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Abstract 
The emerging relevance of Student Entrepreneurship (SE) as a growing phenomenon for research has developed from the international, national, and regional necessity for economic development and the demand placed on universities to contribute to creating an awareness of SE in students. This has led to research into the Entrepreneurial Activities (EA) of student entrepreneurs while actively engaging in academic studies at the undergraduate (UG) and postgraduate (PG) level at universities. 
To further the advancement of SE, this research therefore sought to investigate the entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) of student entrepreneurs at undergraduate and postgraduate levels of study, their perception of entrepreneurial opportunities and capabilities while they carry out their entrepreneurial activities at the nascent (early-stage) level of entrepreneurship. The unique focus of this research on the nascent level of SE is driven by the correlation between the stage in life that the student entrepreneur is consciously engaging in academic study as part of career actions on their career journey and the stage of developing their entrepreneurial consciousness and entrepreneurial career while engaged in entrepreneurial activities. 
Therefore, to advance SE contextually through the lens of the entrepreneurial activities of the Nascent Student Entrepreneur (NSE), this research sought to identify the degree of impact that ESE, Perceived Opportunities (PO), and Perceived Capabilities (PC) have on UG and PG students in the UK while engaged in EA simultaneously. The research then sought to explore the presence of their Observed Learning while engaging in EA, though they may not be aware that such learning was taking place.
To achieve the above, this research reviewed relevant literature (leading to developed hypothesis) and gained insight into existing understanding of SE, nascent student entrepreneurs, their perception to entrepreneurship (opportunities and capabilities) and observational learning (OL), which has formed the basis of this research and thus sought to advance current research in this field.
Adopting mixed methodology, this research went further to administer online questionnaires, with 298 undergraduate and postgraduate students in UK universities eligible for analysis, with focus on those engaging in EA as the underlying factor for defining the student entrepreneurs required for this research while carrying out academic studies. This is a departure from previous research on university students engaged in entrepreneurial education, to ensure that data from student entrepreneurs are captured from student entrepreneurs engaged in EA as against the stereotype of gathering data from those engaged in entrepreneurial education. Additionally, this was complemented by forty-three semi-structured interviews, interviewing undergraduate and postgraduate student entrepreneurs engaged in entrepreneurial activities while studying at UK universities.
Upon analysing the quantitative research data using regression analysis and the qualitative data using thematic analysis, it was discovered that, ESE, PO, PC had varying degrees of impact on the NSE, with varying moderating impact from their levels of education, years of EA, and gender. Another finding from this research was that nascent student entrepreneurs exhibited more entrepreneurial behaviours like seeking collaboration, joining networks & communities, looking for constructive feedback and referrals, as well as seeking to add value to their customers as they add value to themselves. These entrepreneurial behaviours are just a few discovered in the research (see Appendix IV for more). 
This research also found out that the degree of ESE, PO, and PC impact on the nascent male or female student entrepreneur, whether as an undergraduate or postgraduate varied depending on the years of entrepreneurial activity exhibited by the nascent student entrepreneur. This implies that years of entrepreneurial activities was having more moderating impact on the NSE when compared to the moderating impact of the level of education and gender. This research also discovered that perceived capabilities impacted differently on the nascent postgraduate and undergraduate student’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy depending on the moderating impact of the years of entrepreneurial activities involved. This was the outcome both in the female and male categories.
Complementing findings from the quantitative analysis, the qualitative analysis discovered that the student entrepreneur was exhibiting attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation unknown to them, through observed learning, leading to the finding that knowledge relevant to their activities has been acquired. Accordingly, the conclusion points to the fact that if conscious attention is paid to SE and NSE within contexts of EA, ESE, PO, PC, and OL it will be of more benefit to the NSE and their EA going forward. 
Keywords – Entrepreneurial Activities, Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy, Entrepreneurship, Nascent Student Entrepreneurs, Nascent Student Entrepreneurship, Observational Learning, Perceived Capabilities, Perceived Opportunities, Self-Efficacy, Student Entrepreneurship.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction
Self-efficacy is a construct based on the social cognitive theory seeking to understand human behaviour through an understanding of personal, behavioural, and environmental determinants and in the process determining the decisions we make and the belief in making those decisions as well as taking the required course of action (Bandura, 1986; 2011). Self-efficacy is the belief in one’s abilities, skills, and capabilities to conduct a given task (Bandura, 1986; Coleman and Kariv, 2013). Wincent, and Cardon (2010) noted that for self-efficacy to be better understood, it has to be context specific and that it is as well a double-edged sword acting as a moderating agent on an individual’s belief and action Drnovesek, Wincent, and Cardon, 2010). Bandura (1982, 1986) contends that an individual’s self-efficacy is a strong predictor of performance and the level of motivation showed in the face of contrary situation, which brings to light it’s importance considering the challenges an entrepreneur faces in the entrepreneurial process (Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015). Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy (ESE), a contextual extension, is an attempt at applying self-efficacy as a construct to the context of entrepreneurship and when self-efficacy is considered as a key antecedent to entrepreneurial intention, it is referred to as Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015; Elnadi, M., and Gheith, M. H. 2021). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is, an entrepreneur’s self-efficacy in their skills and abilities to engage in the entrepreneurial process (Coleman and Kariv, 2013; Chien-Chi, C., Sun, B., Yang, H., Zheng, M., and Li, B, 2020). According to De Noble et al. (1999), Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is “a construct that measures a person’s belief in their own abilities to perform on the various skill requirements necessary to pursue a new venture opportunity.” Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has further been applied as varying, depending on whether an entrepreneur is latent, nascent, or actual. As part of the contextual application of the self-efficacy construct to specific behavioural actions, such as entrepreneurship, it is of importance to note that further research has considered its application to the different forms of entrepreneurship. This is because the self-efficacy system is required to face the challenges in the entrepreneurial process is unique and varying. Among others, Hechavarria, Renko and Matthews (2012) applied the concept ESE to nascent entrepreneurship and the specific contexts of start-up outcomes; Minniti and Nardone, (2007) applied the context of nascent entrepreneurship to gender; while Setiawan, (2013) examined entrepreneurial self-efficacy among students. Latent and Nascent entrepreneurship have therefore been identified as contexts to which the construct entrepreneurial self-efficacy can be applied.
What is a gap is the lack of entrepreneurial self-efficacy application within the context of undergraduate and postgraduate student entrepreneurs engaged in entrepreneurial activities while studying at UK universities and how the student entrepreneurs perception of opportunities and capabilities impacts on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy as they carry out their entrepreneurial activities. 
The theoretical and practical importance of student entrepreneurship SE as a national and international adventure has caught the attention of entrepreneurial research, with the university ecosystem saddled with part of the responsibility to exploit the embedded potentials SE offers (OECD, 2015). Within the university ecosystem exists various entrepreneurial structures to aid a student’s adventure towards exploiting entrepreneurship as a career, starting a business, acquisition of entrepreneurship-related skills (Buchnik et al., 2018; Passavanti et al., 2023). Several researchers have identified the university as an independent ecosystem (Guerrero et al., 2020; Kobylinska & Lavios, 2020; Morris et al., 2017) as well as part of an even larger ecosystem (Bock et al., 2021), thereby highlighting universities as an important player in the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Audretsch et al., 2019), “capable of generating knowledge and commercializing it through vehicles such as academic spin-offs and student start-ups” (Passavanti et al., 2023).
Entrepreneurial activities of student entrepreneurs play an important part in the creation and transfer of unique knowledge to the economy through exploiting employment opportunities by leveraging the components embedded in the university’s entrepreneurial ecosystem made available to them (Ferrante et al., 2019). This is occasioned by the assertion that student entrepreneurs are different in their thinking, reasoning and, how they exploit available resources when compared to other categories of entrepreneurs independent of the university ecosystem in their entrepreneurial adventures (Passavanti et al., 2023). This is more so as they are viewed to be at the beginning stages of their career journey, with more options for employment with the inclusion of entrepreneurship added to the mix (Passavanti et al., 2023). The beginning stages of their entrepreneurial journey as student entrepreneurs highlight them as nascent entrepreneurs, equipped with additional flexibility in career choice (Passavanti et al., 2023), as it positions the student entrepreneur in the nascent stage of career life with the consciousness and attitude necessary for formation as nascent entrepreneurs on the entrepreneurial journey (Shirokova et al., 2016).
Despite the growing interest in SE and the student entrepreneur as a nascent entrepreneur, there is limited knowledge about the nascent entrepreneurial activities of students, and their entrepreneurial characteristics within the context of SE (Polits et al., 2012). For this research, nascent student entrepreneurs are defined as university students, undergraduate or postgraduate, engaged in 0-5 years of entrepreneurial activities, while actively in studies at the university (Ridder & Van Der Sijde, 2006; GEM, 2021/2022).
According to the 2021/2022 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report, the phases/types of entrepreneurial activities are measured using three indicators, namely, 
1. Total Nascent entrepreneurial activity (TEA) - % of adults engaged in running for less than 3.5 years.
2. Entrepreneurial employee activity (EEA) - % of employees developing new goods and services for their employers, and
3. Established businesses rates - % of adults engaged in running for more than 3.5 years (GEM, 2021/2022)
Focusing this research on the first indicator above, the nascent entrepreneurial activity of undergraduate and postgraduate students would be employed as a guide to identify participants and put in context the responses from the questionnaire and interviews. What was not mentioned in the report are the forms in which self-efficacy presents itself from one entrepreneur to another as well as factors impacting on the entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perception about opportunity and their capabilities and how it impacts on their observed learning while engaged in entrepreneurial activities. Research into an entrepreneur’s output and behaviour as well as his perception on his ability to bring his business to a point of self-actualisation is pivotal to his entrepreneurial activity, but whether his perceptions would leave him with a more assured self-efficacy or otherwise remains to be considered (Parker, 2012; Ehiobuche, 2012; Bem, 1967). 
Following from the GEM report 2021/22, perception about entrepreneurship also determines engagement in such activities. Perceptions about entrepreneurship according to the report, were measured using the indicators below.
1. Perceived opportunities
2. Perceived capabilities
3. Fear of failure, and 
4. Entrepreneurial intentions (GEM, 2021/2022)
[bookmark: _Hlk167137548]According to Anjum et al., (2021) “The correlation between entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial intentions is moderated by perception of university support to determine if it enhances the entrepreneurial intention to become a successful entrepreneur”. But what impact do perceived opportunities and perceived capabilities of nascent entrepreneurs have on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy?
For the purposes of this research, perception about student entrepreneurship would focus on perceived opportunities and capabilities of nascent entrepreneurs to capture if and how these forms of perception impact on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
Following from the above, this research will therefore consider the 
1. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy shown by nascent student entrepreneurs.
2. Interactions and impact between the entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceived opportunities, and capabilities in nascent student entrepreneurs
3. Factors that impact the interactions between the self-efficacy and perception (opportunities and capabilities) of Nascent Student Entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial engagements, and their observed learning.
There have been several studies into various facets of entrepreneurship, like intention (Maheshwari et al., 2023; Henriqson, E., 2021Kuckertz and Wagner, 2010; Zhang et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2005; Sesan, 2013; Al-Jubari et al., 2019; Karimi et al., 2017; Mirjana et al., 2018), gender (Maes et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2005), self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977b; Farashah, 2013; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Mitchell et al., 2002; Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015; Carsrud and Brännback 2011), Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy (Wincent, and Cardon, 2010; Gheith, M. H. 2021; De Noble et al., 1999), perception (Bandura, 1986; Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, & Uhl-Bien, 2010; Pruet and Sesen, 2017; Iglesias-Sanchez et al., 2016), to name a few, but there is the gap in research looking at the nascent student entrepreneur within the parameters of this same concepts. This research will therefore look at the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy (ESE), perception of opportunities (PO), capabilities (PC) and their observed learning (OL) while engaged in entrepreneurial activities as student entrepreneurs.
For this purpose, online questionnaires would be administered to student entrepreneurs in UK universities, complemented by semi-structured interviews. Even though there has been a diversity in methodologies applied to the study of SE, driven by the diversity in academic/research background of the researchers carrying out the studies, there has been a lack of clarity in the SE boundary (Passavanti et al., 2023). Based on a study carried out by Passavanti et al., (2023) involving the methodologies and data gathering methods of studies into SE, 7 out of 288 had no empirical approach, with only a few adopting an already existing data from published databases. The Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Student Survey (GUESSS) has been mostly used in studies on SE, among the few who adopt already existing data from published database (Passavanti et al., 2023).
 According to the studies by Passavanti et al., (2023), 97 out of 288 studies on SE employed surveys as a method of data collection, specifically questionnaires and analysing collected data with “statistical or other quantitative methods”, aligning with survey as the mostly used data gathering methodology across studies into entrepreneurship. 
This research adopts the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), which mainly applied underlying theory when entrepreneurial behaviour and entrepreneurship has been researched (Mensah, Khan & Mwakapesa, 2023).
TPB is adjudged as leading framework adopted when looking into the motivation elements behind students quest towards becoming entrepreneurs and generally into student entrepreneurship (SE) (Passavanti et al., 2023).  According  the TPB, an individual’s intention to carry out a planned action, which in the case of a SE is starting a business or carrying out an entrepreneurial activity, is an antecedent to starting that business or carrying out the entrepreneurial activity, which acts as a reflector of motivational factors acting as influencers of that entrepreneurial behaviour from the student (Ajzen, 1991; Passavanti et al., 2023). The incorporation of the PBC into TPB suggests that behaviour is influenced by attitudes towards that behaviour, subjective norms, and Perceived Behaviour Control PBC, leading to the development of behavioural intent and the actual behaviour in context (Ajzen, 1985, 2005). According  the TPB, intention towards a planned action, which in the case of a student entrepreneur is starting a business or carrying out an entrepreneurial activity, is an antecedent to starting that business or carrying out the entrepreneurial activity, which acts as a reflector of motivational factors acting as influencers of that entrepreneurial behaviour from the student (Ajzen, 1991; Passavanti et al., 2023). These factors would be the students attitude, subjective norms, and behaviour control (Ajzen, 1985, 2005; Passavanti et al., 2023). Attitude for a student entrepreneur in context would be the extent to which they evaluate their planned entrepreneurial action, with independence and personal development adjudged as strong attitudinal indicators towards becoming and continuing on as student entrepreneurs (Passavanti et al., 2023). Demographics and social environment are examples of subjective norms that a student perceives as they process the implementation of their planned entrepreneurial action (Rippa et al., 2020; Passavanti et al., 2023).
1.1	Research aim – 
The aim of this research is to explore the interactions between the self-efficacy and perception (opportunities and capability) of nascent student entrepreneurs, identifying factors impacting those interactions, their entrepreneurial engagement, and observed learning.
1.2	Research Objectives
· To determine to what extent self-efficacy impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs.
· To determine to what extent interactions between perceived opportunities and capabilities impact on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and their observed learning. 
· To determine factors impacting on the interactions between the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy and perception (opportunities and capabilities), thereby impacting on their entrepreneurial engagements and observed learning.
1.3	Research Questions
· To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, their observational learning, and their engagement?
· To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capabilities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, their observational learning, and their engagement?

