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Abstract 
The empirical literature shows that entrepreneurial orientation, such as risk-
taking, pro-activeness, and innovation, predict firm financial performance. 
However, research is limited on the mediating role of entrepreneurial self-effi-
cacy on firm-level entrepreneurial orientation and financial performance. This 
paper fills this void by applying the structural equation model to investigate 
the mediating role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on entrepreneurial orienta-
tion and performance of firms listed on the Ghana Club 100 (N = 199 CEOs). 
The finding of the study shows that risk-taking directly predicts the financial 
performance of companies on the Ghana Club 100 whilst entrepreneurial self-
efficacy is a significant mediator between all the constructs of entrepreneurial 
orientation and the financial performance of Ghana Club 100 companies.  
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1. Introduction 

Entrepreneurial literature is replete on the effect of entrepreneurial orientation 
(EO) on performance (Hmieleski & Baron, 2008; Hyvonen & Tuominen, 2006; 
Kusa, Duda, & Suder, 2021), however, a paucity of the entrepreneurial literature 
have not examined the mediating role of self-efficacy in the EO and performance 
relationship. As indicated by Mohd et al. (2015), and Tajeddini et al. (2020), per-
sonal acumens such as decision-making skills, being creative, and the ability to 
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solve problems, mediates between the relationship between EO and performance. 
The recurrent debates in the empirical literature like to the role of personal traits 
of the owners of businesses associated with business-level entrepreneurial orien-
tation (EO) (Baum & Locke, 2004; Wiklund, Patzelt, & Shepherd, 2009; Fatima & 
Bilal, 2020). A recommendation from these studies is that self-efficacy is pivotal 
to entrepreneurial success. Self-efficacy is an intrinsic universal trait, which infers, 
to the judgment, or the ability of an individual to achieve a certain level of perfor-
mance or desired outcomes (Kelly & Kumar, 2009; Hmieleski & Baron, 2008; 
Alves & Yang, 2022). In terms of the impact of self-efficiency on EO and perfor-
mance, fewer empirical studies have opined that self-efficacy successfully differ-
entiates entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (Lucas & Cooper, 2004; Mark-
man, Balkin, & Baron, 2002; Chen, Greene, & Crick, 1998; Bilal & Fatima, 2022). 
EO factors such as pro-activeness (PRO), innovation (INNO), and risk-taking 
(RSK) in combination with cognitive factors that switch on entrepreneurial alert-
ness influence performances in diverse ways. Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is 
a precursor of a company’s growth, competitive advantage, and superior perfor-
mance (Kraus, Kauranen, & Reschke, 2011; Chen, Lin, & Tsai, 2020). Researchers 
on self-efficacy as an entrepreneurial characteristic of entrepreneurs proffer that 
individuals with high in self-efficacy are more likely to start their own businesses 
and leads them to growth than people (Schjoedt & Shaver, 2012; Amofah, Salad-
rigues, & Akwaa-Sekyi, 2020). Individuals with high self-efficacy are more likely 
to persevere in the face of challenges and are likely to take initiative with higher 
aspirations for success (Franco, Haase, & Correia, 2018).  

Though a growing body of research on entrepreneurship in Ghana has at-
tempted to identify the underlying factors that inspire or embolden individuals to 
engage in entrepreneurial activity (Adu, Boakye, Suleman, & Boawei, 2020), em-
pirical studies on the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and 
performance are largely missing. In Ghana, fewer studies have not focused on and 
captured the Ghana Club 100 members who are integral to entrepreneurial oper-
ations in Ghana. The Ghana Club 100 was introduced in 1998 by the Ghana In-
vestment Promotion Centre (GIPC) and features a yearly collection of 100 excep-
tional companies in the Ghanaian business landscape. It is aimed at encouraging 
competition and improvement of company products and services in the country 
and the achievement of excellence. The Ghana Club 100 aims to celebrate and 
recognize companies making remarkable strides in their various business sectors. 
More importantly, the Ghana Club 100 awards and encourages entrepreneurs 
who are impacting the Ghanaian business landscapes and have a promising future 
of expanding to the global business environment.  

In the bid to extend the frontier of the empirical literature on the use of medi-
ators to test the strength of the EO and performance relationship, entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy is introduced. Therefore, the present study fills this gap by using com-
panies that have featured on the Ghana Club 100, at least thrice or more times for 
the period 2005 to 2015. The three overarching objectives of this study are: 
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 To examine the relation between entrepreneurial orientation and firm perfor-
mance;  

 To examine the relations between entrepreneurial self-efficacy and firm per-
formance;  

 To examine the extent to which entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the re-
lationships between entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance.  

