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The call on Universities to produce entrepreneurial-minded graduate entrepreneurs called for the
development of the Entrepreneurial Curriculum Framework for Higher Education to enhance
Entrepreneurial Intentions (EIs) and evaluation of factors that inhibit intentions. We evaluated factors
inhibiting Els and investigated Curriculum Framework for Higher Education that enhances intentions.

A total of 385 and 165 Students and Faculty participated in the survey in 2018 and 2020 respectively.
Qualitative and Quantitative approaches were adopted in data collection. Demographic and 5-point Likert
scale type of questions were sufficiently asked and analyzed using SPSS, EXCEL, and Smart PLS-SEM
software. Research limitations included time constraints, low response rate, and lack of modern software
for analysis. Startup Capital and Risk Taking propensity ranked higher as inhibiting factors to Els.
Outcomes, Pedagogy, Assessment, and Audience of Curriculum Framework impacted Els but Planning
Competencies, Context, Content, and Objective of curriculum Framework did not. Longitudinal research
for actual job creation by Students and Faculty after graduation is recommended for future study.

Keywords: higher education, curriculum development framework, factors inhibiting Els, entrepreneurial
intentions, evaluation

INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurship Intentions (EIs) studies have engaged the attention
of Researchers, Educational Authorities, and Governments all over the world (Baluku et al., 2018; Odewale
et al., 2019). Entrepreneurship entails the creation and realization of values for entrepreneurs (Morris &
Jones, 1999) while Entrepreneurship Education provides inspiration and motivation to students to become
entrepreneurs, particularly at the University level (Swurupa and Goyal, 2020).

Entrepreneurship has become an important source of improvement in economies (Mitchell, 2005;
Morris et al. 1995; Swurupa & Goyal, 2020). Entrepreneurship is all about solving problems whereas
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Entrepreneurship Education creates an environment for students to learn by doing. Kisubi et al., (2021)
opined that the incorporation of entrepreneurship training into strategic plans and educational curricula can
stimulate Els among Students which Bahadur (2015) supported and concluded that entrepreneurial
knowledge and skills can be taught and learned. Patricia & Silangen (2016) affirmed that Entrepreneurship
Education aims to direct students to start their businesses. Ebewo et al., (2017) reported on the positive
effects of Entrepreneurship education while Michelle and Tendai, (2016) on the Negative effects without
reaching any consensus.

Governments have continued to support activities and promote entrepreneurship drives among
University Graduates to create their businesses. Wathanakom et al. (2020) and Bazkiaei et al., (2021)
affirmed that Governments encourage entrepreneurship because it is recognized as a source of job creation
and a key driver to promote economic growth. The quest to churn out entrepreneurial graduates to support
national economies compels Universities to offer compulsory or elective courses on Entrepreneurship and
Innovation at degree and master’s levels. Entrepreneurial Intentions influence the decisions of students and
faculty members to become entrepreneurs [Gopi, 2021].

It is against this background that this research sought to investigate how the development of a common
entrepreneurial Curriculum Framework in Higher Education enhances the Els of students and also evaluate
the factors that inhibit Els.

Entrepreneurial Intention has its root in Entrepreneurship and Intention (Barringer & Ireland, 2008,
p32) and Intention has been described as “Person Motivation” to make an effort to act upon a conscious
plan or decision (Conner and Amitage, 1998). The entrepreneurial inclination is what researchers had used
to express the behavior of individuals to become an entrepreneur (Bird, 1988). Thompson (2009) argued
that there was no clear definition and a reliable instrument to measure intentions. Krueger et al.,( 2000)
opined that the decision to become an entrepreneur is reasonably voluntary and a conscious process.

Curriculum development and delivery of an entrepreneurship course need a philosophical approach and
activities of participants to guide the teaching and learning as the pedagogical processes. Entrepreneurs
learn better than the traditional methods through experimental learning which is learning by doing (Chang
etal., 2014). This process of learning is a trained action that allows students to solve problems without clear
solutions (Pittaway & Cope 2007). Participants learn by reflecting on the actions taken to solve all
organizational problems together with others (Leitch and Harrison, 2009).