1.4	Contribution to Thesis
· The research would build on the self-efficacy theory of nascent student entrepreneurs.
· The research would build on how perceived opportunities impact on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
· The research would build on how perceived capabilities impact on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
· The research would build on the nascent student entrepreneurs observed learning as he carries out his entrepreneurial activities.
1.5	Thesis Structure
This thesis consists of eight chapters, with a synopsis of each chapter provided below.
Chapter 1 introduces the research, capturing the aims, objectives, research questions and the thesis structure.
Chapter 2 reviews literature on entrepreneurship, laying the foundation on which this research will build on.
Chapter 3 lays out the methodology that will be employed to gather relevant data for subsequent data analysis.
Chapter 4 lays out the finding from the quantitative data and complementary qualitative data.
Chapter 5 presents the in-depth discussion of the research findings, juxtaposing them against literature reviewed in chapter 2.
Chapter 6 concludes the research with a summary to the thesis, contribution to research, limitations of this research, recommendation to stakeholders, and final remark.
The next chapter will review relevant literature.













Chapter 2 – Literature Review
2.1 – Introduction
This chapter presents a harmonized review of the literature as it relates to nascent student entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceptions about opportunities, capabilities, and observational learning. Section 2.2 provides a historical background to entrepreneurship. Section 2.3 provides approaches to entrepreneurship, while section 2.4 looks into nascent entrepreneurship. Section 2.5 looks into self-efficacy and nascent entrepreneurship, section 2.6 providing an insight into perception. Section 2.7 looks into observational learning and entrepreneurship, with section 2.8 presenting the research questions. Section 2.9 concludes the chapter.
2.2 Historical background to Entrepreneurship
Unlike other concepts within the management and business studies, the historical understanding of entrepreneurship remains an under-developed area (Lopez, Zozimo, Roman and Jack, 2016) and entrepreneurship appears to have developed without an in-depth consideration into its historical background despite the immense studies into the study of entrepreneurship and management (Jones, 2008, Vanessa Ratten and Paul Jones, 2021). Interests from researchers across different fields of study have delved into the domain of entrepreneurship, namely, sociologists, psychologists, economists, and management scholars, which has brought a multi-dimensional approach to understanding the different complexities associated with the study of entrepreneurship (Nagarajan, 2011). The multi-disciplinary approaches to the study of entrepreneurship have shaped the definition of who is an entrepreneur and what entrepreneurship is, through the different empirical approaches and methodologies employed from the different fields of study into the gathering of and interpretation of data (Nagarajan, 2011). A look therefore into the plethora of studies on entrepreneurship would reveal from what perspective a study is carried out, whether from that of the sociologist, psychologist, economist, management scholar or a combination of different perspectives. The perspective from which a study is conducted would shape the development of the theory and thereby act as a guide to the intended research (Nagarajan, 2011).
Some recent studies suggest that time is ripe to consider the historical dynamics of entrepreneurship, as well as entrepreneurial contexts and processes (Landström and Lohrke 2010; Wadhwani and Jones 2014; Fritsch, M., Pylak, K. & Wyrwich, M, 2022). Management scholars researching into entrepreneurship are being encouraged to draw upon historical reasoning to gain an insight into the establishment and behavioural patterns involved in the creation of ventures (Álvaro-Moya and Donzé 2016), while business historians are being challenged to show higher theoretical underpinnings associated to the entrepreneurial studies been carried out (Lopez, Zozimo, Roman and Jack, 2016).
The recent emergence of historical consideration into entrepreneurial research has afforded an insight into the influence that spatial and historical environments play in shaping research into understanding entrepreneurial behaviour and venture creation tendencies, as well as other organizational phenomena, like organizational behaviour (Lopez, Zozimo, Roman and Jack, 2016). Historical consideration into the complexities associated to entrepreneurial tendencies have generated a fragmented field of research, characterised by multiple theories and concepts imported from other fields of studies, such as, sociology, psychology, economics, and management (Lopez, Zozimo, Roman and Jack, 2016), while using multiple levels of analysis; individuals, firms, industries and countries, and methodical approaches (Low and MacMillan 1988; Acs and Audretsch 2003; Aldrich 2005; Busenitz et al. 2003; Cooper 2003; Stevenson and Jarillo 1990; Veciana 2007). The limiting challenge with employing multiple levels of analysis as well as methodical approaches from different fields of study has been the lack of a unified theoretical framework in the study of entrepreneurship as may be found in other fields of study (Eckhardt and Shane 2003). Employing multiple levels of analysis as well as multi-methodical approaches from different areas of studies has thereby limited insight into such areas like, entrepreneurial intention, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, skills, and characteristics of people who identify and pursue entrepreneurial opportunities as well as the influence of external environment on the various complexities embedded in entrepreneurial processes in general (Lopez, Zozimo, Roman and Jack, 2016) and more specifically, the impacts on students’ entrepreneurial intentions (Duong, C., Nguyen, H., Ngo, T., Nguyen, V & Nguyen, T., 2020)
These approaches to researching the entrepreneur and entrepreneurship have resulted into understanding the entrepreneur from the perspective of his personality, that is, his personal characteristics, while others choose the behavioural dimension to their research.
Although, it has been empirically studied that, entrepreneurship is a major contributor and determinant of the economic landscape of a nation or region, when considering its’ contributions to the creation of jobs, business start-ups, the GDP of a country and the innovations that have evolved as a result of entrepreneurial activities and venture creations (Kuratko, 2007; Reynolds, Bygrave, & Autio, 2004), what has also been of major empirical discuss has been the influence of the entrepreneur in determining whether or not he is ‘adjudged’ as entrepreneurially qualified to embark on a successful venture creation. This has created the discussion into the personality and behaviour of the entrepreneur (Miller, 2004; Klotz and Neubaum, 2015; Zhao et al., 2010; Witt, Burke, Barrick, & Mount, 2002).
2.3 Approaches to Entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship is considered a major driving force for economic growth and competitiveness within the economy and therefore informs the guiding principles in policy formulations of governments seeking for ways to boost the economic landscape of the economy, through improved business climate resulting in job creation (Iglesias-Sanchez, Jambrino-Maldonado, Velasco and Kokash, 2016). The drive to create a favourable environment for businesses and entrepreneurship endeavours to thrive have also been pushed by the European Union more in recent years, as this is not just a national effort but also from regional and international platforms (Iglesias-Sanchez, Jambrino-Maldonado, Velasco and Kokash, 2016).
Studies have shown the relationship between the economic development of a country and its capacity to create more businesses who then create more jobs for the economic boost of the country, both at the micro and macro levels ((Holgrem and From, 2005; Wennekers et al., 2005; Van Praag, 2007; Amorós and Bosma, 2014). Crecente-Romero, Gimenez-Baldazo, and Rivera-Galicia (2016) portrayed entrepreneurship as another production factor that helps in the production of resources required for the development of the overall economic resource base of an economy.
In researching into entrepreneurship, researchers have sought to approach the area of entrepreneurship from various viewpoints, ranging from the individualistic to the nationalistic viewpoints as well as from the view of the firms, which has coloured the definitions ascribed to entrepreneurship. Some researchers hold the view that firms or companies should be at the very core of the definition, study, and analysis of entrepreneurship endeavours (Aldrich, 1999; Gartner, 1988; Hannan & Freman, 1977; Low & MacMillan, 1988).
This approach to the study of entrepreneurship has become known as the evolutionary perspective to the study of entrepreneurship, which acknowledges the complexity of the entrepreneurial process and therefore holds the view that entrepreneurial activity is a rational and progressive activity (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001; Reynolds, 1988). Due to some research endeavours neglecting the rationality involved in the formation of an entrepreneurial endeavour as well as the progressive nature it carries, Bygrave (1989, p. 16) criticised entrepreneurial research endeavours that adopt inappropriate imitation of theoretical and empirical methods found in scientific researchers, which he referred to as, ‘physics envy’.
Dissenting from the evolutionary perspective on the study of entrepreneurship, McKenzie (2003) has suggested that the basis for entrepreneurial endeavours is the identity-seeking of entrepreneurs, which when pulled together reveals a communal perspective to the entrepreneurial intentions of these entrepreneurs (Bygrave and Minniti, 2000), through the maximization of feasible and current technological, socio-economic and physical environments at their disposal (Salim, 2005), despite the high level of uncertainty and limited resources present within those environments (Bhide, 2000).
Irrespective of the perspective employed in the study of entrepreneurship and the dynamism involved, it would be safe to suggest that an insight into the micro-level processes of entrepreneurship as well as the macro-level processes involved is necessary for the advancement of the study of entrepreneurial endeavours necessary for economic development at the individual, national and regional levels (McKenzie, 2009). Entrepreneurship could, therefore, be nascent, latent, or actual. 
2.3.1 Theoretical Approaches to Entrepreneurship
The theories of entrepreneurship aim to identify theoretical frameworks in which entrepreneurs play a key role, which in turn impacts on how and why an entrepreneur conducts his entrepreneurial activities (Parker, 2012). As a complex concept on its own, entrepreneurship is woven with different overlapping constructs such as management of change, value creation, small business management, knowledge of social networks, technological and environmental uncertainties, and industry evolution (Hortovanyi, 2012). The complexity associated with entrepreneurship, (in its research, methodologies applied and analysis), has resulted in no accepted theory of entrepreneurship, despite the volume of studies carried out into the field of entrepreneurship (Gartner, 2001). The associated complexities have resulted in entrepreneurship been studied from the perspectives of different disciplines, such as economics, psychology, management, sociology, finance, history, and anthropology, with each bringing its own conceptual framework, research methodologies and modes of analysis (Cornelius et al. 2006; Low & MacMillan, 1988). The divergent theories and frameworks in entrepreneurship studies reflect the varying disciplines and lenses of the associated authors (Gartner et al., 2003).
Despite the potential brought on by divergent disciplines to the entrepreneurship research, issues addressed by the researchers have been fundamentally at variance from one another (Hortovanyi, 2012). The process towards convergence in theoretical framework, research analysis, methodologies employed in entrepreneurship research and paradigm development was viewed as slow and limited (Murphy et al, 2006; Curran and Blackburn, 2001; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000).
In critiquing entrepreneurship research expressed in their article, Entrepreneurship: Past Research and Future Challenges (Low and MacMillan, 1988), three important advancements in entrepreneurship research have evolved towards theory development (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001):
(a) a shift in theoretical emphasis to the outcomes from the entrepreneurial actions of entrepreneurs, away from focusing on the characteristics of entrepreneurs as individuals. 
(b) an in-depth understanding of entrepreneurial behaviour, using knowledge, networks, and resources towards venture creation. 
(c) a more sophisticated taxonomy of environmental forces from different disciplines, employed at various levels in the analysis of entrepreneurship research.
Key approaches to entrepreneurship by other disciplines would be considered below:
2.3.2 Economic Approach to Entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship is judged to have its roots in economic theories (Hortovanyi, 2012). Based on the writings of Irish-born banker, Richard Cantillon, in his work, Essai Sur la Nature du Commerce en Général (published posthumously in 1755 and 1931), the concept of entrepreneurship obtained its economic meaning while the entrepreneur took up a role in economic development (Cornelius et al, 2006: 377). 
Cantillon had identified discrepancies in the supply and demand of goods and services, which priced the options for buying cheaply and selling at a higher price. These discrepancies alerted entrepreneurs to the supply-demand arbitrage options; however, entrepreneurs were assumed to purchase at a certain price while selling at an uncertain price. The emphasis on the exploitation of the discrepancies in supply and demand by entrepreneurs clearly suggested that entrepreneurs bring the market into equilibrium (Murphy et al, 2006) thereby attempting to fade away market imperfections.
Under economic theories linking entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship, three broad classes of theories have been identified (Parker, 2012): 
a. models of creative destruction. 
b. models of innovation and implementation cycles; and 
c. models of production under asymmetric information 
According to the economic theories categorised above, entrepreneurship is viewed to have a dual meaning, referring specifically to entry, irrespective of whether it relates to the creation of new venture or the creation of new plants by already existing ventures and it will also refer to productivity-enhancing efforts by profit-seeking agents (Parker, 2012). The dual definitions underpinning the economic theories linked to entrepreneurship, appear to echo the thoughts of Schumpeter, when he said that ‘the function of entrepreneurs is to reform or revolutionize the pattern of production by exploiting an invention or, more generally, an untried technological possibility... this function does not essentially consist in either inventing anything or otherwise creating the conditions which the enterprise exploits. It consists in getting things done’ (Schumpeter, 1942: p. 132). 
Below are some of the economic theories imported into entrepreneurship research:
2.3.2a	Models of Creative Destruction and Business Cycles
According to Parker (2012), the economic theory of creative destruction and business cycles has influenced the thinking of economic researchers who have ventured into the field of entrepreneurship and as a result impacted on how an entrepreneur and entrepreneurship is defined and what entrepreneurial behaviour should entail.
Josef Schumpeter (1927; 1939) was one of the early writers along this line of theory, where he argued that, ‘business cycles are the recurrent fluctuations in the rate at which innovations are introduced into the economy, in the intensity with which entrepreneurs exercise their sui generis function of overcoming obstacles to new combinations’ (Kuznets, 1940, p. 259). The entrepreneur is therefore viewed as possessing the unique ability of an originator who creates a disruption to the current economic equilibrium through his innovative ideas, resulting in a business cycle (that begins with the entrepreneur), and subsequently followed and sustained by competitors, causing an equilibrium in the economy until another pioneer (entrepreneur) disrupts the equilibrium (Parker, 2012). The entrepreneur is thereby portrayed as the creative destructive agent (pioneer) to the status quo of economic equilibrium sustained by competitors. Portraying an individual as entrepreneurial in behaviour only if any business idea intended to be introduced disrupts the existing economic equilibrium, would create a perception of entrepreneurship and a perception of what entrepreneurial behaviour is expected of such individual. This economic theory thereby creates an image of the qualities of an entrepreneur, thereby falling into the theoretical domain of trait approach advocates. Whether this creates such a perception remains to be tested. Furthermore, there will be the importance of finding out if such perception (if it exists), would embolden or deter an entrepreneur already taking entrepreneurial actions towards venture creation (Ahmetoglu et al., 2011; Kuratko, 2007; Pervin, 1980; Miller, 2004). Schumpeter (1927; 1939) hereby suggests that entrepreneurs are rare occurrences, because history contains few unusual episodes of such disruptive innovations that transform what is presently in existence.
2.3.2b	Models of Innovation and Implementation cycles 
This economic theory came as a reaction to the model of creative destruction, by proposing a difference between an invention which sparsely occurs and thereby unpredictable, as against an innovation which is driven by customer demand and commercialisation (Shleifer, 1986). The economic theory of creative destruction is supply driven based on assumptions as against the economic theory of innovation and implementation cycles which is based majorly on demand expectations, while accommodating both innovations as well as inventions but only supplying such (inventions) to the market to the degree of demand expressed by the market (Shleifer, 1986; Parker, 2012). According to the theory of innovation and implementation cycles, innovation is what defines what an entrepreneur does and what separates an individual from a competitor (Parker, 2012). The perception here then appears to be that its external factors that forms the perception about entrepreneurship and consequently impacting the perception of the individual (which then determines whether he is considered an entrepreneur), which informs why business research is encouraged before entrepreneurial intention occurs. But the other side of the coin would be to consider whether an entrepreneur’s self-perception acts independently of social perception about entrepreneurship. Or would there be an ongoing conflict of expectations created by external factors to the entrepreneur as well as the expectations intrinsic to the entrepreneur? How would this then impact an entrepreneur’s self-efficacy (self-efficacy) to actualise his entrepreneurial intention during these conflicts of perceptions?
2.3.2c	Models of Production under Asymmetric Information
Variations of asymmetric information available to an entrepreneur can create business decision making for the entrepreneur that can either induce actions to create or exaggerate the business cycle (Parker, 2012). Costly state verification, where the entrepreneur has to incur a certain level of cost to be able to actualise his entrepreneurial intention and project returns, creates a dilemma for the entrepreneur in balancing the external expectation (perception) regarding his entrepreneurial output and behaviour and his self-perception against belief in his ability to bring his business to a point of self-actualisation, but whether the conflicts of perceptions would leave him with a more assured self-efficacy (self-efficacy) or otherwise remains to be considered (Parker, 2012; Ehiobuche, 2012; Bem, 1967). This is considering that entrepreneurs differ in ability and ability is observable to both the entrepreneur and any potential stakeholder (Parker, 2012). The result is also true when interested stakeholders run the risk of the entrepreneur not been true to the mandate of his enterprise, upon which interested stakeholders have or are willing to be engaged with his business (Rampini, 2004; Parker, 2012). There is also asymmetric information when there is a clarity dilemma to all stakeholders (all stakeholders and not just the entrepreneur need clarify of the entrepreneurship type involved), resulting in adverse selection, which is a form of inefficiency when all stakeholders and the entrepreneur are operating from different platforms and understanding (Ghatak et al., 2007).
What this approach brings to the study of entrepreneurship is the entrepreneur as an agent of economic change, engaging either to disrupt the economic landscape with his activities or to advance an existing set of activities. It reveals that the activities of the entrepreneur links up with the activities of other entrepreneurs and in other cases, elicits new activities.
2.3.3 Management Approach to Entrepreneurship
Management approach to entrepreneurship is about finding the right balance between continuous innovation and stability through efficiency (Hortovanyi, 2012). Contemporary attempts at defining entrepreneurial management have focused on it as a mode of management, which involves proactivity, been opportunity-driven and action-oriented, evidenced by the organisation’s strategy and philosophies (Hortovanyi, 2012; Brazeal, 1999; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). 
An entrepreneurial management attempts to establish a balance between the innovative abilities of the organisation and its judicious use of resources, initiating changes where necessary and reacting to changes quickly and with flexibility (Hortovanyi, 2012). An entrepreneurial manager is therefore someone who seizes on promising business opportunities, acts with ambition in pursuit of identified promising business opportunities (Stevenson, 2006; Timmons, 1994).
Despite studies into entrepreneurial management, empirical study into the phenomenon still begs for more depth of research, particularly in the areas of valid and reliable measurement, analysis, and interpretation of key variables (Timmons, 1994; Hortovanyi, 2012). According to Aldrich and Martinez (2001:53), research into entrepreneurship has been dominated by inductive studies relying on qualitative methodologies, thereby calling for a move away from exploratory studies into causality helping to produce theoretically generated hypotheses, measures, and the application of statistical techniques suitable for entrepreneurship research. This will help to generate suitable and reliable data that will denounce the notion of ownership which most entrepreneurship research is riddled with, thereby realising the need to have entrepreneurial managers to manage already established ventures (Foss et al, 2006; Timmons, 1994).
The behavioural approach to the study of entrepreneurship thereby brought to light the distinguishing elements between entrepreneurial management, who are action oriented as well as creative and administrative management (Gartner, 1988).
The above reveals clearly the differences in both the economic and management entrepreneur and their approaches to entrepreneurship, which invariably informs that, perceptions to entrepreneurship from the viewpoint of these theories would clearly differ as well as the self-efficacy (self-efficacy) of such entrepreneur to engage in entrepreneurial actions, considering they are both placed on different platforms in their engagement with resources required in the entrepreneurial process. And because this approach is about how opportunities are identified and its exploitation balanced against available resources, ability to see both the opportunities and resources are key to engaging in entrepreneurial activities.
2.3.4 Personality and Behavioural Approaches to Entrepreneurship
Personality has been judged to shape outcomes and variations in personality and the interactions that exist create complexities resulting in opportunity recognition, opportunity exploitation, innovation, and value creation (Ahmetoglu et al., 2011; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Klotz and Neubaum, 2015; Barrick et al., 2001; Kritikos, Alexander, 2022). This has subsequently led some research conclusions that personality plays a key role in determining whether an individual is entrepreneurially tilted towards engaging in entrepreneurial activities and whether such activities would succeed (Ahmetoglu et al., 2011; Kuratko, 2007; Ahmed, Tariq, Jane E. Klobas, and T. Ramayah. 2019). According to Rollinson (2008), personality is “those relatively stable and enduring aspects of an individual that distinguishes him/her from other people and at the same time form a basis for our prediction concerning his/her future behaviour”. Pervin (1980) viewed personality as an individual’s level of uniqueness which predicts his mode of thinking, actions, and reactions. Miller (2004) arrived at the conclusion that an entrepreneur’s personality traits have major effects on his entrepreneurial outcomes, but Klotz and Neubaum (2015) dissented from this conclusion. They rather suggested an interaction among personality traits to influence entrepreneurial behaviour and outcomes (Klotz and Neubaum, 2015), an example could be the meta-analytic evidence suggesting that an entrepreneur’s personality has a positive influence on entrepreneurial intentions and entrepreneurial performance (Zhao et al., 2010). However, further research shows that such positive relationships disappear when individuals possess low levels of other personality traits (Witt, Burke, Barrick, & Mount, 2002). As a result of the assertions and counter-assertions as to the relationship between an entrepreneur’s personality and entrepreneurial intentions and performance, it has been suggested that researchers should seek a “more nuanced approach than simply examining direct relationships between entrepreneurs’ traits and these outcomes” (Klotz and Neubaum, 2015). This has led to some research into the role of certain characteristics of some personality traits on entrepreneurial tendencies, as against consideration of a personality type on entrepreneurial tendencies. But despite an attempt to empirically establish a positive link between the role of affect (feelings and emotions) and entrepreneurial activities (Baron, 2008; Foo, Uy, & Baron, 2009), research has been slow in considering the link between an entrepreneur’s emotions, moods and effect to his entrepreneurial intentions and performance (Bee & Neubaum, 2014; Hayton & Cholakova, 2011). This has led to the suggestion that, for researchers to further apply the nuanced approach to gaining an empirical understanding to the relationship between an entrepreneur’s personality and entrepreneurial intentions and performance, it should consider the likely interactions among an entrepreneurs’ personality, moods, and emotions as personalities rarely acts alone (Klotz and Neubaum, 2015). This is especially so when considering the role of contextual factors (e.g., hardship, disabilities, shortcomings, social forces, family background, and industry forces) on an entrepreneurs’ personality towards determining entrepreneurial tendencies and performance (Miller, 2004). From a practical perspective, this tends to suggest that an entrepreneur who finds himself in a challenging environment would be susceptible to unethical behaviour in an attempt at achieving entrepreneurial success (Klotz and Neubaum, 2015).
