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An “Informed” Intent Model: Incorporating
Human Capital, Social Capital, and Gender
Variables into the Theoretical Model
of Entrepreneurial Intentions
Kevin Hindle, Kim Klyver, and Daniel F. Jennings

Abstract This chapter was motivated by a belief, based on a substantial body of
research, that prevailing theoretical models of entrepreneurial intensions are underspecified. Currently, such models as represented by the Shapero–Kreuger intentions
model (Krueger et al., 2000) are highly focused on cognition in its more limited sense
of the thinking process that occurs within an individual’s head rather than the broader,
contextually embedded process of social cognition as conceived by Bandura (1977,
1986) and subsequent scholars. In the chapter, we develop six proportions derived
from the literatures of human capital, social capital, and gender as they relate to
entrepreneurship. We argue, when it comes to start-up intentions, the entrepreneurial
mind is indeed broader than current theoretical models indicate. Accordingly, an
enhanced model of informed entrepreneurial intent was developed and discussed.

3.1 Introduction
3.1.1 Background and Overview
In this chapter, we present a model aimed at enhancing the basic entrepreneurial
intentions model developed by Krueger and associated researchers (Krueger et al.,
2000). We focus on how entrepreneurial intentions are informed by human and
social capital and how levels of informed intent differ between genders. The presentation of inquiry begins by presenting the entrepreneurial intentions model as
an established theoretical framework. The extant model argues that the concept of
self-efficacy is an important influence on people who contemplate and then evaluate
both the desirability and the feasibility of a new venture. If the evaluation results
in a compelling combination of desirability and feasibility, the person will form the
intention to start a new venture.
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All models of social attitudes and behavior involve substantial abstraction from the
multi-faceted complexity of the real world. We argue, however, that the current model
of entrepreneurial intentions is just too abstract because it fails to address aspects of
social cognition that evidence indicates simply must be accounted for. At its present
level of abstraction, the intentions model is a model of an aspect of what might be
called “the entrepreneurial mind.” It has given rise to insightful and useful research.
However, we will argue that this is in a sense too “narrow minded” a model: it could
be improved, making it in a sense a more “broad-minded” model if it were possible
to include the influence that knowledge, information, and advice undoubtedly play
when a person formulates his or her intent to start a new venture. We will further
argue that it is very important whether the person is a him or a her: gender is as
likely to matter in the formation of entrepreneurial intention as it has been shown
to matter in many other aspects of the entrepreneurial process. The argument and
associated model to be presented in this chapter will use the term “informed intent”
as an expression to capture the combined influence of knowledge, information, and
advice embedded in the human and social capital a person possesses at the time of
forming entrepreneurial intentions. Building on these foundations, a theoretical model
was developed including six propositions. Support for the propositions would not only
permit but also mandate a redesign of the basic entrepreneurial intentions model.
In summary, the chapter was motivated by a belief, based on a substantial body of
research, that prevailing theoretical models of entrepreneurial intensions are underspecified. Currently, such models as represented by the Shapero–Kreuger intentions
model (Krueger et al., 2000) are highly focused on cognition in its more limited
sense of the thinking process that occurs within an individual’s head rather than
the broader, contextually embedded process of social cognition as conceived by
Bandura (1977, 1986) and subsequent scholars.

3.2 Formal Statement of the Research Problem
3.2.1 Entrepreneurial Intentions as a “Mind” Game
in the Entrepreneurial Cognition Context
One of the early pioneers of entrepreneurial intentions as a field was Barbera Bird
(1988). Norris Krueger, in association with various colleagues, has presented the
most prominent and sustained body of work in field. (Krueger, 2003; Krueger, 1993;
Krueger and Dickson, 1994; Krueger, 2000; Krueger and Brazeal, 1994; Krueger
and Carsrud, 1993; Krueger and Dickson, 1993; Krueger et al., 2000; Shepherd
and Krueger, 2002.) His most direct antecedents were Shapero (1982) and Bird
(1988). Other empirical workers in the sub-field include the Norwegian scholar,
Lars Kolvereid (1996), and British researchers Jenkins and Johnson (1997). Forbes
(1999) developed a model that positions entrepreneurial intentions – and its “canonical” works (Hindle 2004) – as an integral sub-set of the entrepreneurial cognition
literature. Forbes’ diagrammatic synthesis is reproduced as Fig. 3.1.
In the Forbes model, a sense-making perspective permits articulation of the
salient features of the emerging field of entrepreneurial cognition. The importance
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Fig. 3.1 The entrepreneurial cognition continuum