The underpinning roles and delivery of curriculum development are innovative pedagogies and cross-
disciplinary activities.

Bager (2011) suggested that the traditional lecturing approach where students listen, read, memorize
and reflect is not sufficient and should be married with other activities to ensure the personal involvement
of students to sense, feel, and be confronted with complexities, uncertainties, and emotional challenges.
The enterprising approach (Gibb, 1996; O’Gorman, 2004) benefits non-business students due to its multi-
disciplinarily and problem-solving nature. It ensures mixed activities whose guests would involve
Academics, Practitioners, Educators, Idea Providers, and Investors from inter-disciplinary backgrounds
(Ollila and Middleton, 2013)

A well-thought-through framework makes curriculum development for entrepreneurship clearer
(Fayolle and Gailly, 2008; Maritz and Brown, 2013). The Curriculum Framework should have seven
components including Context, Audience, Objectives, Pedagogy, Content, Assessment, and Outcomes
(Maritz and Brown; 2013). Entrepreneurial curricula are expected to embody various information such as
opportunities, business concepts, development plans, funding, business launchings, and case studies for
students (Kourilsky, 1995; OECD, 2010) and should be cross-disciplinary and cross-cultural in Nature.

Personal Creativity greatly impacts entrepreneurial ventures (Hamidi et al., 2008) as creativity
development has become a critical factor in Entrepreneurship Curriculum development.

In an entrepreneurial key competencies model, Competency is defined as the total of all experiences of
knowledge, skills and attitudes acquired to effectively perform a job (Kaur and Bains, 2013). It applies to
all facets of life as managerial, job planning, team building, decision making, risk-taking, and others
addressed by Arafeh (2016). Boyatzis (1982) further defined competency as the capacity of personal
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behaviors which satisfy job demands and contributes to expected outcome within the organizational
environment.

Dressen (2005) and Smith & Shanker (2015) developed and implemented the famous three-cluster
computer software model at Harvard University over 30 years to predict the quality of an entrepreneur’s
overall key characteristics and competencies.

The three-cluster model with 10 key Personnel and Entrepreneurial Competencies, representing 30
behaviors associated with successful entrepreneurs was adapted in our research design and validated during
the data collection for the curriculum development framework.

Barriers to Els termed inhibitions, impact Els negatively (Pruett et al., 2009; Malebana, 2015; Kebaili
et al., 2017) and crates differences in behaviors of entrepreneurs (Lien et al., 2002). Barriers are considered
context-specific (Katundu and Gabagambi, 2016) which may depend on the industry, region, and company
type (Martins et al., 2004). Scholars described the barriers as survival & entry (Raeesi et al., 2013);
perceived & actual (Finnerty and Krzystofik, 1985), and External & Internal and (Sitaridis & Kitsios,
2017). Luthje and Frank (2003), believe that social and environmental factors may support or hinder an
individual’s Els. Amankwa et al. (2018) identified four factors that inhibit Els of Public University students
in Ghana which were described as Legal, Economic, Socio-cultural, and Personal.

Lalit Sharma (2018) categorized the major barriers to Els of students into internal & external. The
internal barriers are linked to personality (Giacomin et al., 2011, Sandhu et al., 2011), Fear of Taking Risks
(Agyekum et al., 2020), education & competency (Shinnar et al., 2009), attitude (Smith & Beasley, 2011)
and gender (Akehurst et al., 2012).

The external barriers are linked to Finance (Boateng et al., 2014), Society &Family Commitments
(Martins et al 2004), institutional support (Sesen & Pruett, 2014), marketing challenges and poor
infrastructural networks, knowledge of the market, lack of customers and tough competition (Asiedu &
Nduro, 2015). The other linkages include legal & regulatory constraints (Lakovleva et al., 2014), the
Affairs of the State, Government bureaucracy, taxation & corruption (Stamboulis & Balas, 2014), and
socio-political, economic, and business environment (Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016).