In behavioural approaches to the study of entrepreneurship, an entrepreneur is the summation of entrepreneurial activities/actions taken towards venture creation (Gartner,1988). The behavioural approach to entrepreneurship views venture creation as a contextual event in which the entrepreneur is an active part of the complex process, where he engages in a series of activities directed towards the creation of the venture and subsequent actions thereafter (Gartner, 1985; 1988). Gartner, 1988 later went on to say, “research on the entrepreneur should focus on what the entrepreneur does and not who the entrepreneur is”. The entrepreneur has long been of special interest to researchers, whose entrepreneurial qualities need to be investigated (Gartner, 1988). 
Issuing a warning, Van de Ven (1986) admonished fellow researchers not to be tempted to seek to understand the entrepreneur by conducting studies into his traits and characteristics when he said, “Researchers wedded to the conception of entrepreneurship for studying the creation of organisations can learn from the history of research on leadership. Like the studies on entrepreneurship, this research began by investigating the traits and personality characteristics of leaders. However, no empirical evidence was found to support the expectation that there was a finite number of characteristics or traits of leaders, and these traits differentiate successful from unsuccessful leaders. More recently, research into leadership has made some progress by focusing on the behaviour of leaders (that is, on what they do instead of what they are) and by determining what situational factors or conditions moderate the effect of their behaviour and performance (p. 86)”. 
With more focus on the behaviour of an entrepreneur, certain behavioural activities have been identified to have been carried out by an entrepreneur who is engaged in the venture creation process, such as, venture ideation, developing a business plan, applying for financial support, `and establishing contact with potential customers and suppliers (Delmar and Davidsson, 2000; McCann and Vroom, 2015).
But beyond the identification of certain entrepreneurial behavioural activities, certain factors have also been identified as moderating the entrepreneurial behaviour exhibited by the entrepreneur. 
Hatak and Snellman (2017), examined the effect of anticipated regret on the transformation of latent entrepreneurs into nascent entrepreneurs, demonstrating in their analysis of data collected that, anticipated regret manifests as a, feeling for doing, which then pushes latent entrepreneurs into engaging in what can be classified as start-up behaviour, especially in the early stages of the venture creation process. Other studies have identified the effect of gender (Coleman and Kariv, 2013), family wealth (Zellweger, Kammerlander, 2015), innovation and paradoxical thinking (Ingram, Lewis, Barton, and Gartner, 2014) on the entrepreneurial behaviour exhibited by the entrepreneur, which then impacts on the venture.
Of interest also is the impact that an entrepreneur’s self-efficacy has on the behaviour exhibited, as well as the situational factors moderating the impact of such behaviour and entrepreneurial outcome. 
2.4 Nascent Student Entrepreneurship
Student entrepreneurship as an area of research has been identified as an increasingly important phenomena in the field of entrepreneurship, to which the university, as an independent entrepreneurial ecosystem, has also been identified as part of a larger ecosystem (OECD, 2015; Audretsch et al., 2019; Guerrero et al., 2020; Passavanti et al., 2023), that in responding to its ensuing challenges is adjudged as, “capable of generating knowledge and commercializing it through vehicles such as academic spin-offs and student start-ups” (Passavanti, et al., 2023).
Success stories of venture creations by student entrepreneurs who have dominated the public space include but not limited to Larry Page and Steve Brin, creators of Google while studying for their Ph.D. at Standford; Mark Zuckerberg, creator of Meta, formally known as Facebook together with his roommate while studying at Harvard; Steve Huffman and Alexis Ohanian, creators of Reddit while studying at the University of Virginia; Evan Spiegel, Reggie Brown, and Bobby Murphy, creators of Snapchat while studying at Stanford University; Matt Mullenweg and Mike Little, creators of WordPress while studying at University of Houston; Grace Beverly, the creator of TALA, a sustainable fitness label while studying at St Peters College, Oxford. Student entrepreneurship researches further highlights that businesses created by student entrepreneurs form a key part of the university entrepreneurial ecosystem (Wright et al., 2017; Astebro et al., 2012).
Businesses started by student entrepreneurs have shown to help in both the creation and transfer of knowledge and the entrepreneurial activities carried out within universities as a key part of the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Ferrante et al., 2019). They (student entrepreneurs) are identified as different in how they think and in their use of available resources when compared to other entrepreneurs independent of the university ecosystem (Politis et al., 2012). Also, as they are at the beginning stages of their career, they have many options for employment to choose from, with entrepreneurship as one of such options, with more flexibility in their choice of career (Passavanti, et al., 2023). Student entrepreneurship as a career option is even more so at this stage of life for the student entrepreneur, as their entrepreneurial attitudes towards entrepreneurship as a career and consciousness are being developed (Shirokova et al., 2016). To gain an insight into SE, it was highlighted that there is a lack of commonality in defining this burgeoning strand of entrepreneurship (Passavanti et al., 2023), with student entrepreneurs defined as preparing a business plan to the end that a new business would follow (Katz et al., 2000), while student entrepreneurs was also viewed as people actively studying while engaged in entrepreneurial activities (Ridder and Van der Sijde, 2006). For the purpose of this research, the second approach at understanding SE through the definition of a student entrepreneur as an individual actively engaging in entrepreneurial activities while also actively engaged in study would be adopted.
According to Passavanti et al., (2023), “when dealing with student, the influence of university education plays a critical role in the decision determining the intention to start a business”, with SE as a strand of the field of entrepreneurship revealing the multidimensional nature of entrepreneurial intention within the context of the university ecosystem as a contributor to the shaping of the student entrepreneurs entrepreneurial mindset as they engage in their entrepreneurial activities (Souitaris et al., 2007; Bae et al., 2014). The university ecosystem (Guerrero et al., 2020; Kobylinska and Lavios, 2020) has been described as both an independent and as part of a wider ecosystem (Bock et al., 2021), playing a key role in the entrepreneurial ecosystem that suits the uniqueness of SE and the entrepreneurial thinking of student entrepreneurs both towards pre and post venture creation (Audretsch et al., 2019). The university entrepreneurial ecosystem is described as one that is “integrated by educational programs, infrastructural (incubators, research parks, technology transfer offices, business creation offices, employment offices), university regulations (business creation regulations, property rights), university culture (role models, attitudes toward entrepreneurship) as well as relationships with government, investors, industry and other socio-economic agents” (Guerrero et al., 2020. P.5). 
The university entrepreneurial ecosystem is therefore seen as an integral part and player in economic outlook nationally, and internationally, through collaboration across faculties and departments within the universities bring their strengths and diversities to play in enriching the entrepreneurial value of both the university and the student entrepreneur (Sansone et al., 2021; Suryanto, 2019), with the later at the centre of the economic impacts (Passavanti et al., 2023). Sansone et al., (2021) went on to posit the importance of establishing entrepreneurship as a culture within the university ecosystem to enhance the entrepreneurial capacities of student entrepreneurs as well as to justify the required investment into the university as an integral part of the entrepreneurial ecosystem for SE, especially so when cultural barriers have been identified as a major barrier to the advancement of SE within the university ecosystem (Hayter, 2011). 
The process of venture creation has been identified as comparable to the biological process of creation, involving creation, gestation, infancy, and adolescence, involving three transitions in-between (Reynolds and White, 1997, p6; Reynolds, 2000, p.158). Nascent entrepreneurship emerges when an individual commits resources to an independent new start-up, which they do on their own, which explains the first transition stage. The disparity between intention to go on an entrepreneurial journey and accomplishing the goal have been highlighted in the arena of business (Van Gelderen, Kautonen, & Fink, 2015; Gielnik, Bledow & Stark, 2020). 
2.5 Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy
2.5.1	Self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy has its origin in the social learning theory (Bandura, 1977b), which refers to a persons’ belief in his or her capabilities at performing a given task. This plays a key role in the development of an individual’s intentions (Farashah, 2013; Bignetti, B., Santos, A. C. M. Z., Hansen, P. B., and Henriqson, E., 2021). Bandura (1982) as well as Gist (1987) believe self-efficacy is achieved gradually over a process of time and reinforced along the way (Farashah, 2013). The process of reinforcement and strengthening of an individual’s self-efficacy has been categorised to take place in four ways (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994)
1. Mastery experiences (or enactive mastery)
2. Modelling (observational learning)
3. Social persuasion
4. Judgements of their own physiological states (Bandura, 1982; Wood & Bandura, 1989)
The assimilation and integration of efficacy information across all four sources contribute to an individual’s overall self-efficacy (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Through self-comparison with others who they classify (formally or informally) as role models, individuals form judgements of their abilities, skills, and behaviour, against that of the role model, drawing inferences as to the effort and behaviour required for such a task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). 
Modelling through observational learning is amplified where there are similarities in attributes between the observer and the role model being observed (Bandura, 1977a; Gist, 1987).
In considering an Entrepreneurs Self-Efficacy, researchers have established that entrepreneurship is about the process of “creation and doing” (Gartner, 1988), which although begins with entrepreneurial intentions, cannot be said to have occurred if such intention do not materialise into a venture. 
Researchers have asserted that cognition plays a key role in shaping an entrepreneur’s intentionality and self-efficacy (Allinson, Chell, & Hayes, 2000; Baron, 1998; Mitchell et al., 2002). Mitchell et al. (2002), refers to these as the knowledge structures people draw from in making assessments, judgements and decisions regarding opportunity identification and their belief level in actualizing such opportunities, and as individuals process these information they develop an inner sense of how capable they are in actualizing identified opportunities (self-efficacy) and how likely they will engage in actions resulting in eventual actualisation of the identified opportunities (intention) (Barbosa, Gerhardt and Kickul, 2007).
Entrepreneurship is an opportunity-seeking behaviour which occurs within a complex human, cultural and social context (Zozimo, Jack and Hamilton, 2014) and entrepreneurial intention has been identified as one of the antecedents leading to entrepreneurial actions (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015). The intention in this context refers to an entrepreneur’s commitment and ability expectations towards venture creation (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015). The entrepreneurial intention is one of the factors that help in the actualization of entrepreneurial ventures, as it affects how entrepreneurs perceive new venture creation activities and the process by which new ventures are brought to life (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015). It is worthy of note that, the entrepreneurial intention is a factor needed across the separate phases of the entrepreneurial process, involving the prestart-up, implementation, and actual venture creation phases; although the degree to which entrepreneurial intention plays a major role varies along the phases (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015). With each phase presenting its own challenges, the impacts it has on the formation of the entrepreneur’s intentions as well as his entrepreneurial self-efficacy varies (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015), with these variations depending on if the entrepreneur is latent, nascent or an actual entrepreneur (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015; Gohmann, 2010). There is therefore the need to understand the role of entrepreneurial intention in linking ideas to actual entrepreneurial actions (Carsrud and Brännback 2011), as the entrepreneurial intention and self-efficacy varies depending on if an entrepreneur is latent, nascent, or actual, thereby resulting in the level of commitment and ability expectation displayed (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015; Carsrud and Brännback 2011).
Self-efficacy is a construct based on the social cognitive theory that seeks to explain human behaviour through an understanding of personal, behavioural, and environmental determinants and in the process determining the decisions we make and the belief in making those decisions as well as taking the required course of action (Bandura, 1986; 2011). Self-efficacy is the belief in one’s abilities, skills, and capabilities to conduct a given task (Bandura, 1986; Coleman and Kariv, 2013). Wincent, and Cardon (2010) noted that for self-efficacy to be better understood, it has to be context specific and not just follow a general application and that it is as well a double-edged sword acting as a moderating agent on an individual’s belief and action Drnovesek, Wincent, and Cardon, 2010). In his findings, Bandura (1982, 1986) contends that an individual’s self-efficacy is a strong predictor of performance and the level of motivation showed in the face of contrary situation, which brings to light it’s importance considering the challenges an entrepreneur faces in the entrepreneurial process and the variation in those challenges (Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015). 
2.5.2 Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) is an attempt at applying self-efficacy as a construct to the context of entrepreneurship and when self-efficacy is considered as a key antecedent to entrepreneurial intention, it is referred to as Entrepreneurial self-efficacy, ESE (Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015; Elnadi, M., and Gheith, M. H. 2021). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is, an entrepreneur’s self-efficacy in their skills and abilities to engage in the entrepreneurial process (Coleman and Kariv, 2013; Chien-Chi, C., Sun, B., Yang, H., Zheng, M., and Li, B, 2020). According to De Noble et al. (1999), Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is “a construct that measures a person’s belief in their own abilities to perform on the various skill requirements necessary to pursue a new venture opportunity.”
De Noble et al. (1999) went further to suggest six dimensions to the construct Entrepreneurial self-efficacy to include,
1. developing new product and market opportunities. 
2. building an innovative environment.
3. initiating investor relationships.
4. defining core purpose.
5. coping with unexpected challenges.
6. developing critical human resources.
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has further been applied as varying, depending on whether an entrepreneur is latent, nascent, or actual. As part of the contextual application of the self-efficacy construct to specific behavioural actions, such as entrepreneurship, it is of importance to note that further research has considered its application to the different forms of entrepreneurship. This is because the self-efficacy system is required to face the challenges in the entrepreneurial process is unique and varying. Among others, Hechavarria, Renko and Matthews (2012) applied the concept ESE to nascent entrepreneurship and the specific contexts of start-up outcomes; Minniti and Nardone, (2007) applied the context of nascent entrepreneurship to gender; while Setiawan, (2013) examined entrepreneurial self-efficacy among students. Latent and Nascent entrepreneurship have therefore been identified as contexts to which the construct entrepreneurial self-efficacy can be applied.
Nascent entrepreneurship has been described as “the period starting when an individual decides to become an entrepreneur and ending with either the successful creation of an operational business or the disbandment of the venture”, while nascent entrepreneurs “refers to teams and individuals who are intending to start a new ﬁrm, have already carried out some activity to help start the business, expect to own part of the ﬁrm, and do not already have an operational business” (Hopp and Sonderegger, 2015, p.1078).
Bonte and Piegeler, (2013) differentiated between a Latent and Nascent entrepreneur from the viewpoint of their preference, for being self-employed (latent entrepreneurs) and those more likely to take steps to start new businesses (nascent entrepreneurs).
What entrepreneurial actions would then amount to justify an entrepreneur’s intentions been classified as entrepreneurial? Hopp and Sonderegger (2015) adopted ‘rate, concentration and timing’ measures from complexity science to identify entrepreneurial actions, that if taken would help in defining his intentions as entrepreneurial. McGee, Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira (2009), elected to follow the venture creation process first proposed by Stevenson et al., (1985) in identifying such entrepreneurial activity using the searching, planning, marshalling and implementation phases. Irrespective of models constructed to identify what qualifies a nascent entrepreneur’s intentions as entrepreneurial, the model employed appears to be subjective to the perception of the specific entrepreneur been considered for entrepreneurship. Self-efficacy therefore appears to be linked with perception, and an understanding of one helps in understanding the other.
2.6 Perception
Perception is a behavioural outcome of the interplay between an individual and the individual’s situational context (Bandura, 1986). This is a result of an interaction between what is noticed from an environment, producing a behaviour and the environment responding affirmatively or otherwise, resulting in either the reinforcement or termination of such behaviour, showing that individuals form perceptions based on what is observed (Bandura, 1986). If this theory of perception is applied to entrepreneurship, a behavioural response will ensue which will attract a response from the environment. Environment refers to people or factors present when the interplay between behaviour and response takes place (Zozimo, Ricardo and Jack, Sarah and Hamilton, Ellie, 2014).
2.6.1 Theories on Perception
Perception is a process involving people, reception, and interpretation of information received from the human environment, what information to notice and how to categorize/interpret such information within the context of an already existing body of knowledge (Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, & Uhl-Bien, 2010).
2.6.1a      Ecological Perception Theory
Ecological perception theory focuses on action and the significance of behaviour in an environment rather than finding the causes for such behaviour or action (Reed, 1996; Gibson, 1979). But a person does not just receive and interpret information from the environment in other to arrive at a determined behaviour or action all by itself, there is a holistic process that either excites or inhibits such behaviour or action even after the information has been received and processed from the environment (Golembiewski, 2012). It, therefore, shows that an individual through an initial process can moderate his initial action/thought perception before engaging in a subsequent process that allows him to moderate further towards accepting or transforming earlier perception into a more concrete perception/action, which forms the basis for autonomy (Golembiewski, 2012; Searle, 2001). Perception is, therefore, active and can trigger further action, but for such initial perception to be discharged, an equal or opposing action/reaction is required which can transform an impulsive perception into an alternate and more rational perception, thought, desires and action (Golembiewski, 2012).
The relationships existing within the human environment consists of ecological perceptual optics, such as invariant properties, affordances, and events generated from the environment and picked up by a person’s perceptual system (Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, & Uhl-Bien, 2010). This relationship existing between a person, his environment and the interaction with his perceptual system exists not as a linear process but an interplay between people, information given and accessed from the environment (Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, & Uhl-Bien, 2010; Ehiobuche, 2012). The interplay is about how the world is received by a person and the interpretation given to it through his understanding of the various contributing factors to the arrived perception (Ehiobuche, 2012). Because it will be merely impossible to intercept all information from an environment, the perceiver must generate what he classifies as relevant information, by forming what he classifies that he can interpret and relate to (Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, & Uhl-Bien, 2010). This further suggests that perception and skills employed in arriving at such perception are already internally held by the perceiver and through use or experience, such skills are developed to help the perceiver better and distinctly process information received from the environment. How information received from an environment is perceived (received and processed), would depend on the individual and the theory applied to help understand such process of perception.
Naipeng, Guangfeng, Yonggang and Qian (2017) widened the scope of the ecological perception theory by introducing the concept Internet Ecological Perception (IEP). IEP as a concept suggests that ecological perception is beyond the physical landscape of an environment and technological advancement now suggests that the world of the internet impacts on an individual’s perception on issues such as politics, particularly, political trust of the public, which would subsequently determine what behaviour is exhibited towards political establishments (Naipeng, Guangfeng, Yonggang and Qian, 2017).
2.6.1b     Self-Perception Theory
The theory of self-perception is an alternative proposal to some of the phenomena embraced in Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). The theory of cognitive dissonance incorporates hypothetical internal processes to account for observed functional interactions between the observed, his environment and his responses to current stimuli, emphasizing the individual’s current phenomenology, thereby dissociating the individual from any form of history (Bem, 1967). As an alternative theory to challenge the theory of cognitive dissonance, the theory of self-perception was proposed, seeking to understand observed functional relations between an individual, his environment, and his responses by considering the individual’s past training history (Bem, 1967). Self-perception theory has been described as the ability to explain changes in one’s self-knowledge under different conditions (Ehiobuche, 2012).
Self-perception theory is based on two premises, one is that people come to know their internal reflections, attitudes & emotions through inference from their own behaviour and circumstances under which they occur; and secondly, that when internal cues are weak, the individual is in the same state as an outside observer who has to rely on outside cues of their own behaviour to determine their inner beliefs and characteristics (Bem, 1972; Ehiobuche, 2012; Woosnam, Draper, Jiang, Aleshinloye and Erul, 2018). According to Woosnam, Draper, Jiang, Aleshinloye and Erul (2018), individuals engage in self-identifying stereotypes, which leads them to assimilate and behave according to such stereotypes or in opposition to them.
2.6.1c      Social Perception Theory
According to social perception, an individual’s perception is socially constructed (Boholm, 2003), which implies that an understanding of an individual’s perception of event or happening should consider the context within which such perception occurs (Boholm, 2003). The context may include economic or socio-economic factors, direct and indirect experiences that have influenced the formation of the social perception (Bempah and Oyhus, 2017). Social perception about entrepreneurship is subjective as results and experiences differ from one community to another (Figueiredo et al., 2009). Social perception helps people to make sense of the world around them and how they would choose to interact under such situational context (Bempah and Oyhus, 2017). Secord and Backman (1964) had indicated that an individual's previous experience or exposure to the experiences of other people, shapes the perception held in the contemporary situation, which in turn determines a subsequent behaviour displayed (Bempah and Oyhus, 2017). 
This research seeks to explore how through an understanding of the activities of the nascent student entrepreneur, his perception about entrepreneurship through the contexts of opportunities and capabilities could be impacted.

