
NS EE 0.501 0.035 14.165 <0.001 [0.432, 0.570]
CC EE 0.822 0.016 50.051 <0.001 [0.790, 0.854]
IE AG 0.211 0.050 4.226 <0.001 [0.113, 0.309]
IE AR −0.037 0.057 −0.642 0.521 [−0.149, 0.076]
IE AL 0.127 0.057 2.224 0.026 [0.015, 0.239]
IE AP 0.464 0.036 12.915 <0.001 [0.393, 0.534]
IE NS 0.210 0.033 6.289 <0.001 [0.144, 0.275]
IE CC 0.091 0.051 1.778 0.075 [−0.009, 0.191]

Note: Standardized coefficients of the parsimonious structural equation model estimated using WLSMV.
AG = entrepreneurial self‑efficacy in planning and business management; AR = entrepreneurial self‑efficacy in
innovation and problem solving; AL = entrepreneurial self‑efficacy in entrepreneurial interaction and leadership;
AP = personal attitude; NS = subjective norms; CC = perceived behavioral control; IE = entrepreneurial intention.

This pattern suggests that entrepreneurship education does not operate as a uni‑
form stimulus on entrepreneurial intention, but rather through differentiated psycholog‑
ical mechanisms. In particular, the evidence indicates that the motivational pathway, es‑
pecially through personal attitude, and some specific dimensions of self‑efficacy play a
more decisive role than others in the formation of entrepreneurial intention. This finding
is consistent with recent research showing that entrepreneurship education in university
contexts in emerging economies tends to exert its influence on intention predominantly
through indirect pathways, via cognitive and motivational factors that are proximal to
action [5,7,16,17,32,43].

4.4. Indirect Effects and Explained Variance

Tables 6 and 7 summarize the indirect effects estimated for the parsimonious model.
The results show that the influence of entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurial
intention was positive and statistically significant through several indirect pathways.
Among these, the strongest mediating routes were via personal attitude (b = 0.646,
p < 0.001), subjective norms (b = 0.214, p < 0.001), self‑efficacy in planning and busi‑
ness management (b = 0.397, p < 0.001), and self‑efficacy in entrepreneurial interaction
and leadership (b = 0.239, p = 0.027). The mediation pathway through innovation and
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problem solving was not significant, whereas the pathway through perceived behavioral
control was marginal (p = 0.080).

When the indirect effects were aggregated, the total pathway mediated by
entrepreneurial self‑efficacy was positive and significant (b = 0.565, p < 0.001), as was the
total pathway mediated by entrepreneurial motivation (b = 1.013, p < 0.001). The total in‑
direct effect of entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurial intention was also positive
and statistically significant (b = 1.578, p < 0.001). Taken together, these results support the
idea that the relationship between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial inten‑
tion is better understood as a process of multiple mediation than as a simple direct effect.

Table 6. Indirect effects of the retained parsimonious structural model.

Effect Est. SE p‑Value 95% CI

EE → AG → IE 0.397 0.098 <0.001 [0.205, 0.589]
EE → AR → IE −0.071 0.111 0.524 [−0.289, 0.147]
EE → AL → IE 0.239 0.108 0.027 [0.027, 0.451]
EE → AP → IE 0.646 0.083 <0.001 [0.485, 0.808]
EE → NS → IE 0.214 0.044 <0.001 [0.128, 0.301]
EE → CC → IE 0.152 0.087 0.080 [−0.018, 0.323]

Total indirect effect via AE 0.565 0.133 <0.001 [0.305, 0.826]
Total indirect effect via ME 1.013 0.155 <0.001 [0.709, 1.316]

Total indirect effect 1.578 0.116 <0.001 [1.351, 1.806]
Note: The table reports indirect effects estimated through defined parameters of the retained parsimo‑
nious model. The values correspond to the metric of the estimated SEM and should not be interpreted as
standardized coefficients.

Table 7. Explained variance of the endogenous constructs in the retained parsimonious model.

Construct R2

AG 0.853
AR 0.891
AL 0.850
AP 0.469
NS 0.251
CC 0.675
IE 0.759

Note: The table reports the proportion of explained variance (R2) for the endogenous latent constructs of the
retained parsimonious structural model.