All these barriers were evaluated to assess their impact on the entrepreneurial intentions of students and
faculty.

Hypotheses
Among the research, hypotheses tested included

Ho1: Entrepreneurial Curriculum Framework Impact Els

Ho2: Models of Teaching Entrepreneurial Curriculum Impact Els
Hos: Entrepreneurial Competencies Impact Els

Hos: Power Competencies Impact Els

Hos: Achievement Competencies Impact Els

Hos: Planning Competencies Impact Els

Hoz: Pedagogical Issues with Entrepreneurial Teaching Impact Els

Hos: Pedagogical Issues with Entrepreneurial Teaching Impact Entrepreneurial Curriculum
Framework

Hoo: Age, Sex, and Education Impact on Els
Hio: External financial support to the University impact the Els of students and faculty
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Haii: Relationship between University climate and Els through Knowledge and Skills Acquisition is
moderated by personal and external inhibition factors

Hi2: Relationship between University Climate and Els are moderated by lack of start-up capital

His: Relationship between University Climate and Els are moderated by Government Regulative
Structures & Institutional Support

METHODS

The paper looks into the factors that inhibit Els and the development of a common Curriculum
Framework for Higher Education that enhances intentions in the Ghanaian Context. Qualitative and
Quantitative surveys were carried out from 2018 to 2021 among students and faculty members at selected
Universities in Ghana.

The research domains included models of entrepreneurial teaching, pedagogical issues with
entrepreneurial teaching, entrepreneurial competencies, and entrepreneurial curriculum framework. Others
were Internal and External barriers to entrepreneurial intentions. The rest were parents’ background,
external capital to the University, and socio-economic background of students and faculty. Tested
guestionnaires designed by research scholars (Kristiansen, 2003; Bager 2011; Ollila and Middleton, 2013)
were adapted and used. Demographic and 5-points Likert scale type of questions were sufficiently asked
and analyzed.

Personal interview schedules and Online Questionnaires in Google forms were the main instruments
used to collect primary data from the eight participating Universities in Ghana. Lecturers, Student Class
Representatives, Faculty Officers, and Friends served as Research Assistants in the information gathering.
They compiled the contact email addresses and WhatsApp telephone numbers of students, faculty members,
and University staff.

The online google forms short Link for example (https://forms.gle/X2y4dRRm4F4LXTSu6) was sent
to respondents to answer the questionnaire. Online google form questionnaires used in 2020 were primarily
due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In the case of the face-to-face interviews, printed questionnaires were
physically distributed to participants to fill themselves or assisted by the Research Assistant. The filling of
a questionnaire on average, lasted for 10-13 minutes to complete anonymously.

Pilot surveys were conducted to fine-tune the entire questionnaire before the actual surveys.

Responses to the surveys were sought among University students, Faculty members, University
Management, Industrialists, and Educationists.

The selection of the eight Universities which participated in the survey was purposively done to ensure
the inclusion of Government Universities, Private University Colleges, and Technical Universities where
most students and faculty members received their professional training.

A combination of probability and non-probability sampling methods was used to select the interviewees
to fill the questionnaires. A mixture of simple random, stratified, cluster, purposive, accidental,
convenience, and Quota sampling techniques were employed to select the individual members of the
interviewees.

The sample sizes of 385 and 165 used in the two surveys with an average response rate of 74% were
calculated using the Cochran formula (Cochran. W.G 1977).

Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS), Excel, and Smart PLS-SEM3 was used to analyze the
data. We stopped the goggle forms link online to avoid receiving further responses from respondents. All
uncompleted and half-filled responses were mostly deleted from the returned questionnaires. The filled
returned questionnaires were coded and responses were entered into SPSS, Excel, and Smart PLS-SEM3
to design, compute and calculate, measurements such as Cronbach alpha values, p-values for a significant
test at two-tailed, Mean, Median, Frequencies, and Percentages.
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To ensure data quality, reliability, and validity, a test of Cronbach Alpha values was used. Composite
Reliability was determined to ensure internal consistency reliability of all the constructs of the reflective
Measurement models designed with the Smart PLS-SEM 3 and SPSS Software.