2.6.2 Perception of opportunity, capability, and Nascent Student Entrepreneurship
According to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2022/2023 Global report, opportunity recognition is rooted in the social and cultural context of an individual’s perception of entrepreneurship which is influenced by whether the individual knows someone who has recently started a business. This is about the attention that entrepreneurial activity receives in the environment the individual is situated (positive or negative) and less of the level of entrepreneurial activity within the individual’s entrepreneurial environment (GEM report 2022/2023, p.38). Attention more than ever is particularly important in the social media environment where there is an increased expression online of views and opinion of social and cultural phenomena.  According to the GEM report, only 4 out of 10 adults in the UK report to know at least one person who has started an entrepreneurial activity in the last two years about 5 out of 10 agreeing that there will be good opportunities to start a business locally in the next six months (GEM Report 2022/2023 p.40). If an individual’s perception of entrepreneurship is rooted in social and cultural context, understanding the perception of the entrepreneur, specifically the nascent student entrepreneur, within the contexts of opportunities and capabilities would help to understand his entrepreneurial self-efficacy and how these impacts on him and his entrepreneurial engagements.
[bookmark: _Hlk167136992]Perception just like self-efficacy must be put in context for research purposes, better understanding, data gathering and interpretation (Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira, 2009; Pruet and Sesen, 2017). Perception has been looked at within various contexts, such as, in organisational behaviour, adaptation to climate change, career choice, times of crisis, innovation, entrepreneurial fears, and entrepreneurship in general, with all these bothering on subjective and objective viewpoints of perception (Deng, Wang, Yousefpour, 2017; Ehioubuche, 2012; Pruet, Sesen, 2017; Davey, Plewa, Struwig, 2011; Qian, Miao, 2016; Aslan, Duman, Sen, Duran, Atarbay, 2016).
Seeking to compare differences in faculty and student perception about entrepreneurship in other to explore implications on entrepreneurship education (EE), Pruet and Sesen, (2017), found that, students consistently saw themselves as more entrepreneurial than the faculty perceives. This variation was occasioned by differences in culture, economics, and entrepreneurial environments. These variations were further heightened as this research was carried out across different countries. A question that comes to mind is, would there have been less visible variations in perception about entrepreneurship if the participants reside in the same country or geographical location, even though they represent different countries, cultural backgrounds, economies, and initially different entrepreneurial environments? According to governments and other stakeholders in education, entrepreneurship is significant in improving career prospects, employability, and the overall positive outlook for the economy in a country (Iglesias-Sanchez, Jambrino-Maldonado, Velasco and Kokash, 2016). Would the students or potential entrepreneurs, agree with this perception from government and stakeholders, which is like a means to an end, to achieve an unclear economic goal, thereby leaving out potential entrepreneurs as major players and contributors from the pool of entrepreneurial stockholding? From the findings of the research, it appears that career prospect, employability, and positive economic outlook are major targets to be achieved from all forms of the entrepreneurial venture (Iglesias-Sanchez, Jambrino-Maldonado, Velasco and Kokash, 2016). This will imply that government and other stakeholders, would be satisfied with a set percentage result as acceptable when the ratio is compared with the number or percentage not achieving the aim of career prospects, employability, and positive economic outlook. When this outlook and outcome is considered from the viewpoint of potential or latent entrepreneurs, what would be their perception of entrepreneurship and how will this perception impact on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy towards future ventures? For potential entrepreneurs, what would be their entrepreneurial targets and when considered alongside that of government and other stakeholders, how would the variation in targets from the two ends of the spectrum impact their perception of entrepreneurship, within the current entrepreneurial environment and in the end, impacting their entrepreneurial self-efficacy?
According to Davey, Plewa and Stuwig, (2011), potential entrepreneurs from developing/emerging economies tend to be more inclined towards entrepreneurial tendencies as a career and their attitude towards entrepreneurship more positive than their counterparts in developed or industrialized European countries. This finding could put in perspective the result that entrepreneurship and perceptions to entrepreneurship determine the economic outlook of a country, as the development and industrialization of the countries in question determine to what extent the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of potential entrepreneurs is impacted (Pruet and Sesen, 2017; Davey, Plewa and Stuwig, 2011). There appear to be some assumptions relating to the definition of some terms from the above findings. How was the economy of a country determined and assessed by potential entrepreneurs as to define what information, culture, and factors shape the economic landscape of a country in general and that of individuals and groups in particular? Access to information from geographical and economic locations outside of an individual’s current location is a major characteristic of the present world order, where an individual can be physically present in a geographical location of a country while been impacted by the economic factors, information, and culture of a location thousands of miles away due to technological advancement and information accessibility on every device or platform.
The perception of student entrepreneurship should be looked at in a more specific context, beyond the general field of entrepreneurship (Pruet and Sesen, 2017). Iglesias-Sanchez et al., (2016), viewed student perception of entrepreneurship, looking at specific contexts of risks and ability to actualize entrepreneurial intentions, showing that, student perception of risk and ability can hinder entrepreneurial intentions. Education is singled out as a major factor in entrepreneurial perception and the level of conviction to engage in entrepreneurial activities irrespective of the risks associated (Iglesias-Sanchez et al., 2016). Education here refers to formal modes of learning, within the four walls of an educational establishment, which could be onsite or online. In a world riddled with informal modes of learning and educating at every turn, would the perception of entrepreneurship change as it affects the entrepreneurial self-efficacy required to engage in entrepreneurship? The aim of their research was to find out to what extent EEP affects university students’ Entrepreneurial Intention with students in Business and Management related courses accounting for more than half of the participants in the research with other participants representing 8 different courses of study accounting for the remaining number of participants (Iglesias-Sanchez et al., 2016, p.217). This could account for the preconceived idea that individuals who are considered entrepreneurial are studying or have studied business-related courses. If this preconception was removed and participants were equally represented across various fields of studies, what would the result show in determining entrepreneurial intention and tendencies by an individual? If the research were more representative of students studying various courses at Malaga University, the findings would have been more representative, and the findings would have been more applicable. Though universities might find some of the results helpful, the findings would have been more useful to educational providers if the participants in the research were better represented evenly across various courses been studied at the university.
In considering how people’s perceptions and climate change experiences influence their daily behaviour, Deng, Wang, Yousefpour (2017), analysed two levels of perceptions, high-level (abstract) construal and low-level (concrete) construal by applying the Construal Level Theory (CLT) and Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) to differentiate between the differences in responses by the research participants. CLT was first proposed by Liberman and Trope (1998), to predict behaviour and explain differences in behavioural decisions within the context of psychological distance (Trope and Liberman, 2010). Psychological distances determine between high (abstract), and low (concrete) construal based on four dimensions: temporal, spatial, social, and hypothetical (Trope and Liverman, 2010; Deng, Wang, Yousefpour, 2017). The theory underpins that individuals will behave differently, based on abstract and concrete construal, promoting either desirability, or enhancing the tendency towards behaviour adaptation (Trope and Liverman, 2010; Deng, Wang, Yousefpour, 2017). Empirical study has supported CLT in examining consumer behaviour, decision making and self-control (Tsai and McGill, 2011; Fujita, 2008).
While prior studies have identified differences between the entrepreneurial activities of novice and expert entrepreneurs, the mechanisms that cause those differences have not received as much attention (Markowska, 2018). It is argued that “differences in behavior between novice and expert entrepreneurs stem from self-perceptions of their ability to act. More specifically, stronger action-control beliefs encourage entrepreneurs to create new interpretations of the world over time; develop and use strategies that allow them to rely on perceived control over means and ends, their perceived capacity, and their agency; and hence behave more like experts” (Markowska, 2018).
The mechanisms that facilitate the differences in entrepreneurial behaviour between an expert entrepreneur and another who is not, goes beyond the attribute of experience versus new entrant (Arend et al, 2015). The transformation between one person achieving a competence level over another has therefore remained a mystery waiting to be researched (Markowska, 2018). Their research identified an action-controlled belief mechanism based on deliberate practice, strategy belief and knowledge structures as one of the explanations for transforming a novice to an expert entrepreneur (Markowska, 2018). But a major limitation in reaching this conclusion was that its conclusions came through a review of existing literature on entrepreneurship, applying the psychological theory of action-control belief and the three assumptions below namely.
1. That expertise reflects an acquired level of competence, and a psychological theory of control was imported to validate the assumption (Markowska, 2018; Chapman and Skinner, 1985).
2. Those individuals have what it refers to as intentional agency and refers to it as an essential element in entrepreneurship (Chapman and Skinner, 1985).
3. That perceived control reflects the need for competence, which refers to “an inborn desire to interact effectively with the environment” (Skinner 1995, p.8)
The assumptions above led to the conclusion that “action-control beliefs framework is useful in explaining how entrepreneurial expertise develops” (Markowska, 2018). This further highlights the concern expressed above on the import of theories from other disciplines to understand entrepreneurship and what an entrepreneur does, thereby making an entrepreneur less entrepreneurial in outlook and in this context, more psychological. 
One of the suggestions therefore was for future research to conduct an empirical testing and validation of the developed concepts, with a suggestion for a real-time longitudinal study of both independent and corporate entrepreneurs (Markowska, 2018).
2.7 Nascent Student Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy, Perception of opportunity and capability
As a follow up, this research would carry out a study of nascent student entrepreneurs (those between 0-5 years) by first administering a questionnaire to collect data and go on to analyse the data collected. Afterwards, a semi-structured interview would be conducted on nascent student entrepreneurs, with the results from the interview analysed, juxtaposed, and interpreted against the data from the questionnaires. This mixed-method approach will help get an in-depth understanding of the aim of the research while answering the research questions, to gain an insight into the interactions that occur between the entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceptions (opportunities and capabilities) of nascent student entrepreneurs and their observational learning.
2.8 Research Theoretical Foundation - Theory of planned behaviour (TPB)
TPB has stood out as the mainly applied underlying theory when entrepreneurial behaviour and entrepreneurship has been researched (Mensah, Khan & Mwakapesa, 2023). TPB theory is widely known in its application in the field of psychology, management environmental sciences, education to help predict human behaviour and variations to such behaviour (Ajzen, 2020; Sussman and Gifford, 2019). The TPB adjudged to have been an offshoot of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), was due to the progressive work of Adjen (1985), which incorporated the Theory of Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC) as an antecedent to the intention towards a behavioural outcome (Ajzen, 2020; Ulker-Demirel and Ciftci, 2020). The incorporation of the PBC into TPB went on to suggest that the outcome of a person’s behaviour is influenced by attitudes towards that behaviour, subjective norms and PBC, leading to the development of not just the behavioural intent but also the actual behaviour in context (Ajzen, 1985, 2005). Taking it further, TPB extends the notion of controlling one’s volition as highlighted in the theory of reason of action (Ajzen, 2020), based on the notion related to the acquisition of necessary resources and opportunities for embarking on the course of action in context (Chan et al. 2020; Yadav and Pathak, 2017). TPB therefore predicts that PBC is deeply related to motivational factors having indirect impact on a person’s behaviour (Verma and Chandra, 2018), as well as PBC controlling and impacting directly on behaviour and the mediating effect of intentions (Gao et al. 2017; Verma and Chandra, 2018).
As it relates to theories and approaches towards gaining an understanding of SE, TPB is adjudged to have been the leading framework adopted by researchers when looking into the motivation elements behind students quest to become entrepreneurs (Passavanti et al., 2023).  According  the TPB, an individual’s intention to carry out a planned action, which in the case of a student entrepreneur is about starting a business or carrying out an entrepreneurial activity, is an antecedent to starting that business or carrying out the entrepreneurial activity, which acts as a reflector of motivational factors acting as influencers of that entrepreneurial behaviour from the student (Ajzen, 1991; Passavanti et al., 2023). As highlighted above, these factors would be the students attitude, subjective norms, and behaviour control (Ajzen, 1985, 2005; Passavanti et al., 2023). Attitude for a student entrepreneur in context would be the extent to which they evaluate their planned entrepreneurial action, with independence and personal development adjudged as strong attitudinal indicators towards becoming and continuing on as student entrepreneurs (Passavanti et al., 2023). Demographics and social environment are examples of subjective norms that a student perceives as they process the implementation of their planned entrepreneurial action (Rippa et al., 2020; Passavanti et al., 2023). Behavioural control as one of the three motivational elements behind a student’s quest towards entrepreneurship explores how they perceive their own ability/capability in executing their entrepreneurial activity towards the development of entrepreneurial intention as an antecedent to such entrepreneurial activity/action (Terry and O’Leary, 1995). When student entrepreneurs are the focus of research, the influence of education, be it college, or university, play a pivotal role as a determinant in the formation of their decision towards SE, with entrepreneurial research defaulting to TPB as the guiding theory in their research (Passavanti et al., 2023). Accordingly, Passavanti (2023) concludes from his research on authors into entrepreneurship and SE that, they (authors) have suggested “universities should develop programs that enhance the psychological factors of the individual by promoting attitudes for entrepreneurship. Also, the role of mentors is crucial when dealing with students. By associating with entrepreneurs and other business people (e.g., suppliers, funders, marketers) entrepreneurship tends to shift students' identities from that of student to that of entrepreneur (this is related to the subjective norms element of the TPB, i.e.making entrepreneurship an acceptable, even desirable activity). Other theories that have been applied to SE are the Entrepreneurial Events Model (Shapero & Sokol, 1982; Kuehn, 2008), Institutional Theory (Zucker, 1977; Meyer and Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), Effectuation Theory (Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005). The TPB would therefore be the guiding theory for this research as it looks into nascent (early-stage) student entrepreneurs self-efficacy, their perceptions of opportunities, capabilities and observational learning while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities.