The rest of the paper is organised as follows: Section two reviews literature on 
the entrepreneurial orientation, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and performance, 
followed by the methodology of the study (section three). The results of the study 
and the discussion are presented in section four and section five of the paper. The 
final section of the paper, section six is the conclusion and recommendation of 
the paper.  

2. Literature Review 

The review of literature will dilate on the three overarching issues which underpin 
the objectives of this study. 

2.1. Theoretical Literature Review 
2.1.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and Performance 
Entrepreneurial orientation is the intellectual characteristic of entrepreneurship 
that encompasses strategy strategy-making process in business (Sirén, Hakala, 
Wincent, & Grichnik, 2017). As a result of EO, firms are able to be pro-active 
towards dominant situations, more inclined towards risk-taking propensity, en-
thusiastic, and energetic to compete in the market and excel via innovativeness. 
These proponents of EO, that is, pro-activeness, risk-taking and innovativeness 
have been attributed to Miller (1983). Entrepreneurial orientation consists of per-
sonae that make an individual behave entrepreneur. As said by Miller (1983), an 
entrepreneurial firm is one that engages in product-market innovation, under-
takes somewhat risky ventures, and is the first to come up with “proactive” inno-
vations, beating competitors to the punch. A non-entrepreneurial firm is one that 
innovates very little, is highly risk averse, and imitates the moves of competitors 
instead of leading the way.  

Entrepreneurial orientation is to steer one’s behaviour, attitude, knowledge, 
and skills toward entrepreneurship. The difference between entrepreneurs and 
non-entrepreneurs is embodied in the entrepreneurial orientation phase (Majum-
der & Mahapatra, 2021). EO is echoed in the desires and discernments of entre-
preneurs as entrepreneurial disposition prompts and raises the pursuit of the need 
for accomplishment. EO comprises traits, behaviours and attitudes that are essen-
tial in the development of business strategies. Entrepreneurial orientation is ex-
pected to augment firm performance because firms with higher EO can recognize 
evolving prospects and gain first-mover advantages (Yang, Dess, & Robins, 2019). 
EO includes such processes as “experimenting with promising new technologies, 
being willing to seize new product–market opportunities and having a predispo-
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sition to undertake risky ventures” (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). With greater EO, it 
is expected that entrepreneurs will be more available to developing prospects and 
be equipped with strategies that help outperform others in vibrant environments. 
The bulbous traits that are found to construct entrepreneurial orientation are: 
pro-activeness, innovativeness, and risk-taking (Miller, 1983). 

Entrepreneurs need to be observant of their environs which comprise opportu-
nities, threats, and challenges. According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), a proactive 
firm is a leader rather than a follower, because it has the will and foresight to seize 
new opportunities, even if it is not always the first to do so. Proactive entrepre-
neurs are situationally alert and attuned to environmental changes. The issue of 
creativity does not require the individual to be engaged in different things but to 
do the same things differently. It is anticipated that entrepreneurship to bring dis-
ruptive innovation into progress. To be innovative, the individual is expected to 
be skillful, determined and novel in conceiving and executing an idea. To accom-
plish this, creativity is required in its approach and knowledge for execution. In-
novativeness reflects a firm’s tendency to engage in and support new ideas, nov-
elty, experimentation, and creative processes that may result in new products, ser-
vices, or technological processes (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).  

The idea of doing business without taking risks is considered a negated thought. 
Most of the business ideas don’t come into reality due to the very consideration 
of risk associated with such projects. Risk-taking behaviour is considered as in-
curring heavy debt or making large resource commitments, in the interest of ob-
taining high returns by seizing opportunities in the marketplace (Lumpkin & 
Dess, 1996). Large-scale business activities indulge in highly risky venturing. Risk-
taking is viewed as an organization’s willingness to pursue opportunities boldly, 
and aggressively by selecting high-risk projects, with chances of very high returns 
over low-risk projects with lower and more predictable rates of return. 

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) state that firms with entrepreneurial orientation are 
often typified by risk-taking behaviour, such as incurring heavy debt or making 
significant resource commitments, in the interest of obtaining high returns by 
seizing opportunities in the marketplace. Risk-taking describes the nature of easily 
venturing into the unknown, borrowing heavily, and/or committing remarkable 
resources to ventures in uncertain environments. Without a degree of risk-taking, 
firms delay or refrain from introducing innovations, undertaking exploitative ac-
tivities and reacting conservatively to changing market conditions. The results 
would be weaker performance as the firm would do little to seize customer and 
market opportunities. Risk-oriented firms, combine opportunity-seeking behav-
iour with constructive risk-taking to generate a bias for exploration and exploita-
tion (Thomas & Baird 1990; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Risk aversion renders firms 
passive to developing new market opportunities which is likely to deteriorate per-
formance in an age of rapid change (Miller & Friesen, 1982). Risk-taking can carry 
costs but where customer demands change incessantly, the thrust of research 
opinion, suggests that firms need to demonstrate a willingness to take risks and 
challenge the existing order of business, to secure performance and the decision 
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to venture into any risk-taking venture rests with leadership. According to Lump-
kin and Dess (1996), Miller (1983), and Zahra and Garvis (2000), risk-taking ori-
entation indicates a willingness to engage resources in strategies or projects where 
the outcome may be highly uncertain (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003; Zahra & Gar-
vis, 2000). If new ventures have a risk-taking orientation, they may seize market 
opportunities to obtain higher returns and make lucrative deals. Hence, risk-tak-
ing tendency may be positively related to success (Brantjes & Hoorn, 2002). 