Finally, the variance explained by the parsimonious model was high across several
dimensions. Entrepreneurship education explained a substantial proportion of the vari‑
ability in entrepreneurial self‑efficacy (R2

AG = 0.853, R2
AR = 0.891, R2

AL = 0.850) and a
moderate to high proportion in entrepreneurial motivation (R2

AP = 0.469, R2
NS = 0.251,

R2
CC = 0.675). Of particular relevance, the model explained 75.9% of the variance in en‑

trepreneurial intention (R2
IE = 0.759). This result suggests that, in the context under study,

entrepreneurship education may contribute substantially to the development of sustain‑
able entrepreneurial capabilities and dispositions among university students, not so much
through a direct linear effect, but rather through the strengthening of capability beliefs and
motivational appraisals that favor the intention to undertake entrepreneurial action.

5. Discussion
The results of this study indicate that entrepreneurship education does not operate as

a linear and immediate stimulus on entrepreneurial intention, but rather as an indirect pro‑
cess mediated by proximal psychological mechanisms. In the retained parsimonious spec‑
ification, entrepreneurship education showed a positive influence on the dimensions of
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entrepreneurial self‑efficacy and on the motivational components derived from the Theory
of Planned Behavior, whereas the formation of entrepreneurial intention depended mainly
on the beliefs and evaluations that are closest to action. In interpretive terms, this suggests
that educational experience does not automatically translate into the intention to under‑
take entrepreneurial action; rather, it must first be transformed into confidence to act and
into a more favorable, socially supported, and feasible evaluation of entrepreneurship as
a career option.

This finding is theoretically relevant because it supports a process‑based reading of
the link between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention. Instead of as‑
suming that educational exposure directly generates an entrepreneurial disposition, the re‑
sults suggest that education acts through intermediate mechanisms that reshape how stu‑
dents perceive their capabilities and evaluate entrepreneurship. This interpretation is con‑
sistent with the complementarity between the Theory of Planned Behavior and Social Cogni‑
tive Theory. From the former, intention depends on personal attitude, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioral control; from the latter, self‑efficacy constitutes a central belief
in one’s ability to act. Taken together, both perspectives make it possible to understand
that entrepreneurship education is more effective when it not only transmits knowledge,
but also simultaneously strengthens perceived competence and the motivational appraisal
of entrepreneurship as a viable career path [20,22,23].

The evidence obtained also allows for a more specific interpretation of the mediating
mechanisms. Within the motivational block, personal attitude emerged as the strongest
predictor of entrepreneurial intention, while subjective norms also showed a relevant posi‑
tive effect. By contrast, perceived behavioral control showed a weaker and marginal effect.
This pattern is consistent with recent studies showing that attitude toward entrepreneur‑
ship may constitute a central mediating pathway between entrepreneurship education and
intention, even when other TPB dimensions display more heterogeneous behavior [16,38].
Likewise, the fact that subjective norms were not the dominant pathway is compatible with
prior evidence reporting a changing or less stable role of this component across different
university contexts [16].

In the case of entrepreneurial self‑efficacy, the results likewise show a differentiated
structure. Self‑efficacy associated with planning and business management, as well as that
related to entrepreneurial interaction and leadership, contributed positively to intention.
In contrast, the dimension linked to innovation and problem solving did not show a signif‑
icant direct effect on final intention. This difference suggests that not all capability beliefs
carry the same weight when students evaluate the possibility of becoming entrepreneurs.
In line with the comparative literature on entrepreneurship education and self‑efficacy,
education appears to strengthen more clearly the capabilities that students perceive as di‑
rectly transferable to the creation and sustainability of a business, especially those related
to opportunity identification, planning, and resource mobilization [5,9,32]. Substantively,
this reinforces the idea that entrepreneurship education produces stronger results when it
converts perceived skills into concrete operational capabilities.

These findings engage productively with previous studies, but they also reveal some
differences. They are consistent with research showing that entrepreneurship education
does not always exert a robust direct effect on intention, but rather tends to operate through
intermediate cognitive and motivational factors. Ref. [5] shows that entrepreneurship ed‑
ucation can influence intention indirectly through specific self‑efficacy dimensions and
that these effects vary across countries. Similarly, ref. [16] reports that educational sup‑
port for entrepreneurship strengthens TPB components that subsequently mediate the
relationship with intention. Along the same lines, ref. [38] finds that attitude mediates
the relationship between educational variables and intention, while university support
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strengthens that association. To this can be added the evidence of [18], who show in a
comparative study between China and Mexico that entrepreneurship‑oriented university
education, self‑confidence, and perceptions of self‑employment influence entrepreneurial
intention and that external structural support significantly moderates this relationship.
Taken together, these antecedents reinforce the interpretation of entrepreneurship educa‑
tion as an indirect enabler whose effect also depends on the support conditions available
to the student.