of temporality is represented by a “timeline dichotomy”: pre-founding and postfounding. In the pre-founding stage, the emphasis is on organizational intentions
represented by two key concepts: perceived feasibility and perceived desirability.
In the very early days of entrepreneurial intentions research, Barbara Bird (1988)
defined the nature of the phenomenon.
Intentionality is a state of mind directing a person’s attention (and therefore experience and action) toward a specific object (goal) or a path in order to achieve something
(means) . . .Research . . . shows that a person’s intentions sustain value or effort despite
interruption. . . Entrepreneurial intentions are aimed at either creating a new venture or creating new values in existing ventures.

In Forbes’ synthesis of the post-founding stage, an organizational sense-making
framework proceeds from scanning (where the conceptual emphasis is upon aspects
of information sources), through interpretation (where the conceptual emphasis is
upon the uses of heuristics and biases, perceptions of opportunities, and threats
and decision-making practices) through to action. The action phase places conceptual emphasis upon metaphors, milestones, and temporal brackets. The final result
is performance. Development of the field of entrepreneurial cognition has grown
rapidly. Overview sources include the 2002 special issue of Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice edited by Ron Mitchell (see Mitchell et al., 2002); Norris Krueger’s
overview (2003) in Acs and Audretsch’s Handbook of Entrepreneurship Research
(2003); and Katz and Shepherd’s (2003) introduction to JAI Volume 6.
We might think of the emerging field of entrepreneurial cognition as a research
“game.” It is steeped in psychological antecedents. Axiomatically and logically, the
field is very much a “mind game”: so is its intentions sub-set: so they should be.
J.R. Anderson’s Cognitive Psychology and its Implication (Anderson, 1990) provides a thorough overview of the “mother” discipline, in language accessible to the
non-psychologist. However, we argue in this paper that the extant research and theoretical modeling of entrepreneurial intentions is, currently, too much of a mind
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game. The intentions field, perhaps, has been rather too concerned with the narrower, cerebral, and self-perceptual aspects of the ways in which entrepreneurs
think and too little concerned with the wider human and social contexts that
influence the thinking. If this imbalance exists, it needs redressing because the
very basis of entrepreneurial cognition – its parent field – is supposed to be
social cognition.
The entrepreneurial cognition field seeks to reassert the importance of the individual, sentient human person as an object worthy of treatment as an empirical
unit of analysis in entrepreneurship research. At the heart of this discipline is
the core psychological trinity of person, process, and choice (Shaver and Scott,
1991). This heartland recognizes that social cognition is the key to understanding entrepreneurial thinking and action at the individual level. The locus of
entrepreneurial thinking is not just between peoples’ ears; we are bound to consider
the complex interaction of mind and environment. The true parent of entrepreneurial
cognition as a field is not “cognition” – unadorned – but “social cognition” whose
seminal scholar is Albert Bandura. His long list of works find their apogee in his
Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura,
1986). Furthermore, if we return to the seminal definition of entrepreneurial intentions (Bird, 1988) cited above, she is very specific that intention is a mind game but
one that involves experience (which can only be derived in a social context) and is
directed toward action (which can only take place in a social context). Granovetter
(1985) as argued that too many theories are “under-socialized” and we argue that
entrepreneurial intentions models are a case in point.
So, intentionality is indeed “a state of mind,” but it is a socially contextualized
state of mind and, if existing models of entrepreneurial intentions underplay the
social context, it is time the models were improved to include more overt attention to a wider range of human and especially social factors that inform a person’s
intentions. We need models not just of intent but of informed intent.