Cronbach Alpha assumes that all indicators in a model are equally reliable but Smart PLS-SEM 3
prioritizes the indicators according to their reliability. Cronbach Alpha again is sensitive to the number of
items in the scale and generally tends to underestimate the internal consistency reliability. This limitation
of Cronbach Alpha made us use the composite reliability in Smart PLS-SEM 3 which takes into account
the different outer loadings of the indicator variables. Generally, a composite reliability value of 0.60 to
0.90 was regarded satisfactory (Nun ally &Bernstein, 1994)

A composite reliability value below 0.60 indicates a lack of internal consistency reliability.

We carried out a reliability and validity test on all the questionnaires for the surveys.

A desired threshold or reliability for Cronbach Alpha is 0.70 or higher was normally required for a pilot
survey.

The average Cronbach Alpha value of 0.958 obtained on the constructs of the research domains
signified that the data was highly consistent, reliable, and can be validated.

RESULTS

The results section discussed the impact of Planning, Achievement, and Power Competencies on Els,
Models of Teaching, Entrepreneurial Competencies, Pedagogical Issues, and Curriculum frameworks that
impacted Els. Internal and External Factors that Impacted Els

The impact of Curriculum Framework for Entrepreneurial Teaching on Els, ranking of Inhibiting
Factors that Impacted Els, Internal and External Factors that Impacted Els as well as socioeconomic factors,
parent background, and Skills Acquisition that impacted Els were assessed.

Impact of Planning, Achievement, and Power Competencies on Eis
The following inferences could be deduced from the reflective Measurement Model of figure 1 which
describes the relationships among planning, power, and achievement competencies and their impact on the
Els of Students and Faculty Members. The Power Entrepreneurial Competencies (H3a) significantly impact
the Els of Students and Faculty Members (EI). A unit change in Power competencies can cause a direct
corresponding change of 0.43 units and an indirect change of 0.15 units in El. It also served as a mediating
factor to cause a total effect of 0.58 units on Els. The significance value of 0.000, bootstrapped at 0.05%
confidence indicated that Power Competencies significantly impact EIl, which calls for the acceptance of
the Null Hypothesis (Ho). Entrepreneurial Power Competency attributes include Persuasion, Networking,
Independence, and Self- Esteem, and Self-Confidence. Training Students and Faculty Members in these
attributes will make them Entrepreneurial
1) The Achievement Entrepreneurial Competencies (Hsb) had a direct and indirect impact on EI.
A unit change in the Achievement competencies causes a direct corresponding change of 0.30
units and an indirect change of 0.16 units on El as a mediating factor with a total effect of 0.476
units on Els. The significance value of 0.001, bootstrapped at 0.05% Confidence indicated that
Achievement Competencies significantly impacted Els. The Null hypothesis (Ho) is therefore
accepted and the Alternative hypothesis (H1) rejected.
2) Achievement Competencies significantly relate to the Power and Planning Competencies (Hsc)
and therefore impact significantly. A unit change in Achievement Competencies leads to a
corresponding change of 0.9 units in Planning Competencies and 0.8 units in Power
Competencies respectively. Their Null Hypotheses (Ho) are accepted and Hi rejected. The
Achievement Competency attributes include Opportunity Seeking Initiatives (Initiative Taker,
Innovative, Opportunity Seeker); Persistence (Decision Maker, Problem Solver, Leader);
Fulfilling Commitments (Hard worker, Proactive, Business Focus); Demand for Quality
Efficiency (Courageousness, Quality Consciousness, Efficiency — Oriented) and taking
Calculated Risks (Risk-Taking, Risk- Managing and Desirable)
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3) Planning Competencies on the surface, have a positive but weak relationship with EI (Hsg). A
unit change in Planning Competencies corresponds to a 0.2 unit change in EI. However, after
bootstrapping at a 0.05% Confidence Level and obtaining a p-value of 0.149, the Planning
Competencies which include creativity did not Impact El

In my view, the most compelling explanation for this research finding is that Planning Competencies
alone are not enough to impact Els as stipulated by Hamidi et al. (2018). It needs to complement the effects
of power and achievement competencies to impact EIs.