However, differences with other studies are also evident. Some studies have found
that entrepreneurship education may maintain direct effects while simultaneously oper‑
ating through motivation, entrepreneurial passion, or the business environment [7,42,43].
By contrast, in the present study, the most interpretable specification was the parsimonious
one. This suggests that, in the Honduran context, the training received appears to need to
be processed first through capability beliefs and motivational evaluations before being re‑
flected in entrepreneurial intention. This difference is important because it indicates that
the relative weight of mediation versus direct effects may depend on the institutional envi‑
ronment, the type of training received, and the degree of complementary support available
to students.

The Honduran context helps explain this pattern. The new contextual evidence incor‑
porated into this study shows that university entrepreneurship in Honduras is not start‑
ing from zero, but neither can it be described as a fully articulated ecosystem. On the
one hand, there are concrete institutional antecedents within the National Autonomous
University of Honduras. The Entrepreneurship Center (CEM), created in 2001, has devel‑
oped a five‑level methodology integrated into certain degree programs, extracurricular
programs, creativity circles, and university–society–industry linkages aimed at fostering
entrepreneurship and innovation. On the other hand, recent studies on UNAH‑Campus
Comayagua show that university incubators require a more cohesive institutional policy
and a more integrated network among academic, financial, and territorial actors in order
to operate effectively [52,53]. In this sense, the findings of the present study are consistent
with the idea that entrepreneurship education alone is not sufficient: its impact depends
on its insertion into broader support structures.

This interpretation is also consistent with trends observed in Latin America. Ref. [54]
shows that, among Latin American university students, decisions regarding
self‑employment and entrepreneurship are influenced by both psychological factors and
contextual conditions, suggesting that entrepreneurial intention cannot be interpreted in‑
dependently of regional constraints and opportunities. Likewise, ref. [55], in a compari‑
son between Chile and Ecuador, finds that the intention to create new technology‑based
businesses depends on an interplay of personal attributes and elements of the university
context, reinforcing the idea that the educational environment does not operate in isolation.
Complementarily, ref. [56] points out that Latin American universities have increasingly in‑
corporated creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship into graduate profiles, albeit with
different levels of depth and institutional articulation. Taken together, this regional evi‑
dence supports the interpretation that, in Honduras, entrepreneurship education should
be understood not only as the transmission of content, but also as part of a broader univer‑
sity strategy for activating capabilities, motivations, and contextual support.

This interpretation is also consistent with the labor‑market context of Latin Amer‑
ica and Honduras. Regional evidence shows that informality affects young people more
strongly and that, although education significantly reduces the probability of entering in‑
formal employment, it does not by itself eliminate structural labor‑market barriers [57].
Likewise, regional evidence on entrepreneurship promotion policies suggests that, in de‑
veloping economies, the most effective interventions combine “soft” components (training,
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advising, and mentoring) with “hard” components (access to financing and technical sup‑
port) and that one‑size‑fits‑all policies tend to be less effective than those designed for
specific groups and contexts [58]. In light of these antecedents, the results of the present
study may be interpreted as evidence that strengthening entrepreneurial intention in Hon‑
duras requires more than courses: it requires an institutional arrangement that articulates
training, support, structural backing, and real implementation opportunities.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

From a theoretical standpoint, the study provides evidence in favor of a more refined
interpretation of the link between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial inten‑
tion. Rather than merely confirming that education “works,” the results indicate that its
influence is mediated by specific capability beliefs and motivational appraisals. This con‑
tributes to qualifying the literature that has treated the EE–EI relationship as a direct or
overly aggregated link, and it aligns with studies that have emphasized the importance
of modeling intermediate mechanisms, especially self‑efficacy and attitude, to understand
how intention is formed among university students [5,23,38,43].

Likewise, the evidence supports the usefulness of integrating the Theory of Planned
Behavior and Social Cognitive Theory within a single analytical framework. This integra‑
tion makes it possible to distinguish between motivational appraisals that are proximal to
action and capability beliefs that are more performance‑oriented, showing that both path‑
ways contribute nonredundant information to the explanation of entrepreneurial intention.
In this sense, the study not only provides evidence from an underexplored context, but also
helps clarify how entrepreneurship education influences intention through differentiated
mechanisms rather than through a single uniform pathway.