3.2.2 Extant Theoretical Framework: Current Status
of the Entrepreneurial Intentions Model
The entrepreneurial intention approach emerged in the 1980s drawing heavily on
Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory. A great deal of previous entrepreneurship
literature focused on how psychological traits, demographic, and situational factors distinguished entrepreneurial individuals from non-entrepreneurial individuals.
However, the results were disappointing with respect to both explanatory power and
predictive validity (Krueger et al., 2000). As a reaction, different entrepreneurial
intention models developed. These models offered another way of predicting and
understanding entrepreneurship. As previously indicated, Bird (1988) argue that
“Entrepreneurs’ intentions guide their goal setting, communications, commitment,
organization, and other kinds of work” (Bird, 1988: 442). Krueger et al. (2000)
indicate that intentions are “. . . the single best predictor of any planned behavior,
including entrepreneurship” (Krueger et al., 2000: 412).
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Two entrepreneurial intention models have received predominate attention: the
theory of entrepreneurial event (Shapero, 1982) and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Representing the theory of entrepreneurial event, Shapero (1982)
argued that entrepreneurial intentions depend on individuals’ perception of the desirability, feasibility, and propensity of the entrepreneurial to act. Individuals’ behavior
is assumed to continue in same path until something (e.g., job insecurity, job loss,
receiving an inheritance, etc.) interrupts the inertia. This interruption makes individuals consider and evaluate other opportunities, including starting a business. The
model was developed in order to explain entrepreneurial behavior specifically.
The theory of planned behavior was, in contrast, developed to explain planned
behavior in general. Here it is argued that (entrepreneurial) intention depends on
individuals’ attitudes, subjective norms, and the perceived feasibility (Ajzen, 1991).
The planned behavior model has received empirical support (Kolvereid, 1996;
Krueger et al., 2000; Shook et al., 2003) and the entrepreneurial event model even
stronger support (e.g., Krueger, 1993; Krueger et al., 2000; Shook et al., 2003).
Krueger (1993), for instance, found in his study of 126 business students that desirability, feasibility, and propensity to act explained more than half of the variance in
the intentions toward entrepreneurship.
So, though models of entrepreneurial intention come in many variations and
range in detail and emphasis, the variants have more similarities than differences.
An important and influential entrepreneurial intentions model was and remains the
one developed and tested by Krueger et al. (2000). Labeled “The Shapero–Kreuger
Model,” it was presented on page 418 of their study and is reproduced here as
Fig. 3.2.
This is, as argued, very much a “mind game” or “between the ears” model of
entrepreneurial intent. There are no social capital variables. The only component
of the model that may be regarded in some senses as a human capital construct
is “self-efficacy” (some scholars regard it as such and some do not). Even if we
permit “self-efficacy” to be classified as a component of human capital, it is certainly the most cerebral, subjective, and abstract of all human capital components.

Fig. 3.2 The
Shapero–Krueger model of
entrepreneurial intent
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Education and experience are human capital variables – objective measures of them
can be directly obtained. Measures of self-efficacy have to be constructed indirectly.
The model developed in this chapter seeks to strengthen the prevailing model by
introducing the notion of informed intent. The supposition underlying the attempt
to strengthen the model is that the process of developing entrepreneurial intentions
is not just contained “between the ears” of an individual – an abstract mechanistic
thinking process – it is a process informed by the human capital and social capital that an individual possesses. In this conception, the word “informed” retains
two distinct but related meanings. First, “to inform” means “to direct.” The combination of human capital and social capital an individual possesses will move
a person in certain directions and away from others: toward entrepreneurship or
away from it. Second, “to inform” means “to supply with information.” A person’s
human and social capital is literally a source of the information used to form or
not to form entrepreneurial intentions and, eventually, to go on to entrepreneurial
commitment.
Brännback et al. (2007) have argued that if we are to understand how
entrepreneurial intentions evolve, we must embrace theories reflecting the inherent
dynamics of human decision making. “While the dominant model of entrepreneurial
intentions remains invaluable, capturing the dynamics is necessary to advance our
understanding of how intent becomes action.” To that end, that offered Bagozzi’s
Theory of Trying (TT) as a theory-driven model that assumes a dynamic pathway
to intent. Their study offers a significant updating of the intentions model because,
rather than focusing on intentions toward a static target behavior, Theory of Trying focuses on intentions toward a dynamic goal. The authors of the study reported
in this chapter have deliberately used the older and – some might say out dated –
intentions model for reasons of clarity of focus. Whether the emergent intentions
process is dynamic or static is not our focal issue. We are interested in what informs
the process – potentially human and social capital – rather than the nature of the
process – dynamic or static.
In summary, our argument is that even the broadest-brush model of entrepreneurial intent should be a model of informed intent.