2.9	Formation of Hypothesis
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is an attempt at applying self-efficacy as a construct to the context of entrepreneurship and when self-efficacy is considered as a key antecedent to entrepreneurial intention, Entrepreneurial self-efficacy, is the resulting outcome (Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015; Elnadi, M., and Gheith, M. H. 2021). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is, an entrepreneur’s self-efficacy in their skills and abilities to engage in the entrepreneurial process (Coleman and Kariv, 2013; Chien-Chi, C., Sun, B., Yang, H., Zheng, M., and Li, B, 2020). According to De Noble et al. (1999), Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is “a construct that measures a person’s belief in their own abilities to perform on the various skill requirements necessary to pursue a new venture opportunity.” Depending on factors unique to the nascent student entrepreneur, individual and environmental factors like years of entrepreneurial activity, level of education and gender, could have their entrepreneurial self-efficacy strengthened enough and mediated by this factors to manage pressures faced while embarking on their entrepreneurial activities (Wei et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2020). 
A divergent view in the interconnectivity between gender and ESE has been shown to exist from entrepreneurial research outcomes, with the female gender shown to be less inclined towards entrepreneurship as a career when paralleled with the male gender (Bilimoria, Wang and Guo, 2020). The differences in ESE among the genders was shown to be evident early on with regards to entrepreneurship as a career choice (Wilson et al., 2007), while other researches show that the female gender show less ESE with regards to the required skills for company formation (Koellinger et al., 2008). Chen et al., (2008)  and Zhao et al., (2005) however found from their research no interconnectivity between female, male gender, and ESE. While male and female ESE is expected to be higher in entrepreneurs as against the general public, (van der Westhuizen and Goyayi, 2020), there is no theoretical basis to hypothesize the existence of gender difference in ESE, despite there been lesser female entrepreneurs when compared to their male counterpart (Bilimoria, Wang and Guo, 2020). Accordingly, the hypothesis below are put forward. 
H1  – ESE has an impact on Nascent Student Entrepreneurs 
H1a - ESE has an impact on the NSE and its impact is moderated by their gender (GDR).