5.2. Practical Implications

From a practical perspective, the findings suggest at least four lines of action for
Honduran higher education institutions. First, entrepreneurship courses should be re‑
designed under principles of active, action‑oriented learning. This implies incorporating
real problem solving, business model design, idea validation, simulations, community‑
linked projects, and interdisciplinary work. Recent literature has shown that entrepreneur‑
ship training has a stronger impact when it integrates active learning, exposure to real en‑
vironments, and reflective practice experiences [1,30,31]. In addition, regional evidence
suggests that this pedagogical shift is consistent with a broader trend among Latin Amer‑
ican universities to incorporate creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship as strategic
training components [56].

Second, the results underscore the importance of mentoring and support. If part of
the effect of entrepreneurship education operates through self‑efficacy, then students need
more than conceptual content: they require feedback, role models, interaction with en‑
trepreneurs, observation of successful trajectories, and opportunities to rehearse compe‑
tencies in protected environments. The experience of the CEM at UNAH itself suggests
that gradual support and connection with practice can be institutionally structured, al‑
though still unevenly across degree programs and university spaces [53]. In this regard,
expanding mentoring beyond isolated initiatives could strengthen entrepreneurial capabil‑
ity perceptions more broadly. The evidence from [18] converges on this point by showing
that external structural support strengthens the relationship between self‑confidence and
entrepreneurial intention.

Third, the findings suggest the need to strengthen the university entrepreneurship
support ecosystem. If education influences intention through motivation and perceptions
of capability, then isolated courses may be insufficient if they are not connected to incuba‑
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tors, advisory services, networks, institutional support, and mechanisms linking students
with the productive environment. The literature on university accelerators has warned
that the integration between training and institutional support may be either substan‑
tive or merely symbolic [2]. In the Honduran case, this warning is especially relevant:
the existence of centers, hubs, or programs does not in itself guarantee effective articu‑
lation if these are not sustainably integrated with teaching, mentoring, incubation, and
external engagement.

Fourth, the results suggest the need to integrate more explicitly competencies related
to planning, leadership, opportunity validation, and uncertainty management, given that
these dimensions appear to be more closely linked to the formation of intention than more
abstract capabilities. In sum, the results suggest that making active learning prevail over
purely theoretical instruction is not just a general pedagogical recommendation, but an
empirically grounded consequence of the model identified in this study.

5.3. Implications for Sustainability (SDGs)

The findings are linked to the sustainability agenda by showing how university en‑
trepreneurship education can enhance competencies aligned with the Sustainable Devel‑
opment Goals (SDGs). In particular, they relate to SDG 4 (Quality Education) by strength‑
ening capabilities and efficacy beliefs; to SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) by
fostering the disposition to create productive initiatives; and to SDG 9 (Industry, Inno‑
vation and Infrastructure) by promoting skills and institutional support associated with
innovation and the development of projects with potential socioeconomic impact.

5.4. Limitations and Future Research

This study has limitations that should be taken into account when interpreting its
findings. First, the cross‑sectional design prevents strict causal inferences among the vari‑
ables analyzed. Although the estimated model provides consistent evidence of an indirect
mediation structure, the temporal ordering of effects cannot be directly observed. Conse‑
quently, future research could incorporate longitudinal designs that make it possible to
examine the evolution of entrepreneurial intention following sustained exposure to edu‑
cational experiences, mentoring, and institutional support.

Second, the sample was obtained through non‑probability convenience sampling and
is limited to the Honduran context. While this constitutes a strength in terms of evidence
from an underexplored setting, it also limits the generalizability of the results to other
national or institutional contexts. Comparative studies across Central American or Latin
American countries could help identify how the effects of entrepreneurship education vary
as a function of institutional, cultural, and economic differences.

Third, the information came from a single source and a single point in time, which
means that common method bias cannot be completely ruled out. Although the study
adopted procedural measures to mitigate this risk and used measurement models that
allowed the factorial differentiation of the constructs to be assessed, future research could
complement the evidence with multimethod designs, staged assessments, or additional
data sources.