3.3 Literature Review and Model Development
3.3.1 Overview
In a recent study on the role of human and social capital and technology in nascent
ventures, Schenkel et al. (2009) have provided succinct summation of the underutilized relevance of human and social capital in the modeling that scholars conduct
when studying the new venture creation phenomenon.
They argue that research on human and social capital derives from the ideas
that actors are both shaped by and contribute to the social construction of their
respective economic contexts, citing, inter alia: Aldrich and Zimmer (1986), Burt
(1992), Coleman (1988), Davidsson and Honig (2003), and Granovetter (1985).
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From a human capital perspective, individuals develop ‘corridors’ of knowledge (Ronstadt,
1988) from information exposure and practical experience that lead them to being alert to
new venture opportunities that they could not see previously (Kirzner, 1979), as well as
better prepared to engage in successful exploit efforts (Becker, 1993; Davidsson and Honig,
2003). Similarly, from a social capital perspective individuals presumably develop social
relationships throughout time that play a significant role in the enhancement of their alertness to entrepreneurial opportunity (Singh, 2000). Such relationships also allow individuals
to engage more effectively efforts to form new ventures because of the socially constructed
(Larson and Starr, 1993) and continuously evolving (Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986) nature of
these forms of economic organization over time. Schenkel et al. (2009: 1)

Schenkel et al. (2009) agree with Davidsson and Honig (2003) in placing a kind
of implied blame on intentions research. They argue that much of the reason that the
new venture creation research does not utilize knowledge about social and human
capital is because “much of the work focuses predominantly on intentions rather
than behavior.” This is tantamount to saying: “you can’t expect intentions-based literature to embrace knowledge about human and social capital.” The present authors
disagree. We think the intentions literature and its associated theoretical modeling
can and should embrace the human and social capital literatures. For good measure,
we think that gender is also an issue that can be incorporated within an intentionsbased focus.

3.3.2 Human Capital and Entrepreneurial Intentions
Information related to economic opportunity is distributed unevenly across economic marketplace participants (Kirzner 1979). This affects both the opportunities
for arbitrage in the existing economy and the opportunity to create new ventures.
It has been argued that individuals develop unique knowledge that produces a state
of readiness, or “absorptive capacity,” allowing some individuals to be more alert
to new venture opportunities and create and develop a larger variety of implementation possibilities than those without such knowledge corridors (Kirzner, 1979).
Schenkel et al. (2009) point out that implicit within human capital theory is the presumption that the cognitive ability of individuals is increased by the accumulation
of knowledge stocks such that it allows some individuals to perceive and act more
efficiently and effectively in the marketplace through new venturing activity than
others (Kirzner, 1979).
One stream of research – which might be called the “experience” stream – has
sought to generate a greater understanding of why and how life context and personal
background distinctions may systematically aid the new venture creation process.
Another stream stresses “knowledge” as a source of cognitive capability. Human
capital theory indicates that both experience and knowledge strengthen the cognitive capability of individuals to recognize opportunities by allowing the “connecting
the dots” more effectively among various market forces. For instance, Ucbasaran
and Westhead (2002) have shown that experienced entrepreneurs identify more
opportunities than novice entrepreneurs. Education is consistently associated with
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positive economic return when pursuing nascent entrepreneurial activity (Davidsson
and Honig, 2003).
It can be generally stated that extant research clearly supports the premise that
both knowledge (especially as measurable in the form of education) and experience
directly related to new venturing are important both as sources of human capital
and informers of judgments concerning the creation of new ventures. We therefore
postulate the following.
Proposition 1 – the education hypothesis: a person of higher education level
will be more likely to have the intention to start a new venture than a person
of lower educational level.
Proposition 2 – the experience hypothesis: a person with greater experience
in starting ventures will be more likely to have the intention to start a new
venture than a person with lower experience in starting ventures.