A strong proactive propensity gives a firm the capability to predict variations 
in the markets and the needs of customers (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). A proactive 
firm can anticipate ahead, a new market segment or introduce new products or 
services ahead of competitors (Hunt & Arnett, 2006; Hunt & Morgan, 1995; 
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). With a forward-looking perspective, a proactive firm tends 
to become first movers, and it is rewarded by marketplace positions of competitive 
advantage such as unusual returns, distribution channels, and brand recognition 
(Hunt & Arnett, 2006; Lee et al., 2001; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund & Shep-
herd, 2003). It is therefore postulated that entrepreneurial orientation will have a 
significant effect on the performance of the firm. This study hypothesizes that EO 
has a significant positive influence on firm performance.  

Studies on entrepreneurial literature have generally reported a positive effect of 
EO on performance (Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin, & Frese, 2009; Wales, Gupta, & 
Mousa, 2013). These studies have generally been conducted either using modera-
tors or/ mediators to test the strength of the relationship between EO and perfor-
mance (Zhao et al., 2005; Clerq et al., 2009; Davis et al., 2010). 

2.1.2. Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy on Performance 
Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy (ESE) in recent times is receiving significant atten-
tion in entrepreneurial research (Khedhaouria, Gurău, & Torrès, 2014; Klyver & 
Thornton, 2010; Torres & Watson, 2013). ESE refers to an individual’s views con-
cerning their abilities to determine and exploit opportunities in the process of 
starting and growing a business (Klyver & Thornton, 2010). ESE is essential to the 
performance outcomes of business ventures since the personae of the operators of 
the business, directly influence the direction of the firm. The belief of the entre-
preneur, in his or her capability to produce favorable results has a direct correla-
tion with the performance of the business (Baum & Locke, 2004; Markman, Baron, 
& Balkin, 2005). Chen et al. (1998) established the essential role ESE plays in the 
ultimate success of a business venture. Drawing inference from work done by 
Chen et al. (1998), Khedhaouria et al. (2014) modified the model of their work 
and concluded that, ESE had a significant positive correlation with firm perfor-
mance. Other studies in entrepreneurial literature have established the positive 
effect of ESE on firm performance (Baum & Locke, 2004; Hmieleski & Baron, 
2008; Khedhaouria et al., 2014; Kickul et al., 2009; Torres & Watson, 2013). En-
trepreneurs that set puzzling growth prospects for their businesses and strive to 
achieve the set goals have been associated with high ESE (Forbes, 2005; Hmieleski 
& Baron, 2008). ESE is said to directly affect the activities that entrepreneurs en-
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gage in, and their level of persistence (Bandura, 1997). This is premised on the 
individual’s bulk of knowledge and capabilities of the entrepreneur. This implies 
that the more confidence entrepreneurs have in their ability to successfully com-
plete entrepreneurial tasks, the more likely they would be to lead their businesses 
to better perform. Entrepreneurs with high levels of ESE always set daunting per-
formance targets for their firms and resort to various strategies to accomplish the 
set goals (Hmieleski & Baron, 2008).  