Universities have been adjudged as an ideal environment for the acquisition of entrepreneurial knowledge and skills for students towards acquiring entrepreneurship as a career choice (Linton and Klinton, 2019). According to the Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students’ Survey (GUESS), the entrepreneurial environment present within a university drives students towards entrepreneurial activities or away from entrepreneurial tendencies (Philipp et al., 2021), as well as presenting entrepreneurship as a way of life for students and a way to think of these as a career (Kuratko, 2005). Extensive attention have been devoted to entrepreneurship education since its emergence in the 1980s and 1990s (Chen et al., 2021). According to Chen et al., 2021, entrepreneurial education both incorporates educating students to set up enterprises and coaching them towards innovative thinking. Empirical outcomes from research show that support for student entrepreneurship and the student entrepreneur’s acquisition of taught self-management skills amplifies their propensity towards further entrepreneurial activities going forward (Kaya et al., 2019). The university has been adjudged to be the appropriate ecosystem for students, undergraduate and postgraduate alike, to be entrepreneurial, engaging in behaviours geared towards exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities and becoming embedded in entrepreneurial activities (Buchnik et at., 2018; Guerrero et al., 2020; Kobylinska & Lavios, 2020). The university as an entrepreneurial ecosystem suitable for the student entrepreneur, is described as one that is “integrated by educational programs, infrastructures (incubators, research parks, technology transfer offices, business creation offices, employment offices), university regulations (business creation regulations, property rights), university culture (role models, attitudes towards entrepreneurship) as well as relationships with government, investors, industry and other socio-economic agents” (Guerrero et al., 2020, p.5). These university entrepreneurial ecosystems are entrepreneurial catalysts towards economic viability and an agent saving the economy from going in catastrophic directions (Suryanto, 2019; Guindalini et al., 2021). Sansone et al. (2021) posited that the absence of the required entrepreneurial culture in the university ecosystem, potentially reduces the attempt at advancing both academic and SE which may go on to impact negatively on investments in entrepreneurship. According to Hayter (2011), the main identifiable obstacle to SE is cultural barriers but these obstacles through university entrepreneurial incubators can be overcome (Guerrero et al., 2020; Passavanti et al., 2023). 
Student entrepreneurs could then be seen as a unique group of entrepreneurs with a unique way of thinking entrepreneurially in relation to engaging in entrepreneurial activities, exploiting resources available to them and with unique ESE as it relates to their entrepreneurial activities. Accordingly, the hypothesis below are put forward. 
H1b - ESE has an impact on the NSE and its impact is moderated by their Level of education (LED)

According to the 2021/2022 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report, the phases/types of entrepreneurial activities are measured using three indicators, namely, 
4. Total Nascent entrepreneurial activity (TEA) - % of adults engaged in running for less than 3.5 years.
5. Entrepreneurial employee activity (EEA) - % of employees developing new goods and services for their employers, and
6. Established businesses rates - % of adults engaged in running for more than 3.5 years (GEM, 2021/2022)
Different entrepreneurial activities have been researched with relation to age (Ainsworth, 2015). Entrepreneurial activities relates to the exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities for economic advantage (Bohlman, Rauch and Zacher, 2017) and when a nascent student entrepreneur is involved in entrepreneurial activity, one of the intention is towards having entrepreneurship as a career. The process of involvement in entrepreneurial activity by a nascent student entrepreneur towards making it a career choice takes time to actualise and this is affected by individual characteristics like age (Bohlman, Rauch and Zacher, 2017) but also years (age) of entrepreneurial activity, which impacts on general cognitive skills as well as entrepreneurial cognition to approach challenges related to the business of entrepreneurship and activities, taking into consideration that the nascent student entrepreneur is in the early years (age) of their entrepreneurial adventure.  To gain a better insight into the moderating impact of years of entrepreneurial activity, it is important to look into the impact that it has on the ESE of a NSE. Accordingly, the hypothesis below are put forward. 
H1c - ESE has an impact on the NSE and its impact is moderated by their years of entrepreneurial activity (YEA).
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Framework summarizing antecedents, outcomes of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and moderators 
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Perceived Opportunities (PO). 

Hypothesis 2 – PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact moderated by YED, LED, and GDR
Perception just like self-efficacy must be put in context (Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira, 2009; Pruet and Sesen, 2017). For the purpose of this research, the context for the nascent student entrepreneur is opportunity and capability, as perception about entrepreneurship is measured based on their perception of opportunities and capabilities (GEM, 2021/2022), as an entrepreneurs intention to engage in an entrepreneurial activity is moderated by their perception of opportunities and capabilities (Anjum et al., 2021).
To act on a business opportunity, must first be preceded by perception of that opportunity (Baron, 2004). The detection of that business opportunity and the pursuit of it, would rely on goal selection and staying with the pursuit of the goal by the individual who had detected the opportunity (Seijts, 1998; Aspinwall, 2005). Based lifespan psychology, perceiving the existence of opportunities results in pursuit of the opportunity as a long-term goals, which becomes the entrepreneurial activity a student entrepreneur has committed time and resources to actualising (Bohlmann et al., 2017).
In contrast, the opposite is true of an individual or in context, a student entrepreneur who either does not see the existing opportunities or does not see enough opportunity to warrant their pursuit and setting out to engage in them as entrepreneurial activities (Lang and Carstensen, 2002; Carstensen, 2006; Markus and Nurius, 1986; Cross and Markus, 1994). Based on the above, perceiving opportunities elicits commensurate effort and persistence toward the required activity (Zacher et al., 2010; Schmitt et al., 2013). Consequently, the perception of opportunities by a student entrepreneurs impacts their entrepreneurial self-efficacy but moderated by their gender, level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity as indicated above.
2a - PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their years of entrepreneurial activity
2b – PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their level of education
2c - PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their gender.
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Framework summarizing antecedents to perceived opportunity, impact on NSE and moderators (Krueger, 2009)

Perceived Capabilities (PC). 
Hypothesis 3 – PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and the impact is moderated by YED, LED, and GDR
An individual’s perception of their capability own skills for entrepreneurship is known to change over the course of their entrepreneurial journey (Bohlmann et al., 2017). The perception of one’s capability is strongly related to self-efficacy, which describes an individual’s belief in their capability to carry out a function (Gist, 1987). As stated above, self-efficacy advances an individual’s judgement of resources available to them (Ajzen, 1987; Gist and Mitchell, 1992), which go on to contribute to the development of both intentions and actions (Boyd and Vozikis, 1994). As it relates to perceived capability an individual’s belief in their capability enables them to see that function as a goal to be achieved (Bandura, 1991). Previous research has shown how important self-efficacy is, and thus the perception of capability, towards entrepreneurial activity (Boyd and Vozikis, 1994; Chen et al., 1998; Zhao et al., 2005; Wilson et al., 2007). According to Chen et al. (1998), the confidence of an individual in the ability towards mastery of entrepreneurial functions and tasks relates positively to entrepreneurial intentions, while the desire to become an entrepreneur is rooted in strong entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Zhao et al., 2005). As perceived skills for entrepreneurship resemble entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993), we hypothesize that perceived capability has an impact on a nascent student entrepreneur’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy and the impact is moderated by their gender, level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity.
3a - PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their years of entrepreneurial activity.
3b - PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their level of education.
3c - PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their gender.
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2.10	Observational Learning and Nascent Student Entrepreneurship
The dynamism of the process of learning for an entrepreneur as an ongoing journey reinforces its importance to entrepreneurship and connection to entrepreneurial behaviour and the learning theory (Rae and Carswell, 2000; Minniti and Bygrave, 2001). The theory of entrepreneurial learning, rooted in economics, is the form of learning that has as its outcomes, innovation, and the improvement of alertness to opportunity recognition (Schumpeter, 1934; Kirzner, 1973). With research into entrepreneurial learning, researchers have made references to social cognitive theory, social learning theory and experiential learning theory to help further the development of a framework towards understanding entrepreneurial learning theory, which has produced variations of forms of entrepreneurial learning like, observational learning, cognitive and experiential learning (Kolb, 1984; Lumpkin and Lichtenstein, 2005; Holcomb et al., 2009). 
Entrepreneurs have been known to update their entrepreneurial knowledge through their entrepreneurial activities, forming the foundation for their entrepreneurial journeys and further enriching the development of entrepreneurial learning theory (Minniti and Bygrave, 2001; Politis, 2005). Cope (2005) argues that through entrepreneurial activities, the learning process has seen the acquisition and need for application, feedback, awareness, and relevance, with entrepreneurial learning divided into cognitive and experiential learning (Weick, 1995) and experiential learning described as the process where the entrepreneur translates experience across his work history into knowledge he then takes into his entrepreneurial activities (Politis, 2005). Holcomb et al. (2009) expressed the view that experiential learning is a continuous process of adjusting and improvement for individuals along the line of their cognition through inferences from experiences (observing behaviours in the process), direct and indirect, within environments interacted with. The entrepreneur in the process of entrepreneurial learning, “identify entrepreneurial opportunities while enhancing self-confidence and self-efficacy, thereby generating ideas for building new enterprises” (Lin C et al., 2023). Aldrich (1999) went on with the idea that valuable entrepreneurial information is made available to the entrepreneur through networks he belongs to, as he acquires much of the knowledge, he brings into his entrepreneurial journey from others he interacts with in the environment he is exposed to (Kim and Miner, 2007). So, what does the entrepreneur and more specifically the nascent student entrepreneur’s learning have to do with observational learning? Observational learning is part of the social learning theory, where individuals learn by observing others through the interaction of both cognitive and environmental factors to impact on the behaviour and learning process of that individual (Bandura, 1977). Bandura (1977) in his social learning theory advanced the concept that, individuals learn behaviour from the environment through the observational learning process, more so through social interactions (with people, places, and environments) and not just intellectually, producing learning from others through observation and not necessary imitating the behaviour of another to the intent of reproducing the observed behaviour. This learning for the individual goes through the process of attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation (Bandura, 1977). Applying this process to the nascent student entrepreneur, who is the knowledge acquisition model he is paying attention to learn from? What is the nascent student entrepreneur doing with the information he is learning (as it is an ongoing process) from the knowledge acquisition model (Piaget, 1936; Miller, 2011)? Is he retaining that information acquired from the knowledge acquisition model? Is he reproducing the information learnt from the knowledge acquisition model and does is have the physical or mental ability to reproduce them as a nascent student entrepreneur? And lastly, is there a motivation, a reason for imitating the knowledge acquisition model? This is particularly of importance as it is not the quantity of what is learnt that matters to the nascent student entrepreneur, but is he engaged in entrepreneurial activities where the information learned from the knowledge acquisition model would be of use? The presence or lack of such reason or motivation which for the nascent student entrepreneur is being able to use it while engaging in his entrepreneurial activities will determine the relevance of his observational learning experience with the knowledge acquisition model. The knowledge acquisition model could be from his social network, customers, collaborators, competitors, and mentors. 
2.11	Research Questions
Following the above review, this study poses the following research questions:
· To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur and what role does observational learning play?
· To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capabilities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur and what role does observational learning play?  
2.12	Chapter Conclusion
This chapter provided an overview and critique of research into the history of entrepreneurship, theories of entrepreneurship, approaches to entrepreneurship, nascent student entrepreneurship, perception, theories of perception, perception and nascent entrepreneurship and observational learning with the nascent student entrepreneur. The next chapter provides a detailed description and justification for the choice of research design and methodology used in this study.













Chapter 3 - Methodology
3.1 – Introduction
Research as an academic activity is defined by Slesinger and Stephenson (1930) in the Encyclopaedia of Social Sciences as “the manipulation of things, concepts or symbols for the purpose of generalising to extend, correct or verify knowledge, whether that knowledge aids in construction of theory or in the practice of an art.” It involves study, observation, data collection, analysis, and experiment to find solutions to a problem. 
When considered within the sphere of business and management, research according to the Dictionary of Business Research Methods (2016), is “the scientific approach to the collection and processing of information using well-established techniques based on scientific principles for the purposes of answering specific questions or increasing knowledge of the phenomena of interest.” Such scientific approach in research could either be deductive or inductive. 
Within the context of methodology, it deals with the “ontological, epistemological and normative assumptions behind research methods and their inherent limitations” (Cecez-Kecmanovic, 2011). Following these definitions, this chapter describes the philosophical assumptions upon which this research is based and associated related research methods employed for data collections, coding, and analysis. This chapter adapts Saunders et al., ’s (2019) research onion model (Figure 3.1) to reflect steps adopted in conducting this research, broken down into these key areas: research philosophy, research design, research strategy, time horizons, data collection techniques, and procedures.
This chapter is sectioned into five. Section 3.2 depicts a broad overview of research philosophies found in social sciences and business research and goes on to justify the choice of pragmatism philosophy adopted in this research while discussing other philosophies.
Section 3.3 follows with the description of the research design adopted for this research and the rationale for the choice. Section 3.4 discusses the research strategy adopted for this research and the rationale behind the choice of case study research design while discussing other available research strategies. Section 3.5 follows Walsham (1995b) in describing how I conducted the qualitative phase as part of the mixed methods approach to this study. The time horizon of the study and the ethical process followed in carrying out this research are captured in Sections 3.6 and 3.7. Section 3.8 captures the data collection techniques for the mixed methods study employed in this research. Section 3.9 details the procedures that will be employed during the data analysis of the quantitative and qualitative segments of the research and the coding stage in the qualitative stage. Section 3.9 also highlights the strategies employed to ensure authenticity and plausibility of this research study. Finally, section 3.10 concludes the chapter. 
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Figure 3.1 – Research Onion (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 108).