3.3.3 Social Capital and Entrepreneurial Intentions
The literature on entrepreneurial networks and the social capital that results from
the connections between people (as distinct from human capital which is contained within people) developed at the same time as the literature on entrepreneurial
intention. Both literatures emerged in the 1980s as a reaction to the deterministic approach taken in many psychological studies of entrepreneurs. However, they
developed in parallel and did not intersect. Whereas the literature on entrepreneurial
intention changed our understanding of what was occurring within the mind of individuals, the entrepreneurial network and social capital literature moved the focus
away from the mind of individuals to the social surroundings affecting individuals and their decision making. Owing heavy allegiance to the resource perspective developed by Wernerfelt (1984), entrepreneurial network and social capital literature argues that entrepreneurs obtain non-redundant resources (social capital)
from their network that makes them perform better. The social capital resources
entrepreneurs obtain from their networks have to be understood broadly and include,
among other things, information, advice, social support, and legitimacy.
Sociologists’ interest in how people’s social networks influence their status
attainment (Granovetter, 1973; Bourdieu, 1983) has resulted in three propositions:
• social networks affect the outcome of instrumental actions;
• the nature of resources obtained from social networks is affected by people’s
original position; and
• the nature of resources obtained from social networks is affected by the strength
of ties (Lin, 1999).
Entrepreneurship scholars (e.g., Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986; Greve 1995) have
also been interested in social networks and the social capital associated with them.
Entrepreneurship research shows that social networks affect opportunity recog-
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nition (Singh, 2000), entrepreneurial orientation (Ripolles and Blesa, 2005), and
the vocational decision to become an entrepreneur (e.g., Davidsson and Honig,
2003; Morales-Gualdron and Roig, 2005; De Clercq and Arenius, 2006) and
growth (Lee and Tsang, 2001). Relatively recently, and most importantly for this
study, Hmieleski and Corbett (2006) have argued that social networks influence
entrepreneurial intentions.
One of the essential results, which previous entrepreneurship research on social
networks and social capital has demonstrated, concerns embeddedness. People
embedded in networks containing entrepreneurs tend to be more entrepreneurially
oriented. People who have close family members in business (Matthews and Moser,
1995; Sanders and Nee, 1996; Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Menzies et al., 2006) or
personally know someone who has started a business (Davidsson and Honig, 2003;
Morales-Gualdron and Roig, 2005; Arenius and Kovalainen, 2006; De Clercq and
Arenius, 2006; Menzies et al., 2006) seem to have a better chance of becoming
entrepreneurs.
Researching in Sweden, Davidsson and Honig (2003) found that people who
have parents in business or have close friends or neighbors in business are more
likely to become nascent entrepreneurs. De Clercq and Arenius (2006) found positive correlations in both their Belgium and their Finish samples between personally knowing people who have started a business and starting a business oneself.
In an analysis of the 2001 GEM database, considering a sample drawn across 29
countries, Morales-Gualdron and Roig (2005) also concluded that personally knowing someone who has started a business has a positive impact on people’s decisions to become entrepreneurs. Analyzing a similar sample, but only for the Nordic
countries and only for women, Arenius and Kovalainen (2006) found the same
relationship. Thus, previous research strongly supports the proposition that personally knowing someone who has started a business is positively correlated with
the decision to become an entrepreneur. Accordingly, we formalize the following
proposition.
Proposition 3 – social capital hypothesis: a person with greater social capital
will be more likely to have the intention to start a new venture than a person
with lower social capital.
Alternative statement of proposition 3: a person embedded in an entrepreneurial
network containing other entrepreneurs will be more likely to have the intention to start a new venture than a person not embedded in a entrepreneurial
network containing other entrepreneurs.