2.1.3. Mediating Effect of Entrepreneurial Self Efficacy (ESE) 
While it has been proven in the entrepreneurial literature that EO has a significant 
influence on firm performance, EO might not provide a full understanding of the 
EO-performance construct. Majumder and Mahapatra (2021) view EO as an in-
tellectual characteristic involving how strategies can be adopted in the business 
process. Miller (1983) synthesized EO as the proactive, innovative and risk-taking 
attitude of the entrepreneur. ESE has the potential to provide the entrepreneur the 
ability to evaluate their competencies in undertaking an entrepreneurial task, 
which eventually leads to business to better perform. Several factors pertinent to 
the entrepreneur, including the psychology of the entrepreneur may have a bear-
ing on the EO-performance construct. According to Mohd et al. (2014) even though 
entrepreneurial literature is replete with the positive effect of EO on performance, 
what drives the relationship is not fully understood, due to the paucity of studies 
to explain this relationship. Works done by Boyd & Vozikis (1994) and Baum & 
Locke (2004) have thrown some searchlight to explain this relationship, and the 
use of other factors to further explain this relationship becomes more obvious. 
The use of moderators or mediator variables could impact the EO-performance 
relationship. Hence the need to test how ESE mediates the relationship between 
EO and performance. Various studies in entrepreneurship have used ESE as a me-
diating variable in their work. In all these studies, ESE was established as a signif-
icant mediatory variable in strengthening the entrepreneurial approach in the var-
ious models used. Mohd et al. (2014) used ESE to mediate the between personal 
values and EO. In their study, ESE mediated the relationship between personal 
values and EO. Boyd and Vosikis (1994) evaluated the role of ESE as a mediator 
variable. Zhao et al. (2010) also used ESE as mediator variable in their study. All 
of these studies attested to the important role of ESE in determining the mediatory 
strength of ESE in all the entrepreneurial models used. In the study of Zhao et al. 
(2005), ESE mediated the relationship between perceived learning from experi-
ence and courses and entrepreneurial intentions. Again, Shane et al. (2003) estab-
lished that ESE mediated the relation between personal characteristics and EO. 
This study hypothesizes that ESE will mediate the relationship between EO and 
firm performance. 

H3: ESE will mediate the relationship between EO and business performance. 

3. Material and Method 

The study falls within the quantitative research paradigm which made use of pri-
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mary data. To address the research problem, a survey of research design was 
adopted in the study. A questionnaire was used to collect data in a cross-sectional 
field survey. The target population of the study was members of the Ghana Club 
100. The study targeted CEO and managers of companies who are members of the 
Ghana Club 100.  

Sampling and Measurement 

The survey questionnaires were sent to two hundred and fifteen (215) companies 
listed on the Ghana Club 100 since its inception. A total of 199 entrepreneurs from 
these Ghana Club 100 answered the hard copy survey questions. The response rate 
was 90.5%, hence, the sample was deemed appropriate for the analysis that will be 
performed. The researcher used a sampling frame consisting of companies that 
have be part of Ghana Club 100 from 2005 to 2023. The researcher sorted and 
counted the list of companies that have featured on the Ghana Club 100, at least 
thrice or more times for the period 2013 to 2023. The three dimensions of entre-
preneurial orientation were derived from previous theoretical and empirical liter-
ature and research work. Pro-activeness, innovativeness, and risk-taking propen-
sity are widely used constructs in the literature, though two additional dimen-
sions, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy have been introduced in the lit-
erature (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). To assure the reliability and validity of con-
structs, we use the pro-activeness, innovativeness, and risk-taking propensity con-
struct since it has been well documented and the standard questionnaires abound 
(Covin & Slevin, 1989). 

To measure entrepreneurial orientation, a nine-item questionnaire was used: 
three questions for innovativeness, three questions for pro-activeness and three 
questions for risk-taking propensity. To measure the mediator (entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy) a six-item questionnaire was used (Figure 1). To measure financial 
business performance, a three-item questionnaire was used: one question ROE, 
one question for growth in revenue and one question for return on sales. In this 
study, SPSS 25.0 was used for empirical analysis. Each survey question uses the 
Likert scale as a tool of measurement and has choices ranging from 1 point stand-
ing for “strongly disagree” to 5 points standing for “very much”. The structural 
equation model analysis was performed using AMOS.  
 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101


S. G. Y. Amegashie 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101 1947 Open Journal of Business and Management 
 

4. Results and Discussion 
4.1. Reliability and Validity 

The test of the internal consistency among items used in the study was performed 
using Cronbach’s alpha test which indicates that higher reliability values pre-
ferred. The test conducted on the “Reliability of the items” as reported in Table 1 
shows that all the items of the variables had reliability values higher than the min-
imum satisfactory level of 0.4 (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011; Henseler, Ringle, & 
Sarstedt, 2015) and were closer to the ideal level of 0.7. Due to the argument 
against the use of Cronbach’s alpha to measure internal consistency, such as, it’s 
providing a conservative measurement (Hair et al., 2011), the “Composite Relia-
bility” was suggested (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011; Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 
2015). As indicated by Hair et al. (2011), composite reliability values between 0.60 
and 0.70 are considered, whereas values between 0.70 and 0.95 are considered sat-
isfactory for adequate exploratory research. From Table 1, both Cronbach’s alpha 
and composite reliability values are larger and, hence, have high levels of internal 
consistency and are reflective of the latent variables. 
 
Table 1. Factor loadings, Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliabilities and average variance 
extracted. 