Finally, future research could expand the model by incorporating complementary
moderators and mediators, such as gender, prior exposure to entrepreneurship, socioe‑
conomic status, entrepreneurial emotions, resilience, risk perception, or the sustainability
of entrepreneurial intention. It would also be valuable to explore in greater detail the role
of incubators, university hubs, structured mentoring, and institutional support programs
as conditions that enhance or constrain the translation of entrepreneurship education into
entrepreneurial intention and effective entrepreneurial behavior.
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6. Conclusions
This study provides evidence that entrepreneurship education influences the en‑

trepreneurial intention of university students in Honduras primarily through indirect
psychological mechanisms rather than through a direct and immediate effect. In the
retained parsimonious specification, entrepreneurship education strengthened both en‑
trepreneurial self‑efficacy and entrepreneurial motivation, which, in turn, were positively
associated with higher levels of entrepreneurial intention. In this sense, the results sup‑
port an interpretation according to which educational experiences do not automatically
translate into an entrepreneurial disposition; rather, they must first strengthen capability
beliefs and motivational appraisals that are more proximal to action.

The findings also show that these mediating processes do not operate uniformly.
Within the motivational block, personal attitude emerged as the strongest predictor of en‑
trepreneurial intention, followed by subjective norms, whereas perceived behavioral con‑
trol showed a weaker and marginal effect. In the case of entrepreneurial self‑efficacy, the di‑
mensions associated with planning and business management and with entrepreneurial in‑
teraction and leadership contributed positively to intention, whereas the dimension related
to innovation and problem solving did not show a significant direct effect. This pattern
suggests that entrepreneurship education appears to be more effective when it strength‑
ens the capabilities and evaluations that students perceive as being more closely linked to
the creation and sustainability of an entrepreneurial venture.

From a theoretical standpoint, the study supports the usefulness of integrating the
Theory of Planned Behavior and Social Cognitive Theory to explain how entrepreneurship edu‑
cation is translated into entrepreneurial intention. Rather than assuming a direct relation‑
ship between training and intention, the evidence supports a process‑based explanation
in which educational exposure first modifies perceived competence and the motivational
appraisal of entrepreneurship. In this regard, the study contributes evidence from a Hon‑
duran university context, extending the discussion on entrepreneurship education beyond
the settings most frequently examined in the international literature.

From a practical perspective, the results suggest that university entrepreneurship
training should not be limited to the transmission of conceptual content. Its potential ap‑
pears to increase when it is articulated with active methodologies, mentoring, institutional
support, and opportunities for students to develop planning, leadership, opportunity vali‑
dation, and uncertainty management skills in applied contexts. Consequently, strengthen‑
ing incubators, support programs, and linkages between universities and the productive
environment may help entrepreneurship education exert a more consistent effect on the
development of entrepreneurial dispositions among university students.

In summary, this study concludes that entrepreneurship education matters not so
much because it directly generates entrepreneurial intention, but because it contributes to
creating the cognitive and motivational conditions that make such intention more likely to
emerge. Although the results should be interpreted with caution due to the study’s cross‑
sectional design and contextual delimitation, they provide a consistent empirical basis for
understanding entrepreneurship education as an indirect and structured pathway through
which universities can strengthen the entrepreneurial disposition of their students.
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Appendix A. Pilot Study Results
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted using maximum likelihood es‑

timation, together with the estimation of internal consistency coefficients: Cronbach’s al‑
pha (α), total omega (ω), and hierarchical omega (ωh). Unidimensionality was assessed
through the fit of a one‑factor model, considering the RMSEA and TLI indices, as well
as the variance explained by the first factor (λ1). The coefficient ωh made it possible to
examine the proportion of variance that can be attributed to a common general factor.

The EFA results and reliability indices are summarized in Tables A1 and A2. In the
case of the Entrepreneurial Intention variable, alpha was high (α = 0.88) and the aver‑
age inter‑item correlation was also high (r̄ = 0.54), reflecting high internal consistency.
However, this variable was not included in subsequent factor analyses because of its de‑
pendent nature.

With respect to Entrepreneurial Motivation, although alpha was adequate (α = 0.78),
the factorial indicators suggested limited fit under a unidimensional model:
RMSEA = 0.138, TLI = 0.420, with 23.9% of explained variance. Therefore, its interpreta‑
tion through subdimensions (IS) is recommended.

In the case of Entrepreneurship Education, the factorial indices indicated poor fit (RM‑
SEA = 0.215, TLI = 0.296), despite showing good levels of internal consistency (α = 0.89,
ω = 0.89, ωh = 0.89). The explained variance was 32.8%, which also suggests a multidi‑
mensional structure. Consequently, this variable was evaluated through its subdimensions
(theoretical knowledge, skills development, and institutional support), all with α values be‑
tween 0.77 and 0.82.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18083985

https://github.com/Henry-Osorto/Entrepreneurship_Education
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18083985


Sustainability 2026, 18, 3985 19 of 23

Table A1. Preliminary internal consistency of the scales in the pilot study (n = 40).