3.3.4 Gender Differences
Discussion of the influence of gender on aspects of the new venture creation process
is closely entailed with the previously discussed “experience” stream of new venture creation research. Within this stream, three specific characteristics of interest
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have emerged (1) age, (2) sex (gender), and (3) ethnicity. In this study, we focus
on gender.
Despite the high participation by females in entrepreneurial activities around the
world (Minniti et al., 2006) and awareness of their role in economic development,
there is still too little research in this area (Baker et al., 1997; de Bruin et al., 2006).
Nevertheless, a stream of research is emerging. Extant gender research is generally
concerned with how female entrepreneurs’ practices differ from men (e.g., Birley,
1989; Fielden et al., 2003; Klyver and Terjesen, 2007) and the impact on various
measures of social and economic performance (e.g., Collins-Dodd et al., 2004; Kim
and Ling, 2001; Orser et al., 2006).
It has been suggested that female entrepreneurs are disadvantaged, in part
because of a lack of suitable and effective social networks (Fielden et al., 2003;
Timberlake, 2005). Research on the social networks of female entrepreneurs is
mostly constrained to snapshots at one particular venture stage, such as a new startup (Menzies et al., 2004) or an existing firm (Cromie and Birley, 1992; Farr-Wharton
and Brunetto, 2007), and does not consider the dynamic nature of networks through
the entrepreneurship process. Recent reviews call for studies of process differences
across individuals’ extent of network leverage (Hoang and Antoncic, 2003) and gender (Carter et al., 2001; Godwin et al., 2006). One thing is clear. Though clear patterns of results are not abundant from gender throughout the world, three points do
seem well supported. First, a much lower proportion of any country’s adult female
population participates in entrepreneurship than the proportion of adult males who
do so (Brush, 1992). Second, throughout the world women are relatively disadvantaged compared to men with respect to most forms of human capital. Third, in order
to succeed at any level of economic endeavor (say employment status in a large corporation) in “a man’s world,” a woman has to be proportionately better credentialed
than a male counterpart. By extension, for the purposes of this model it therefore
seems reasonable to argue that a woman may require more human and social capital,
in all its forms, than does a man to form the same level of entrepreneurial intentions.
Accordingly, we postulate the following propositions.
Proposition 4A: For the same level of entrepreneurial intention, females will
possess higher educational levels than males.
Proposition 4B: For the same level of entrepreneurial intention, females will
possess greater startup experience of than males.
Proposition 4B: For the same level of entrepreneurial intention, females will
possess greater social capital than males.

3.4 Discussion: An Enhanced Model of Entrepreneurial
Intentions
In plain language, the fundamental supposition underpinning this model was that
entrepreneurial intensions’ researchers could and should broaden our representation of the entrepreneurial mind with respect to our theoretical modeling of the way
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entrepreneurial intentions are formed. We argued from the literature that a person’s
entrepreneurial intent is influenced not just by self-efficacy but by other human capital factors and by social capital factors and by gender. All these factors inform the
intension to start or not to start a business and we need to model not just intent but
informed intent. Our informed intention model is illustrated in Fig. 3.3.

Gender

Specific
Desirabilities

Perceived
Desirability

Human
Capital
Propensity
to act

Intentions

Social
Capital
Perceived
Self-Efficacy

Perceived
Feasibility

Fig. 3.3 The Informed Intention Mode

Our developed propositions, permit – or mandate – the redrawing of the fundamental Shapero–Krueger entrepreneurial intentions model. In our propositions, we
argued that human capital and social capital influenced individuals’ likelihood to
develop entrepreneurial intentions. However, our argument did not cover the pathway through the Shapero–Kreuger model. This is still to be explored. In Fig. 3.3,
we have drawn the most straightforward expected effects, where both human capital
and social capital have an influence on, respectively, specific desirability, propensity
to act, and perceived self-efficacy. However, as stated, other pathways are possible
as well and this is a task for future research to estimate just as it has been the task of
previous research to estimate the pathways through the original Shapero–Krueger
entrepreneurial intentions model.
In our development of the propositions, we were relatively specific about the
content of both human and social capital. We operationalized human capital as education level and experience in starting a venture and social capital as being embedded in an entrepreneurial network containing other entrepreneurs. Regardless of
these more or less specific operationalizations, we intend by using the more general concepts of human and social capital to broaden the applicability of the model
by explicitly including influences from the knowledge that resides within the individual and the knowledge and influences that flow from the individual’s social environment. Thus, the influence of human capital is not limited to education level and
experience of starting a venture, and the influence of social capital is not limited
to being embedded in an entrepreneurial network containing other entrepreneurs.
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Other human capital and social capital variables are highly likely to be relevant
and have the potential to influence, respectively, specific desirability, propensity to
act, and perceived self-efficacy – or influence through other pathways the original
Shapero–Krueger entrepreneurial intentions model.