Latent 
Variable 

Item 
Factor 

loadings 
Cronbach’s 

alpha 
Composite 
Reliability 

Average variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

PRO 

PRO_1 0.887 0.619 0.854 0.667 

PRO_2 0.799    

PRO_3 0.750    

INNO 

INNO_1 0.850 0.711 0.825 0.612 

INNO_2 0.767    

INNO_3 0.724    

RSK 

RSK_1 0.708 0.712 0.784 0.549 

RSK_2 0.814    

RSK_3 0.694    

ESE 

ESE_1 0.645 0.550 0.845 0.545 

ESE_2 0.686    

ESE_3 0.650    

ESE_4 0.740    

ESE_5 0.665    

ESE_6 0.985    

PFT 

PFT_1 0.674 0.758 0.775 0.536 

PFT_2 0.781    

PFT_3 0.737    
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To test for convergent validity, each latent variable’s average variance extracted 
(AVE) was evaluated. The AVE values were above the threshold of 0.5 as sug-
gested by Henseler et al. (2015). 

The established discriminant validity of the data for the study is presented in 
Table 2. Following the Fornell-Larcker Criterion which posits that all diagonal 
values (i.e. the square root of the AVE) were found to be higher than the correla-
tion that relates one factor to another. From Table 2, it can be concluded that the 
measurement model exhibited acceptable psychometric properties and hence fur-
ther analysis can be done. 
 
Table 2. Square root of average variance extracted (AVE) and correlations among all con-
structs in the model. 

Latent Variables PRO INNO RSK PFT ESE 

PRO 0.924     

INNO 0.350** 0.908    

RSK 0.282** 0.507** 0.885   

PFT −0.022 −0.022 0.078 0.880  

ESE 0.220** 0.132 0.249** −0.056 0.919 

**signifies significance at 5%. 

4.2. Structural Path Significance in Bootstrapping 

The estimated results of the path relationships in the structural model are pre-
sented in Figure 2 and Table 3. The study reports the sign, magnitude and signif-
icance as per the conducted analysis. The findings of the paths through entrepre-
neurial self-efficacy using risk-taking, pro-activeness, and innovation were all 
positive. Further, apart from entrepreneurial self-efficacy and innovation which 
was not significant, entrepreneurial self-efficacy and pro-activeness and also en-
trepreneurial self-efficacy and risk-taking were significant at various levels of sig-
nificance. Added to this, the findings show that entrepreneurial orientation, made 
up of risk-taking behaviour, pro-activeness of the behaviour, and innovation has 
a varied effect on the profit of the Club 100 members, though these findings are 
not significant as indicated by Table 3. 
 

 
Figure 2. Estimated path model. 
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Table 3. Results of partial least square path analysis. 

Path 
Original 
sample 

(O) 

Sample 
Mean 
(M) 

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV) 

T statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) 

p value 

PRO → PFT −0.036 −0.066 0.042 −0.862 0.342 

PRO → ESE 0.147 0.172 0.062 2.352 0.019 

RSK → PFT 0.076 0.146 0.044 1.744 0.081 

RSK → ESE 0.179 0.221 0.064 2.785 0.050 

ESE → PFT 0.045 0.070 0.048 0.949 0.342 

INNO → PFT −0.030 −0.064 0.040 0.762 0.446 

INNO → ESE −0.029 −0.040 0.060 −0.492 0.623 

 
Lastly, the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) value of 0.05, also 

below the recommended cutoff of 0.08, suggests that the model’s residuals are 
small and the model fits the data well.  

4.3. Mediation Effects 

The mediation effects of the intervening variable (entrepreneurial self-efficacy) 
based on the assessment of the specific indirect effects on business profitability 
are presented in Table 4. The analysis revealed that through entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, there exist significant specific indirect effects of the relationship between 
entrepreneurial proactive and profitability, entrepreneurial risk-taking and prof-
itability and entrepreneurial Innovation and profitability. Hence, entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy mediates the relationship between entrepreneurial proactive, risk-
taking and innovation and profitability as indicated in H2, H3 and H4.  
 
Table 4. Mediation effects through specific indirect effects. 

Path 
Original 
sample 

(O) 

Sample 
mean 
(M) 

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV) 

T statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) 

p value 

PRO → ESE → PFT 0.008 0.015 0.002 3.998 0.000 mediation 

RSK → ESE → PFT 0.005 0.003 0.001 0.057 2.023 mediation 

INNO → ESE → PFT 0.007 0.012 0.003 2.333 0.040 mediation 

 
Furthermore, seven fit indices employed and their various threshold values are 

presented in Table 5. The Chi-square value is less than 3 indicating a good fit. In 
addition, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index 
(AGFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Parsi-
mony Normed Fit Index (PNFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approxima-
tion (RMSEA) were all within the recommended range indicating that the model 
has a good fit.  
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Table 5. Fit indices. 