FIGURE 1
IMPACT OF PLANNING, ACHIEVEMENT, AND POWER COMPETENCIES ON
ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTIONS
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Models of Teaching, Entrepreneurial Competencies, Pedagogical Issues, Curriculum Framework
that Impacts Els

The following inferences are also deduced from figure 2 which captures the interrelationships among
pedagogical issues with entrepreneurial curriculum, a curriculum framework for entrepreneurial teaching,
models of teaching entrepreneurial curriculum, and entrepreneurial competencies and their impact on Els
of Students and Faculty members.

1) Entrepreneurial Competencies in general Impact the Els of Students and Faculty Members
significantly. A unit change in Entrepreneurial Competencies can cause a corresponding
change of 0.5 units in EI. The p-value of 0.000 implies that its impact on El is highly significant.
The Null Hypothesis (Ho) is thus accepted.

2) The models of Teaching Entrepreneurial Curriculum in Higher Education also impact EI.

A unit change in Models of Teaching Entrepreneurial Curriculum causes a corresponding change
of 0.2 units in El. The p-value of 0.001 after bootstrapping at a 0.05% Confidence Level implies
that its impact on El is significant. The Null Hypothesis (Ho) is also accepted.

The models of Teaching used for the analysis were: Case Studies; Lectures; Role Plays; Videos;
Presentations and Handouts. Others were Group Discussions; Action Learning; Startup
Development and Invitation of Entrepreneurs, Mentors, and visiting Professors to Classrooms
to teach.
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3) Pedagogical Issues with Entrepreneurial Curriculum, directly and indirectly, impact EI. The
unit change correspondingly leads to 0.2 units of Change in EIl. The Null Hypothesis (Ho) is
consequently accepted with a p-value of 0.000 after bootstrapping at a 0.05% Confidence
Level. It has a total effect of 0.339 units on Els.

The Pedagogical issues considered were that Staff and Teachers must be developed to be
Entrepreneurial in their Approaches, Constant review of Curriculum, use of Top-down and
Bottom-up Approaches, producing Entrepreneurial graduates, review of content, and proper
coordination.

4) Curriculum Framework for Entrepreneurial Teaching impacted Els with a p-value of 0.000. A
unit change in the Curriculum Framework for Entrepreneurial Teaching will almost lead to a
corresponding change of 0.3 units.

5) The dominant predictor of Els is the Entrepreneurial Competencies, followed by the
Curriculum Development Framework, Pedagogical Issues, and Models of Teaching. The
Coefficient of Determination (R?) value of 0.866 indicates that 87% of all the variances in the
Dependent variable (EIs) can be explained by the Independent Variables.

FIGURE 2
IMPACT OF MODELS OF TEACHING, ENTREPRENEURIAL COMPETENCIES,
PEDAGOGICAL ISSUES AND CURRICULUM FRAMEWORK ON EIS
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Impact of Curriculum Framework for Entrepreneurial Teaching on Els

The following can be inferred from the Curriculum Framework in figure 3 showing the impact of the
factors (objectives, audience, context, content, pedagogy, outcomes, and assessment) of the curriculum
framework for entrepreneurial teaching on the Els of Students and Faculty.
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1) Although, out of the seven factors considered for the Curriculum Framework the findings of
the study supported four factors (Outcomes, Pedagogical Issues, Assessment, and Audience of
the Curriculum Framework) as impacting Els but three were not supported. A unit change in
Outcomes, Pedagogy, Assessment, and Audience will lead to a corresponding change of 0.26,
0.28, 0.17, and 0.16 units respectively on Els. The respective p-values of 0.031, 0.014, 0.024
and 0.026 being less than p < 0.05 implies positive relationships and significant impact to Els