3.5 Conclusion and Implications
This chapter contains some generic messages important for future research and
implications for actual entrepreneurs, educators, and policy makers. Below we will
elaborate briefly on these.
Generically, while perhaps the “informed” model of entrepreneurial intensions
that we have drawn is not the “right” one in terms of absolute precision, we believe
that we are able to argue strongly that some kind of informed intent model is now
mandatory. On the evidence of the literature review, the notion of informed intent
is important. It will no longer be satisfactory to leave social and human capital
out of our modeling of entrepreneurial intentions formation and we believe that
anything we argue about the importance of experience to the process needs to draw
a clear distinction between men and women. The implications for future research
are obvious and urgent. The big questions are all about “how.” How do human and
social capital influence entrepreneurial intentions? Is it via the pathway suggested in
the prevailing intentions model or in some other way? Researchers need to formulate
designs capable of answering these kinds of questions and thus taking the informed
intent model beyond the tentative stage to a clearer picture of path dependency. The
authors of this chapter intend to explore this question empirically in future research.
Accepting that intentions are partially formed by human and social capital has
essential implications for both actual and, more importantly, potential entrepreneurs.
Previously, human capital and social capital were perceived as influential factors for
individuals discovering entrepreneurial opportunities and their ability to evaluate
and exploit these. However, our enhanced model or entrepreneurial intent suggests
that human capital and social capital have an even earlier influence and therefore
become even more important to actual entrepreneurs. Not only do they impact individuals’ ability to discover, evaluate, and exploit opportunities, but they also impact
their intentions to do so. Therefore, ambitions to become an entrepreneur have to be
followed by a continuous development and maintenance of both human and social
capital.
For educators, the model also has important implications. Educators have previously played an essential role in making those students – with entrepreneurial
intentions – capable of discovering, evaluating, and exploiting opportunities. The
informed intent model further suggests that they also have a vital role in forming these intentions. A long debate has taken place about how to stimulate
entrepreneurial intentions through education.
Although it may be regarded as beyond the scope of this chapter, one specific
lesson can be drawn from this model. Educators, apart from providing the general
knowledge about many aspects of entrepreneurship, need to stimulate students to
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develop and maintain their networks. Their social networks are important not only
in the process of discovering, evaluating, and exploiting the entrepreneurial opportunity (Shane and Venkatarammen, 2000) but also in the process of shaping the
intention to do so. So, educators with ambition to stimulate entrepreneurship need to
integrate the building of social capital into their teaching. This can be done by intensive interaction with business practitioners and the business environment during a
course. Integrating development of business networks into the course is consistent
with the fact that human and social capital can be difficult to separate and need to
be treated as two interdependent factors (Otteson and Klyver, 2008).
On a higher and more abstract level, the same implications regarding integrating development and maintenance of social networks into education apply to policy
makers. From the informed intent model, it seems likely that one crucial way of
stimulating not only the capacity but also the intention to become entrepreneurial
can be enhanced by an education system that interacts with industry. Thus, interaction between the industry and the education system should be an explicit, formulated
policy for every nation wanting to increase the level of entrepreneurial intent among
its population. Furthermore, other initiatives that stimulate individuals’ development
and maintenance of both social and business networks seem to be a way of increasing a population’s entrepreneurial intentions.
In a paper entitled, Watch Out, Isaac! Reciprocal causation in entrepreneurial
intent, Krueger et al. (2007) used a biblical analogy to classify the entrepreneurial
intentions model as a kind of “Isaac”: a greatly loved “son” of many research
“fathers and mothers.” They mooted the possibility that they might (for various
reasons, including the problem of reciprocal causality) have to do as Abraham was
instructed to do in the bible and kill the adored child. In the metaphor of the current
book, destroying the entrepreneurial intentions model (killing Isaac) would translate
to closing the entrepreneurial mind on the importance of entrepreneurial intentions.
The study reported in this chapter has shown that, when it comes to the study of
entrepreneurial intentions, we don’t have to close the entrepreneurial mind. We just
have to broaden it.
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