3.2	 Research Philosophy
While identifying the reasoning behind every research, it is equally of importance to explore guiding philosophies available to any research work. This is particularly important as it impacts on the researcher’s view and choice of perspective in what guides his research. As an example, a researcher who takes an interpretative approach in his research would most likely tend towards conducting qualitative research, while the same researcher would tend towards quantitative research if he adopted a positivist approach to his research (Dictionary of Business Research Methods, 2016). A researcher’s approach or view towards his research is referred to as research philosophy. 
According to the Dictionary of Business Research Methods, 2016, research philosophy are “the conceptual underpinnings of the researcher’s world-view of the relationship between the observer and that which is to be observed, the nature of knowledge and learning processes, and how it is gained, along with the transformational processes that arise in the act of conducting research.”
As stated above, the research philosophy adopted is determined in part by the objectives set out to be achieved as well as his personal beliefs regarding the research area and question(s) to be answered. At different stages of the research, a number of assumptions will be made about human knowledge (epistemological assumptions), the realities encountered during the research (ontological assumptions) and how far/how the research process is influenced by personal values and beliefs (axiological assumptions) (Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). 
These assumptions would go on to shape the researcher’s understanding of the research questions, methods adopted and the interpretation of one’s findings (Crotty 1998). When sufficient and in-depth thought has been applied to these assumptions, it will result in a credible research philosophy underpinning the methodological choice, strategy, data collection. 
techniques and procedures adopted for analysis (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). The diagram below goes on to show the reflective process that goes into formulating one’s research philosophy. Research Philosophies
Beliefs and Assumptions




Research Design



Figure 3.2 Developing your research philosophy: a reflexive process Source: © Alexandra Bristow and Mark Saunders 2015 (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).

Before considering the different research philosophies, it is important to briefly consider the differences in the assumptions that each philosophy makes. These assumptions as stated above are termed ontology, epistemology, and axiology.

Ontology relates to reality and its underlying nature (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). A researcher’s ontological assumptions shapes the way he views out his research and related objects, which will go on to influence and determine his choice of what to research for his project (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).

Epistemology relates to assumptions about knowledge, acceptable knowledge, the validity of such knowledge, and the mode adopted in communicating such knowledge its recipients (Burrell and Morgan 1979; Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). Examples of epistemological assumptions that have been adopted has involved archival research and autobiographical accounts (Marti and Fernandez, 2013), narratives (Gabriel et al. 2013) and fictional literature (De Cock and Land, 2006), which opens access to a variety of research methods (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). Irrespective of the diversity in epistemological assumptions, it is the researcher’s unique assumptions that give legitimacy to his research (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).

Axiology relates to the role of values and ethics in the research been carried out, incorporating both the values of recipients and those of the researcher, and how these values are subsequently addressed will to a great length give credibility to the research in question (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). These values are the guiding parameters to a researcher’s project and his ability to articulate these values forms the foundation for his choice of research and how he chooses to carry it out (Heron, 1996). A researcher’s clarity of his values can help to decide what is appropriate ethically and go on to answer queries that may surface on decisions made during the research (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). 
The variation in philosophical assumptions and the input from the values of both the researcher and recipients would go on to add layers of objectivity or subjectivity to the research been carried out, which cannot be removed from the research process.
According to the Dictionary of Business Research Methods (2016), objectivism refers to “research philosophy that takes as its starting point that the phenomena of everyday experience have an existence independent of the observer”, while subjectivism refers to a “ research approach that holds that all knowledge is circumscribed by the experiences of the self, and that one’s interpretation is as valid as any other”.
But irrespective of the research objective to be achieved, guiding values from the researcher and recipients or the degree of objectivity/subjectivity associated to research, there are varying research philosophies the researcher could choose to adopt. Below are 5 major research philosophies in business and management (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015),
1. Positivism
2. Interpretivism 
3. Pragmatism
4. Critical Realism
5. Postmodernism 

3.2.1	Positivism is a research philosophy underpinning that a phenomenon can be observed and measured to test its hypothesis with little or no subjectivity, thereby reducing the likelihood of biases, thereby promising accuracy, and unambiguity (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). The main objective of positivism is that “apart from knowing by experience, most new knowledge comes from the scientific approach that formulates a transparent and generally acceptable set of conditions and tools for testing hypotheses and the conditions under which a theory or set of hypotheses will be rejected or accepted” (Dictionary of Business Research Methods, 2016). The researcher who adopts this philosophy is guided by the belief that an experience can have its hypothesis tested and measured to produce an explanation to arrive at an acceptable conclusion with as little subjectivity or researcher influence as possible in its outcome. If a researcher were to adopt a positivist philosophical approach to his research, he would view social entities in the same light as physical objects as well as considering natural phenomena as real (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). He would seek to find causal relationship in data gathered to arrive at law-like generalisations closely related to what a scientist would produce, seeking to apply universal laws to explain and predict human interactions (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015; Gill and Johnson, 2010).
As a positivist, a researcher has the choice of starting out with an existing theory to help in developing its hypothesis which would be subject to tests and subject to confirmation or rebuttal or he may seek to engage with the natural world from which his data is gathered before any hypothesis is formulated and subjected to tests while at the same time remaining neutral and detached from his research and data collected to avoid biases or influencing the research outcomes (Crotty, 1998; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2015). For a positivist researcher, conducting his research in a value-free manner is an achievable venture because of the measurable and quantifiable data he seeks to collect (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).

3.2.2	Critical Realism “focuses on explaining what we see and experience, in terms of the underlying structures of reality that shape the observable events”, viewing reality as both “external and independent but not directly accessible through our observation and knowledge of it” (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2015). Critical realists are of the strong opinion that there is a mental processing after an initial experience that occurs beyond the actual experience itself, which cannot be separated from our understanding of interactions with natural phenomena, after the initial interaction with the natural world. This process of reasoning backwards on the initial experience to have a better and richer understanding of interactions is referred to as ‘retroduction’ (Reed, 2005). 
				The Real: Causal structures and mechanisms with enduring properties



The Actual: Events and non-events generated by the Real; may or may not be observed.



The Empirical: Events that are actually observed or experienced.






Figure 3.3 Critical realist stratified ontology Source: Developed from Bhaskar (1978) (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).

Critical realists tend to focus on historical analysis of interactions and events and how changes have occurred through history, thereby embracing epistemological relativism (Reed, 2005), which is a relatively mild “subjectivist approach to knowledge” (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). A critical realist’s axiological position recognises that our knowledge of reality is because of social conditioning and cannot be understood independent of the actors who have produced such knowledge (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).

3.2.3	Interpretivism evolved as a critical response to positivism but more from a subjective standpoint by positing that, humans should be differentiated from physical phenomena as they produce meanings, which interpretivists seek to study, understand, and interpret their world and its context (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). An axiological implication of an interpretivist approach to research identifies that their interpretation of research materials and data collected cannot be divorced from the views and beliefs of both the researcher and the recipients. An interpretive research approach puts focus on the role of people (researcher and research participants) in the construction of their knowledge about the world or a social phenomenon (Williamson and Johanson, 2017). So, the overall aim of the interpretivist is to get a deep understanding of concepts that the people he interacts with give to their world and how they construct their world. (McGregor and Murnane, 2010). They acknowledge how people’s realities are shaped by their experiences and social contexts (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991; Walsham, 1993).
3.2.4	Postmodernism emphasise the role of language and power relations, challenging existing knowledge and thinking to produce alternative thinking and views (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). Also arising as a critique to the positivist philosophy, it goes even further to advance its philosophy by narrowing on the importance of language in understanding a phenomena and interactions related thereto (Chia, 2003; Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). In the process of achieving this, they seek to challenge power relations that sustain existing realities by deconstructing such realities in search of inconsistencies within existing and acceptable realities, thereby highlighting aspects of the reality that have been left out or subjected to little or no focus and formulating ideologies in the process (Calas and Smircich, 1997). The aim of the postmodernists is to give credence to suppressed ways of thinking and seeing what was previously excluded from reality (Chia, 2003). Of importance to a postmodernist researcher are the power relations that exist between a researcher and his research subjects and how these relations shape the process of and knowledge the research produces (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). As a result, a thorough reflection of the researchers thinking and writing would have to be done (Cunliffe, 2003).
3.2.5	Pragmatism asserts and accepts the importance of a concept only if it results in relevant action to the research, as it seeks to bring together the positives of objectivism and subjectivism, accurate and rigorous knowledge as well as experiences and their contexts (Elkjaer and Simpson, 2011). Put succinctly, “Reality matters to pragmatists as practical effects of ideas, and knowledge is valued for enabling actions to be carried out successfully” (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). For a pragmatist researcher, of most importance is the research problem he hopes to solve and the research question he formulates, with particular focus on practical outcomes (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). Although multiple methods may be adopted in gathering data, it is not necessarily the case, as the focus of a pragmatist researcher is credible, well-founded, and reliable data and whatever method would help a pragmatist researcher achieve this is subsequently adopted for his research (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015; Kelemen and Rumens 2008).
Overall, the various philosophies discussed above aim to contribute to the various levels in understanding social phenomenon (Chen and Hirschheim, 2004). Each of the various levels of understanding enhance the understanding of individuals and the context the represent.
The focus of this research however is aimed at extracting accurate, real, and rigorous knowledge as well as experiences within the contexts of the nascent student entrepreneurs experiences, and the relationship between self-efficacy, perceptions and observed learning within the context of their entrepreneurial engagements. Therefore, this research has adopted pragmatism as its guiding philosophy, to ensure data gathered through administered questionnaires are complemented by interviews that will be carried out.
3.3	Research Design
In research, the development of the guiding theory is pivotal to the credibility of the work been carried out, which may be obvious from the research design and if not has to be clear in the research findings and conclusion (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). But the research philosophies or reasonings would lead nowhere if the research design is not clear right through the research itself (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).
According to the Dictionary of Business Research Methods (2016), research design is the “specification of how the research question will be approached including the refinement of the question(s) and key constructs; the nature of the data that will be required and the identification of its sources, as well as methods for its collection and organization; the specification of the population of interest and an appropriate sampling strategy; the selection of an appropriate range of statistical tests in the case of a quantitative study.”
The research design requires the researcher to clarify his research objectives and question(s), which would inform whether the research would be qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods, with the clear objectives following from the research question(s); how sources for data collection would be accessed, collected, and analysed, as well as ethical issues that may arise and how they will be addressed (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015)
Another important element to credible research would be the research methods for gathering data, but for this to occur it is necessary to define what kind of research has been carried out. Is it a quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods research? The objective of each research would have to be consulted to determine this and no matter the specific objective(s) of each research, the overall objective of any research is to find answers to identified problems/questions through the application of scientific/non-scientific methods. It is generally to advance already known knowledge in the field been researched (Kothari, 2004).
One of the highlights of entrepreneurship research is the lack of its own theory (Nagarajan, 2011). Theories from different fields of study have shaped the study of entrepreneurship. Economic, management, psychological and sociological approaches have been applied to the conduct of numerous studies into entrepreneurship (Nagarajan, 2011). This has resulted in outcomes and findings more economic, psychological, sociological and management than entrepreneurial. This may then pose the question, what does an entrepreneurial research entail? 
Research into entrepreneurship have been both quantitative and qualitative in methodologies and designs employed, with quantitative research having the upper hand.
Research carried out could therefore be quantitative, qualitative or a mixed method (Rutberg and Bouikidis, 2018). 
Quantitative research employs the use of numbers and accuracy while qualitative studies address the explorative aspect of research (Polit and Beck, 2012; Rutberg & Bouikidis, 2018). Researchers determine the type of research based on the research question to be answered (Rutberg and Bouikidis, 2018). Quantitative research use precise measurement and controlled design to examine phenomena (Polit & Beck, 2012), while qualitative research examines a phenomenon using comprehensive approach and a flexible research design to produce a rich and telling outcome (Polit & Beck, 2018; Rutberg & Bouikidis, 2018). The quantitative research designs commonly employed are, experimental, quasi-experimental and non-experimental research designs (Rutberg & Bouikidis, 2018). 
Quantitative research is usually associated with positivism, especially where it involves a predetermined and structured data collection strategy (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). Quantitative research could be conducted qualitatively, for example, where opinions about the attributes of people, things or organisations form the basis of such research but it could also be conducted qualitatively, where the data sought to be collected relates to opinions (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). When quantitative research is conducted qualitatively, it is said to fit in with the interpretative philosophy (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). 
Quantitative research usually follows a deductive approach, where data is collected to test a theory. However, quantitative research could also adopt an inductive approach where data collected is used to develop a theory (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). It seeks to test variables, measure them numerically and analyse data collected using a range of statistical and graphical techniques (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). The researcher must be seen as been independent from the respondents. Quantitative research may use a single or combination of methods, such as questionnaires and interviews (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). 
In qualitative research, observations, case studies, use of documents and interviews are used in collecting data (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012), with open ended questions and interviews employed in structured or semi-structured formats (Rutberg & Bouikidis, 2018). Qualitative research is often associated with an interpretative philosophy because the researcher needed to make sense of the subjective and the phenomena under study (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). In terms of theory development, the qualitative research follows the inductive approach, but some research follows the deductive approach to test an identified theory by using qualitative theories (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015; Yin, 2014). Data collection follows non-standardized procedure, so that the questions are amenable to the responses from the respondents, which is dependent on gaining access to respondents, building rapport to the end that relevant data is received from the respondents (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015). 
According to Rutberg and Bouikidis (2018), qualitative methodologies are used when the problem lacks in-depth understanding and therefore requires thorough study. Some qualitative research strategies include ethnography, phenomenology, grounded theory, historical research, and case studies (Polit & Beck, 2014; Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2015).  
A third approach to data collection involves the combination of quantitative and qualitative methodologies. Using both qualitative and quantitative methodologies in single research is referred to as mixed methods research (Rutberg and Bouikidis, 2018). 
The research design in this study is through administered questionnaire for precise measurement and accuracy of examined phenomena but complemented with interviews, thereby making this mixed methods research.