2) The Content of the Curriculum Framework had a negative and weak relationship with Els. A
unit change of Content will reduce Els by 0.08 units. The p-value of 0.305, greater than p<0.05
after bootstrapping at a 0.05% Confidence Level implies that Content has a weak relationship
with Els but does not Impact Els

3) Context and Objective of curriculum Framework with p-values of 0.504 and 0.210 respectively
are greater than p<0.05, signifying no impact on Els. A unit change in Context and Objective
will cause a corresponding change to Els by 0.06 and 0.11 units respectively. The null
Hypotheses of Context and Objective are consequently rejected, and Alternative Hypotheses
accepted

FIGURE 3

IMPACT OF CURRICULUM FRAMEWORK ON ENTREPRENEURIAL TEACHING IN

HIGHER EDUCATION ON ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTIONS

E— CtentStUp CtentTeam CtxtComc CxtCult CoetSuffi
o8 . X N T Va
0.951 —
Objltself 4— — 0521 0.953 0.906 0.950 0.931
ObjMindset \
OBJECTIVES
AudGrads .
4—0.967
AudPrivate CONTEN COMNTEXT
0.114
AUDIEMCE
-0.083 0.058
0.160
AsEvaluate
-
. 0.922
AsGrading o3 —
py— -_— Df: k
s 40854 om— @ 3 Oola—w CTrAmeEw
sresrs 0.906 0775 —y
Pllm prove
AsTeamgrad ASSESSMENT
EMTREPREM.
QOuthAcadem 0.255 0.283 INTENTICNS
OutMovTec 0.952
¥—0.930
OutOppEva 4—0.926 — _
0,934~ 0957 — " b gacdCe
OutProcess 0.935 ~a
OTUCOMES PEDAGOGY PedaPitch
OutVenture

Authors Construct: 2020

Results of Rankings of Inhibiting Factors That Impacted Entrepreneurial Intentions

The research results revealed that the Lack of Startup Capital led to the rankings of factors that inhibit
Els followed by fear of taking Risks. The infrastructural, Environment and Socio-Cultural Structures of a
country ranked third. Government Regulative Structures ranked fourth. Lack of specific sector Mentors
and Adversity was ranked fifth and sixth respectively as shown in figure 4 depicting the rankings of
inhibition factors to Els.
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Internal and External Factors That Impacted Entrepreneurial Intentions
The research results on internal and external factors that impacted the Els of Students and Faculty as
depicted in figure 5 are inferred as follows:
1) External financial support for the University significantly impacted Els.
It had a sample mean of 0.245, a standard deviation of 0.039, T- Statistics of 6.307, and a
significant p-value of 0.000. The Null Hypothesis (Ho) was accepted and the Alternative
hypothesis (H1) rejected
2) Internal/Personal Inhibitions Impact Els.
The t-statistic was 7.803 with a p-value of 0.000. The Null Hypothesis was accepted and the
Alternative hypothesis (H1) rejected
3) External Inhibitions Impacted Els.
It had a t-statistic of 4.984, sample mean of 0.144, and standard deviation of 0.028 witha p-
value of 0.000. Legal and Regulatory Constraints, Government Bureaucracy, Taxation and
Corruption, Socio-political, Economic and Business Environment impacted Els

FIGURE 4
RANKING OF FACTORS THAT INHIBIT ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTIONS OF
STUDENTS AND FACULTY
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FIGURE 5

IMPACT OF UNIVERSITY CLIMATE, PARENT BACKGROUND, FINANCIAL SUPPORT,

PERSONAL AND EXTERNAL INHIBITIONS TO EIS
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4) Socioeconomic and Parent Backgrounds Did Not Impact Entrepreneurial Intentions.