Fit indices Recommended values Estimated Value Decision 
2

df
χ  5 3preferably 

 0.225 Good fit 

GFI 0.90  0.917 Good fit 

AGFI 0.80  0.986 Good fit 

CFI 0.90  0.993 Good fit 

RMSEA 0.08  0.010 Good fit 

NFI 0.90  0.991 Good fit 

PNFI 0.60  0.621 Good fit 

5. Conclusion and Recommendation 

Using a sample of 199 Companies listed on the Club 100 our study examined the 
mediating effect and role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on entrepreneurial ori-
entation and financial performance. Our findings provide insight for both practi-
tioners and academia. The finding shows the mediating role of entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy between entrepreneurial orientation and financial performance. More 
specifically, risk-taking, innovativeness and pro-activeness are positively medi-
ated between entrepreneurial orientation and financial performance with pro-ac-
tiveness being the highest, followed by innovativeness and risk-taking. Without 
mediation, the study concludes that pro-activeness has a positive effect on the fi-
nancial performance of companies listed on the Ghana Club 100 platforms of the 
Ghana Investment Promotion Center. The findings of the study provide entrepre-
neurs with a useful understanding to enhance the performance of Club 100. En-
trepreneurs should promote their entrepreneurial orientation by encouraging en-
trepreneurial self-efficacy to enable the exploration and exploitation of financial 
performance.  

Conflicts of Interest 

The author declares no conflicts of interest regarding the publication of this paper.  

References 
Adu, I. N., Boakye, K. O., Suleman, A., & Bingab, B. B. B. (2020). Exploring the Factors 

That Mediate the Relationship between Entrepreneurial Education and Entrepreneurial 
Intentions among Undergraduate Students in Ghana. Asia Pacific Journal of Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship, 14, 215-228. https://doi.org/10.1108/apjie-07-2019-0052 

Alves, J., & Yang, W. (2022). Cognitive Mechanisms in Entrepreneurship Competence: Its 
Implication for Open Innovation. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and 
Complexity, 8, 65. https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8020065 

Amofah, K., Saladrigues, R., & Akwaa-Sekyi, E. K. (2020). Entrepreneurial intentions 
among MBA students. Cogent Business & Management, 7, Article 1832401.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1832401 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101
https://doi.org/10.1108/apjie-07-2019-0052
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8020065
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1832401


S. G. Y. Amegashie 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101 1951 Open Journal of Business and Management 
 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. W. H. Freeman and Company. 

Baum, J. R., & Locke, E. A. (2004). The Relationship of Entrepreneurial Traits, Skill, and 
Motivation to Subsequent Venture Growth. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 587-598.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.587 

Bilal, A. R., & Fatima, T. (2022). Disentangling the Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation 
and SMEs Success Nexus: An Action-Based Interplay of Exploration Activities and En-
trepreneurial Alertness. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 14, 976-
1000. https://doi.org/10.1108/jeee-09-2020-0323 

Boyd, N. G., & Vozikis, G. S. (1994). The Influence of Self-Efficacy on the Development of 
Entrepreneurial Intentions and Actions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 18, 63-
77. https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879401800406 

Brantjes, A., & Hoorn, M. (2002). Risk-Taking and Entrepreneurial Success: The Case of 
New Ventures. Journal of Small Business and Entrepreneurship, 15, 29-40. 

Chen, C. C., Greene, P. G., & Crick, A. (1998). Does Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Distin-
guish Entrepreneurs from Managers? Journal of Business Venturing, 13, 295-316.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(97)00029-3 

Chen, Y., Lin, Y., & Tsai, H. (2020). Toward Greater Understanding of the Relationship 
between Entrepreneurial Orientation and International Performance. Management In-
ternational Review, 60, 211-245. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-020-00414-x 

Clerq, D. D., Thongpapanl, N., & Dimov, D. (2009). The Entrepreneurial Orientation-Per-
formance Relationship: A Meta-Analytic Review. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
33, 547-573. 

Covin, J. G., & Slevin, D. P. (1989). Strategic Management of Small Firms in Hostile and 
Benign Environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10, 75-87.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107 

Davis, J. L., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Bingham, C. B. (2010). Optimal Learning in Organiza-
tions. Organization Science, 21, 876-897. 

Fatima, T., & Bilal, A. R. (2020). Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation, Access to Finance, 
and SME Performance: Fortifying Role of Entrepreneurial Alertness. Abasyn University 
Journal of Social Sciences, 13, 233-248. 

Forbes, D. P. (2005). The Effects of Strategic Decision-Making on the Growth of Entrepre-
neurial Firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 20, 909-926.  