Scale/Dimension α r̄ G6
(SMC) S/N ASE

Entrepreneurial Intention 0.877 0.542 0.948 7.106 0.038
Entrepreneurial Motivation 0.783 0.205 0.886 3.619 0.049
Personal Attitude 0.746 0.370 0.751 2.936 0.072
Subjective Norms 0.590 0.324 0.536 1.439 0.112
Perceived Behavioral Control 0.762 0.348 0.781 3.207 0.060
Entrepreneurship Education 0.891 0.312 0.972 8.166 0.028
Theoretical Knowledge 0.674 0.256 0.819 2.067 0.090
Skills Development 0.823 0.437 0.879 4.653 0.050
Institutional Support 0.783 0.376 0.887 3.610 0.060
Entrepreneurial Self‑Efficacy 0.930 0.423 0.983 13.197 0.018
Business Management 0.826 0.442 0.908 4.746 0.049
Problem Solving 0.820 0.432 0.885 4.565 0.052
Leadership 0.829 0.446 0.870 4.837 0.051

Note: The reported coefficients correspond to the pilot study (n = 40) and should be interpreted with caution
due to the small sample size. Their purpose was to guide the preliminary refinement of the instrument prior to
confirmatory estimation in the main sample.

The Entrepreneurial Self‑Efficacy variable showed good psychometric indicators:
43.2% explained variance, RMSEA = 0.219, TLI = 0.404, and high reliability coefficients
(α = 0.93, ω = 0.93, ωh = 0.93). Although the fit indices are not satisfactory, the high com‑
mon variance and hierarchical coefficients justify the use of both a composite score and an
analysis by subdimensions.

TableA2.Exploratory indicators of dimensionality and reliability by scale in the pilot study (n = 40).

Scale Items λ1
Variance
(%) RMSEA TLI α ω ωh

Entrepreneurial Motivation 14 3.38 23.9 0.138 0.420 0.78 0.79 0.78
Entrepreneurship Education 18 5.99 32.8 0.215 0.296 0.89 0.89 0.89
Entrepreneurial Self‑Efficacy 18 7.81 43.2 0.219 0.404 0.93 0.93 0.93

Note: RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; α = Cronbach’s alpha;
ω = McDonald’s total omega; ωh = hierarchical omega; λ1 = eigenvalue of the first factor. Given the exploratory
nature of the pilot study and the small sample size, these indicators were used as preliminary references for the
subsequent confirmatory specification rather than as definitive validation criteria.

Appendix B. Supplementary Figures of the Measurement and
Structural Models

This appendix brings together the supplementary figures used to document in greater
detail the measurement structure and the complete architecture of the estimated model.
Whereas the figure included in the main body of the article presents only the retained par‑
simonious structural model at the latent‑variable level, the figures in this appendix provide
additional information on the hierarchical structure of entrepreneurship education and on
the full configuration of the model with observed indicators.

Appendix B.1. Second‑Order Measurement Model for Entrepreneurship Education

Figure A1 presents the second‑order measurement model for entrepreneurship educa‑
tion (EE). In this specification, EE is defined as a second‑order latent construct reflected by
three first‑order dimensions: theoretical knowledge (CT), entrepreneurial skills develop‑
ment (DH), and institutional support and educational environment (AI). The figure shows
the estimated standardized loadings and their statistical significance. This representation

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18083985

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18083985


Sustainability 2026, 18, 3985 20 of 23

complements the evidence reported in the main text regarding the hierarchical structure
of entrepreneurship education.
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FigureA1.Measurement model of entrepreneurship education. Standardized coefficients are shown.
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Appendix B.2. Full Structural Model with Observed Indicators

Figure A2 presents the full version of the retained parsimonious structural model, in‑
cluding the observed indicators associated with each latent dimension. Unlike the main fig‑
ure in the manuscript, this representation simultaneously incorporates the measurement
structure and the structural component of the model, and is therefore provided exclusively
as supplementary visual support. The loadings, standardized coefficients, and significance
levels should be interpreted together with the tables in the main body of the article and in
Appendix A.
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Figure A2. Retained parsimonious structural model with observed indicators. Standardized coeffi‑
cients are shown. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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