5)

The socio-economic and parent backgrounds of students and faculty did not impact their
entrepreneurial Intentions. The t-statistics of socioeconomic and parent backgrounds were
0.615 and 0.584 respectively. Their p - values were also 0.539 and 0.584 respectively. Since
the p-values are greater than (p<0.05), the Null hypotheses are rejected and the Alternative
hypotheses accepted.

Knowledge and Skills Acquisition Impacted Entrepreneurial Intentions.

The impact of Knowledge and skills acquisition on students’ entrepreneurial intentions was
significant. The t- statistics was 6.146, the sample mean of 0.167, the standard deviation of
0.028, and a p-value of 0.000. The Null hypothesis is accepted and the Alternative hypothesis
is rejected.

DISCUSSIONS

Our research evaluated the factors that inhibit Els and investigated the development of a common
Curriculum Framework for Higher Education that enhances intentions in the Ghanaian Context.
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Our findings suggested the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Achievement Competencies significantly Impacted Entrepreneurial Intentions.

When we incorporate Achievement Attributes in Entrepreneurial Curriculum in Higher
Education, it will impact students and faculty members to become entrepreneurial, and create
their Jobs to support the Ghanaian local economy [Moses and Mosunmola, 2014]

Planning Competencies did not impact the Els of Students and Faculty Members as expected.
Planning Competencies involve attributes such as creativity, information seeking, systematic
planning, goal & performance-oriented, and awareness of competitors which are in themselves
important to the job creation process but not a standalone. This implies that Planning
Competencies complement the efforts of the Power and Achievement Competencies to impact
Els

The findings of the research contribute to a growing body of evidence that power and
achievement competencies impacted Els and their incorporation into the Entrepreneurial
Curriculum for Higher Education will churn out entrepreneurial students and faculty who will
open their Jobs to support local economies as established by Moses &Mosunmola, [2014].
Content, Context, and Objective of Curriculum Framework failed the test of significance,
contrary to the study conducted by Maritz and Brown (2013) which adduced that Content,
Context, and Obijective impacted Els. The implication is that Curriculum Framework
embedding Entrepreneurial Intentions may have a well-developed Content, Context, and
Objective but could not impact Els. The three would have to be driven together with
Pedagogical Issues, Assessment, Audience, and Outcomes to impact Els. Human, institutional
and technological factors may explain why content, context, and objective failed to impact the
curriculum framework.

Altogether, the research findings suggested that Models of teaching, entrepreneurial
competencies, pedagogical issues, and curriculum framework are critical predictors of Els and
should be closely monitored in higher educational institutions. Interestingly, these findings
support what scholars including Ollila &Middleton [2013]; Kourilsky [1995]; Gibb [1996];
O’Gorman [2004], and Bager [2011] have postulated. Despite these identified as predictors of
Els, It is suggested that the development of the Curriculum Framework for Entrepreneurial
Teaching in higher education needs thoughtful & thorough design and implementation to
impact the Els of students and faculty in our Universities

External and Internal Inhibition factors impacted the Els of students and faculty which must be
addressed by University leadership, Governments, and Policy Makers. Scholars, [Lakovleva et
al., 2014; Stamboulis & Balas, 2014; Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016] had affirmed that external
inhibitions impact Els. This includes Poor Infrastructural Networks and a Lack of Customers.
Asiedu &Nduro [2015] and Mahiuddin et al., [2015] also added Market Competition
Similarly, other Scholars had related internal inhibition factors of entrepreneurial intentions to
personality [Sandhu et al. 2011], education and competency [Shinnar et al 2009], attitude
[Smith and Beasley, 2011], and gender [Akehurst et al., 2012] which our research findings also
affirmed as impacting Els. Sitaridis and Kitsios (2017) affirmed that internal and external
inhibiting factors impact Els