Franco, M., Haase, H., & Correia, S. (2018). Exploring Factors in the Success of Creative 
Incubators: A Cultural Entrepreneurship Perspective. Journal of the Knowledge Econ-
omy, 9, 239-262. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-015-0338-4 

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a Silver Bullet. Journal 
of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19, 139-152.  
https://doi.org/10.2753/mtp1069-6679190202 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A New Criterion for Assessing Discrimi-
nant Validity in Variance-Based Structural Equation Modeling. Journal of the Academy 
of Marketing Science, 43, 115-135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8 

Hmieleski, K. M., & Baron, R. A. (2008). When Does Entrepreneurial Self‐Efficacy Enhance 
versus Reduce Firm Performance? Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 2, 57-72.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.42 

Hunt, S. D., & Arnett, D. B. (2006). The Relational Exchange and the Firm’s Performance: 
A Longitudinal Analysis of the Service Industry. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science, 34, 363-373.  

Hunt, S. D., & Morgan, R. M. (1995). The Comparative Advantage Theory of Competition. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.587
https://doi.org/10.1108/jeee-09-2020-0323
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879401800406
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(97)00029-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-020-00414-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250100107
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-015-0338-4
https://doi.org/10.2753/mtp1069-6679190202
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.42


S. G. Y. Amegashie 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101 1952 Open Journal of Business and Management 
 

Journal of Marketing, 59, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299505900201 

Hyvonen, S., & Tuominen, M. (2006). Entrepreneurial Innovations, Market-Driven Intan-
gibles and Learning Orientation: Critical Indicators for Performance Advantages in SMEs. 
International Journal of Management and Decision Making, 7, 643-660.  
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijmdm.2006.011074 

Kelly, L., & Kumar, R. (2009). Impact of Knowledge Management on the Self-Efficacy of 
Entrepreneurs: Mexican SME Context. International Journal of Management and Deci-
sion Making, 10, 111-124. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijmdm.2009.023917 

Khedhaouria, A., Gurău, C., & Torrès, O. (2014). Creativity, Self-Efficacy, and Small-Firm 
Performance: The Mediating Role of Entrepreneurial Orientation. Small Business Eco-
nomics, 44, 485-504. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9608-y 

Kickul, J., Mohan, S., & Barbosa, S. D. (2009). Corporate Social Responsibility and Entre-
preneurship: The Role of the Corporate Social Responsibility Orientation in the Devel-
opment of Entrepreneurial Intentions. Journal of Business Ethics, 91, 545-564.  

Klyver, K., & Thornton, P. H. (2010). The Cultural Embeddedness of Entrepreneurial Self-
Efficacy and Intentions: A Cross-National Comparison. In Fourth Global Entrepreneur-
ship Monitor Research Conference. 

Kraus, S., Kauranen, I., & Henning Reschke, C. (2011). Identification of Domains for a New 
Conceptual Model of Strategic Entrepreneurship Using the Configuration Approach. 
Management Research Review, 34, 58-74. https://doi.org/10.1108/01409171111096478 

Kusa, R., Duda, J., & Suder, M. (2021). Explaining SME Performance with fsQCA: The Role 
of Entrepreneurial Orientation, Entrepreneur Motivation, and Opportunity Perception. 
Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 6, 234-245.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2021.06.001 

Lee, C., Lee, K., & Pennings, J. M. (2001). Internal Capabilities, External Networks, and 
Performance: A Study on Technology‐Based Ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 
22, 615-640. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.181 

Lucas, W. A., & Cooper, S. Y. (2004). Enhancing Self-Efficacy to Enable Entrepreneurship: 
The Case of CMI’s Connections. SSRN Electronic Journal.  
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.568383 

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct 
and Linking It to Performance. The Academy of Management Review, 21, 135-172.  
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632 

Majumder, M., & Mahapatra, S. S. (2021). Entrepreneurial Orientation and Business Per-
formance: A Study on Indian Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs). Journal 
of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 13, 633-655.  

Markman, G. D., Balkin, D. B., & Baron, R. A. (2002). Inventors and New Venture For-
mation: The Effects of General Self-Efficacy and Regretful Thinking. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 27, 149-165. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-8520.00004 

Markman, G. D., Baron, R. A., & Balkin, D. B. (2005). Are Perseverance and Self-Efficacy 
Costless? Assessing Entrepreneurs’ Regretful Thinking. Journal of Organizational Be-
havior, 26, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.305 

Miller, D. (1983). The Correlates of Entrepreneurship in Three Types of Firms. Manage-
ment Science, 29, 770-791. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770 

Miller, D., & Friesen, P. H. (1982). Innovation in Conservative and Entrepreneurial Firms: 
Two Models of Strategic Momentum. Strategic Management Journal, 3, 1-25.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250030102 

Mohd, R., Kamaruddin, B. H., Yahya, K. K., & Sanidas, E. (2015). Can Values of Honesty, 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299505900201
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijmdm.2006.011074
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijmdm.2009.023917
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9608-y
https://doi.org/10.1108/01409171111096478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2021.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.181
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.568383
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-8520.00004
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.305
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.29.7.770
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250030102