The research finding suggested that socioeconomic and Parent Background did not Impact the
Entrepreneurial Intentions of students and faculty. These had been affirmed by Churchill et al.
[1987], Agyekum et al. (2020), and Krueger and Dickson [1993] that Entrepreneurs’ children
do not proportionally become Entrepreneurs. Boyd et Vozikis [1994]; Lee et Wong [2004];
Tubbs & Ekelberg [1991] also hold a contrary view that the Demographic/Socioeconomic
backgrounds of parents influence intentions

Knowledge and Skills Acquisition impacted Els. The survey participants admitted having very
high aptitude in recognizing entrepreneurial opportunity, skills in creativity, problem-solving,
leadership, communications, and development of new products and services. Other skills
included networking and making professional contacts. These abilities and skills set positively
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impacted the Els of Students and Faculty. Garzon [2010] asserted that the Knowledge and skills
of an individual is an important factor to start a business. Looper [1985, 1993] and Scherer et
al [1991] affirmed that experience and education impacted intentions and attitude

The research identified a lack of start-up capital as leading the rankings of factors that inhibit
Els, followed by fear of taking a risk. The other factors that inhibited Els were Infrastructural
Environment and Socio-Cultural Structures, Government Regulative Structures, Lack of
specific sector Mentors, and Adversity. All the findings replicate previous study outcomes
which beautifully adds to the body of knowledge. Brixiova and Kangoye [2019] affirmed the
lack of Start-up capital as critical for a firm’s creation, size, and performance whiles Memon
etal., [2015] underscored the need for specific mentors. Etemad [2020] asserted that Adversity
effects are more disabling to enterprises. Governments, Policy makers, and University
leadership should not pay lip service to these inhibition factors of Els if they support the job
creation agenda among University graduates with their hearts.

10) External Financial Support for universities significantly impacted Els in this study. Boateng et

al., [2014], and Sesen & Pruett, [2014] supported the assertion that Finance and Institutional
support impacted Els which was also affirmed by the study. On the contrary, Agyekum et al.,
[2020] found that External Financial Support with t-statistics of 0.659 and p-value of 0.510 did
not impact Entrepreneurial Intentions

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions can be drawn based on the research findings described in the previous

sections.
1)

2)

3)

4)

Planning Competencies alone are not enough to impact Els as stipulated by Hamidi et al.
(2018). It needs to complement the effects of Power and Achievement competencies to impact
Els. Power and Achievement competencies, Models of teaching, Entrepreneurial
competencies, Pedagogical Issues, and Curriculum Framework have been identified as Critical
Predictors of Els. These replicate previous study outcomes and beautifully add to the body of
knowledge. The development of the Curriculum Framework for Entrepreneurial Teaching in
Higher Education needs thoughtful & thorough design and implementation to impact Els
Content, Context, and Objective which did not impact Els contradict the work of Maritz and
Brown (2013). Further studies with modified sampling techniques, selection criteria, and the
increased sample size are needed to confirm or otherwise on why content, context, and
objective could not predict Els under Entrepreneurial Curriculum Framework.

Governments, Educational leaders, and University leaders who support the move for graduates
to get involved in entrepreneurial ventures to support the local economies should and cannot
ignore the critical need for Startup Capital, good Infrastructural Networks, non-
Counterproductive Regulations, External Financial Support to Institutions, proper Business
Environment and continuous Support, if Entrepreneurship Education and Entrepreneurial
Intentions of students and faculty are to be enhanced

Limitations of our research were time and resource constraints, and difficulty in getting
respondents due to COVID-19. Overreliance on qualitative data more than quantitative because
of a lack of modern software for analysis and the requisite knowledge.

A longitudinal study among Alumni of Universities to unearth actual venture creation by
graduates is recommended for future study. One important question that needs an answer is
whether graduates, churned out from the Universities yearly, really want to become
entrepreneurs or self-employed and not continue to run after employers as jobseekers. An
answer to this question will help enrich the entrepreneurial debate among students, faculty, and
entrepreneurial scholars
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