S. G. Y. Amegashie 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101 1953 Open Journal of Business and Management 
 

Hard Work, Loyalty and Discipline Predict Entrepreneurial Orientation of Muslim 
Owner Managers? Journal of Emerging Economies and Islamic Research, 3, 1-13.  
https://doi.org/10.24191/jeeir.v3i1.9049 

Mohd, R., Kirana, K., Kamaruddin, B. H., Zainuddin, A., & Ghazali, M. C. (2014). The 
Mediatory Effect of Self-Efficacy on the Relationship between Religious Values and En-
trepreneurial Orientations: A Case of Malay Owner Managers of SMEs in Manufacturing 
Industry. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 130, 96-104.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.04.012 

Neri Torres, J. L., & Watson, W. (2013). An Examination of the Relationship between Man-
ager Self-Efficacy and Entrepreneurial Intentions and Performance in Mexican Small 
Businesses. Contaduría y Administración, 58, 65-87.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0186-1042(13)71222-1 

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G. T., & Frese, M. (2009). Entrepreneurial Orientation 
and Business Performance: An Assessment of Past Research and Suggestions for the Fu-
ture. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33, 761-787.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00308.x 

Schjoedt, L., & Shaver, K. G. (2012). Development and Validation of a Locus of Control 
Scale for the Entrepreneurship Domain. Small Business Economics, 39, 713-726.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-011-9357-0 

Shane, S., Locke, E. A., & Collins, C. J. (2003). Entrepreneurial Motivation. Human Re-
source Management Review, 13, 257-279.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1053-4822(03)00017-2 

Sirén, C., Hakala, H., Wincent, J., & Grichnik, D. (2017). Breaking the Routines: Entrepre-
neurial Orientation, Strategic Learning, Firm Size, and Age. Long Range Planning, 50, 145-
167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2016.09.005 

Tajeddini, K., Martin, E., & Ali, A. (2020). Enhancing Hospitality Business Performance: 
The Role of Entrepreneurial Orientation and Networking Ties in a Dynamic Environ-
ment. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 90, Article 102605.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102605 

Thomas, H., & Baird, I. S. (1990). A Risk Preference Model of Strategic Decision Making. 
Management Science, 36, 1293-1306. 

Wales, W. J., Gupta, V. K., & Mousa, F. (2013). Empirical Research on Entrepreneurial 
Orientation: An Assessment and Suggestions for Future Research. International Small 
Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship, 31, 357-383.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611418261 

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003). Knowledge‐Based Resources, Entrepreneurial Orien-
tation, and the Performance of Small and Medium‐Sized Businesses. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 24, 1307-1314. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.360 

Wiklund, J., Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2009). Building an Integrative Model of Small 
Business Growth. Small Business Economics, 32, 351-374.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-007-9084-8 

Yang, H., Dess, G. G., & Robins, J. A. (2019). Does Entrepreneurial Orientation Always Pay 
off? The Role of Resource Mobilization within and across Organizations. Asia Pacific 
Journal of Management, 36, 565-591. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-018-9584-x 

Zahra, S. A., & Garvis, D. M. (2000). International Corporate Entrepreneurship and Firm 
Performance: The Moderating Effect of International Environmental Hostility. Journal 
of Business Venturing, 15, 469-492. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(99)00036-1 

Zhao, H., Seibert, S. E., & Hills, G. E. (2005). The Mediating Role of Self-Efficacy in the 
Development of Entrepreneurial Intentions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 1265-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101
https://doi.org/10.24191/jeeir.v3i1.9049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0186-1042(13)71222-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00308.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-011-9357-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1053-4822(03)00017-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2016.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102605
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611418261
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.360
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-007-9084-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-018-9584-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(99)00036-1


S. G. Y. Amegashie 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101 1954 Open Journal of Business and Management 
 

1272. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1265 

Zhao, H., Seibert, S.E. and Lumpkin, G.T. (2010) The Relationship of Personality to Entre-
preneurial Intentions and Performance: A Meta-Analytic Review. Journal of Manage-
ment, 36, 381-404. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309335187  

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2025.133101
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1265
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309335187

	Mediating Effect of Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy on Entrepreneurial Orientation and Performance: Case of Ghana Club 100 Companies
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature Review
	2.1. Theoretical Literature Review
	2.1.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and Performance
	2.1.2. Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy on Performance
	2.1.3. Mediating Effect of Entrepreneurial Self Efficacy (ESE)


	3. Material and Method
	Sampling and Measurement

	4. Results and Discussion
	4.1. Reliability and Validity
	4.2. Structural Path Significance in Bootstrapping
	4.3. Mediation Effects

	5. Conclusion and Recommendation
	Conflicts of Interest
	References