3.4	Methodological Choice for this research

As a mixed-method study applying a sequential mixed methods design, an explanatory sequential approach has been adopted to complement through interviews the findings from the questionnaires administered, to explore the impact of the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy and perceptions, with particular focus on their perceptions of opportunities and perception of their capabilities.
The other forms of mixed method research designs recognised for different research purposes are triangulation, embedded, and exploratory designs (Creswell and Clarke, 2011). 


QUANTITATIVE 		QUALITATIVE

                         Quantitative Data Collection and Analysis
Followed By
Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis

(Figure 3.4 Explanatory Sequential Model)                                                                          Interpretation


According to Johnson et al., 2007, looking into the purpose of mixed methods approach to data collection and analysis provides better insight when the said, "mixed method inquiry is an approach to investigating the social world that ideally involves more than one methodological tradition and thus more than one way of knowing, along with more than one kind of technique for gathering, analysing, and representing human phenomena, all for the purpose of better understanding". (Johnston et al., 2007)
Polit and Beck (2012) took into consideration the approach that mixed methods can be identified at different phases of the research process and that this method to research data collection, analysis and interpretation is not limited to one method of data collection but allows for the use of words and numbers, thereby complementing each other, which is an advantage associated with this method of data collection and analysis. 
Polit and Beck (2012), describes the advantages of a mixed method research in the table below.
		Complementary
	Because of the use of both words and numbers, it allows both approaches to complement each other in the areas of data collection 

		Enhanced validity
	With enhanced variability, it allows for confidence about the validity of the results because of the multiple data gathered

		Practicality
	This allows the use of a method that best addresses the research question

		Incrementality
	This allows every step the researcher takes to lead to another in an orderly manner

		Collaboration
	This allows for working on the same problem in a collaborative manner


Table 3.1
A more detailed description of mixed methods research by Creswell and Clark, 2011 reveals that, 
“Mixed methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as methods of inquiry. As a methodology, it involves philosophical assumptions that guide the direction of the collection and analysis and the mixture of qualitative and quantitative approaches in many phases of the research process. As a method, it focuses on collecting, analysing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in a single study or series of studies. Its central premise is that the use of quantitative and qualitative approaches, in combination, provides a better understanding of research problems than either approach alone (p. 5)”.
Creswell’s (2011) pivotal work on mixed methods research called for the design and evaluation of research work that have employed mixed methods as its guiding tool for data gathering. According to Creswell (2013), mixed method research approach should have the following six principles guiding it:
1. Data collection involving both quantitative and qualitative methods.
2. Analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data collected.
3. In-depth and convincing procedure for the two sets of data 
4. Integration of the two sets of collected data.
5. Use of a well-defined mixed method design involving either concurrent or sequential approach
6. A sound, well-defined and clear philosophical foundation
One of the highlights of entrepreneurship research is the lack of its own theory (Nagarajan, 2011). Theories from different fields of study have shaped the study of entrepreneurship. Economic, management, psychological and sociological approaches have been applied to the conduct of numerous studies into entrepreneurship (Nagarajan, 2011). This has resulted in outcomes and findings more economic, psychological, sociological and management than entrepreneurial. This may then pose the question, what does entrepreneurial research entail? 
Research into entrepreneurship has been both quantitative and qualitative in methodologies and designs employed, with quantitative research having the upper hand.
3.5 Mixed Methods approach employed in this research.

	Methods
	Key objectives
	Implications for the research

	Literature review 
	To lay out relevant literature and articles against which raw data gathered later in the study will be juxtaposed.
	This shows where this study will carry on from.

	Methodology and findings.

	To gather data through questionnaires, complemented with data from some interviews. To also present the data analysed through cross-tabulation, regression analysis and thematic analysis. 
	The data gathered through questionnaires, complemented with some interviews will form the basis  for the follow-up discussion chapter.

	Discussion
	To provide explanations from the analysed data against existing literature. 
 

	Make recommendations for future research as well as the theoretical and business implications for the entrepreneurial field.


Table 3.2

3.5.1	 Research Activities and analytical tools employed.
	Hypotheses Development  

	Research question, objectives, and literature. 


	Sampling Technique in listing potential questionnaire participants and data collection. 
	LinkedIn, Twitter, Databases, Snowball 


	Questionnaire, complemented with interviews
	Online and referrals.

	Reliability and Validity 

	Chi-Square Test, Bivariate Pearson Correlation
Trustworthiness, consistency, neutrality, and applicability

	Statistical and Thematic Analysis 

	SPSS, NVivo – Cross Tabulation, Regression, and Thematic analysis


Table 3.3

3.5.2	Quantitative Data Collection Techniques 
The choice of data collection technique is primarily quantitative, through questionnaires, based on the research strategy of this study. The shift from quantitative research using questionnaires as my primary data collection technique came about after the data from the questionnaires were collected and analysed, to complement the quantitative findings through interviewing some nascent student entrepreneurs, within their entrepreneurial context and engagements. The interviews were aimed at complementing quantitative summaries from the questionnaires administered.
3.5.3 	Quantitative Pilot Study
This study started with a pilot study of nascent student entrepreneurs studying at UK universities, specifically students who are with 0-5years in their entrepreneurial engagement. This is to help understand how the participants would interact with my questionnaire and their understanding of the terminologies as well as challenges they may encounter. Students were approached at a conference for university students, organized by a non-profit organization Trust-Bridge, which took place at Charlton, North Greenwich London early March 2018. I was given about five minutes to briefly talk about my research and seek for participants who would like to be involved in my pilot study and my questionnaire beyond the pilot stage. This phase of my study helped to identify potential issues that respondents and I may encounter during my work. Four students subsequently took part in the pilot study, filling out the questionnaire comprising of 15 questions split into three sections comprising of 5 questions each. One of the issues raised by my supervisory team prior to the pilot study was whether respondents would understand the use of the two words that were central to my research, nascent entrepreneur, and self-efficacy, without needing some clarification. It was then suggested that instead of using these two academic words I should consider using simpler to understand words that were synonymous to nascent entrepreneurs and self-efficacy. This was how the words nascent entrepreneurs and self-efficacy were employed in the questionnaire and subsequently in the interview guide questions. The main challenge I had was the slow response rate to the pilot study, ending up with six respondents even though the pilot was open for over three weeks. This afforded me the opportunity to exploit other supportive means to drive traffic during the actual study, where I did a video with the link to the questionnaire attached to it and shared on Twitter (now X), and on social media sites of universities in the UK.
3.5.4 	Surveys
Survey questionnaires were used as the main data collection technique for this study. The questionnaires were administered online. The questionnaires were administered using the probability sampling method (simple random sampling) to allow for random selection and make a strong basis for statistical inferences about the whole group and reduce the risk of selection biases. This was ensured through the adoption of the Slovin’s formula n=N/1+N(e)2 (Yamane, 1967, p.886) with a margin of error set as 0.06. The total population size used was 459,234 representing the number of full time students engaged in business start-ups or entrepreneurship in the UK (HESA, 2016/2017).  
3.5.5			Qualitative Data Collection Techniques
To complement the quantitative research findings from the questionnaires administered, forty-three nascent student entrepreneurs were interviewed within their  entrepreneurial context, to better understand the quantitative findings and the impact of interactions between the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy and perceptions (opportunities and capabilities) and their observed learning while engaged in entrepreneurial activities. The interviews were conducted also to mitigate the weakness of the quantitative research as the questionnaire was independently designed as against following an already existing data collection questionnaire. This was due to the fact that, as research into student entrepreneurship is a growing ‘field’ of research, there is yet no generally acceptable questionnaire. Data from the Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Student Survey (GUESSS) has been mostly used in studies on SE, among the few who adopt already existing data from published database (Passavanti et al., 2023). As this research was looking at nascent student entrepreneurship, their perception of opportunities and capabilities and observed learning, it was necessary to not narrow data collection tool to an unsaturated questionnaire tool or to use an already existing data but to come up with a questionnaire that captures new data, guided by already existing theory, and worded in easy to understand language to the respondents. This was achieved through the quantitative pilot study where the wording of the questionnaire had to be slightly adjusted to ensure understanding of the questionnaire questions by the respondents.
As earlier mentioned in the introduction to this research, 97 out of 288 studies on SE employed surveys as a method of data collection, specifically questionnaires and analysing collected data with “statistical or other quantitative methods”, aligning with survey as the mostly used data gathering methodology across studies into entrepreneurship (Passavanti et al., 2023). This guided this research to adopt questionnaire as one of the data collection tool in this research but due to the lack of clarity in the SE boundary (Passavanti et al., 2023), it was necessary to adopt qualitative data collection through interviews to help gain better understanding of the growing strand of student entrepreneurship, thereby making the research a mixed methods research (Passavanti et al., 2023).
3.5.6	Qualitative Pilot Study
The qualitative pilot study flowed from the interview guide questions in a semi-structured style during interview. This qualitative pilot study helped me identify some issues that may arise during the semi-structure interview of interviewees. The main issue encountered was about securing a date that fits with the time schedule of all parties as well as the duration of the interview. Another key issue encountered was with regards to the likelihood that interviewees may not be inclined to turn on their video function, as the interviews were conducted via Microsoft Teams, operated through my London South Bank University student email account.
The pilot study was conducted in August 2023, which is the summer break for most students in the UK. The commitment of one nascent student entrepreneur was eventually secured for pilot study through a former student at the Said Business School, University of Oxford. The interview went on for about forty-five minutes. A challenge I encountered was interviewing students during the summer break and to be conscious of the interviewee’s time. During the interview, I paid attention to the body language and nuances from the interviewee as this helped with asking relevant follow-up questions that the interview guide questions did not cover. Inferences and my notes from the pilot study helped refine my interview sessions with the interviewees. Further details of the data collection technique and analytical tools used are detailed in Table 3.3.
3.5.7	Interviews
Interview technique was used in this research as a collection technique to aid in assessing meanings that research participants attach to a research phenomenon, in complementing data elicited from questionnaires used as the primary source of data collection (Nandhakumar and Jones, 1997). Interviews are employed to conduct social inquiries into experiences, beliefs, orientations, and identities that people have and are commonly used as a collection technique in the fields of social science and business research enabling the researcher to gather “descriptions of the lifeworld of the interviewee with respect to interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomena” (Kvale, 1982:174; Bryman, 2012, Bryman and Bell, 2015). Using “natural language” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012. P.126), nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed shared in their own words, experiences, perceptions, and journeys as it relates to their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceptions and observed learning.
Interviews are categorized into three; unstructured, semi-structured and structured. Unstructured interviews apply flexibility right through the process without pre-defined question guide, with the researcher required to be skilled in eliciting, guiding, and managing responses from interviewees to ensure that relevant responses are received. The second form of interview type is the semi-structured, with the researcher following a set of questions as a guide to ensure all aspects of interest to the research questions are covered (Easterby-Smith et., 2012). This interview type allows the researcher to ask follow-up questions to elicit more relevant responses from the interviewee to gain better insight and understanding into the context of the interviewee. The structured interview is clearly what it is, following a strict set of questions, giving the researcher no room for flexibility in questioning the interviewee. The questioning is strictly followed and controlled by the researcher. 
For this part of data collection technique, this study employed semi-structured interviews, with the interviews conducted via Microsoft Teams.
3.5.8	Semi-Structured Interview
This form of interview was employed as a complement to the findings from the questionnaires, to help put in entrepreneurial context the interactions between the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perceptions, and observed learning, while looking out for factors impacting on these variables. With this style of interviewing, I was able to flexibly move around the interview guide questions, which enabled me to elicit responses from the interviewees in a very relaxed setting, often following up with questions relevant to the context of the research questions. I preceded each interview recording with a chat with the interviewees to help guide them into the ready mode mentally and physically, which helped the flow of the interviews. It also helped check for and eliminate technical issues or interview phobia that any of the interviewees would have, as the interview would be conducted via Microsoft Teams, which some may not be familiar with using and for the specific purpose of carrying out interviews. This also afforded me the opportunity to check if the interviewees had gone through documents sent days prior to the interviews, understood, signed the consent form, and to check if any questions or terminologies from the documents needed clarification. At this stage I further addressed issues of confidentiality, stating clearly that the names of the interviewees would not be used anywhere in the research, or any subsequent publication related to this research.
The findings from the quantitative questionnaire administered laid the ground for the interview questioning, with the aim to question the nascent student entrepreneur within the context of their entrepreneurial activities and to elicit what factors may be influencing the impact that may exist between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceptions about opportunities, capability, and their observed learning. I started the interview sessions with background questions like, ‘what university are you studying in, what are you studying, what entrepreneurial activity (ies) are you engaged in while studying and what level of study are you engaged in at the university’. I went on to ask the Interview Guide Questions (IGQ) questions to elicit their years of entrepreneurial engagement to ensure they fit into the definition of who a nascent student entrepreneur was.
I used the interview guide questions, developed around the three themes of the research to elicit responses from the interviewees in a semi-structured format. The three themes where entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceived opportunities, and perceived capability.
Having followed London South bank University’s research ethics, all interviewees received prior to the interview day, a one-page participant information sheet detailing the purpose of the study, consent form, and how the data they provide would be processed in line with the university’s research ethics rules (see Appendix VIII - XI).
A total of Forty-Three interviews were conducted and only ended after seeing reoccurring instances of similar data. Table 3.4 captures a summary of the interviewees in this study. Each interview session varied between 20 – 45 mins. The interviews were transcribed verbatim using Microsoft Teams and coded using NVivo 12 software to help facilitate data management.
Table 3.4 – Summary of Interviewees 
	Gender of Interviewees
M/F
	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity
	Level of Degree at the University

	Male – 11
Female - 32
	0-2 years – 22
3-4 years – 16 
4-5 years – 5
	Postgraduate – 37 
Undergraduate – 6 



3.5.9	Research Reliability and Validity
To ensure the credibility of any study, validity and reliability is required in quantitative research. To ensure research reliability and validity in qualitative study, trustworthiness, rigour, and transparency of the research process is required (Golafshani, 2003). Four strategies namely, demonstrating trustworthiness, consistency, neutrality, and applicability were proposed to ensure demonstrate reliability and validity in qualitative research (Nobel and Smith, 2015). These strategies guided this research study. 
Earlier sections of this chapter have detailed the research approach, research strategy, data collection approach and data analysis techniques to provide clearly documented research process employed towards ensuring research consistency all through this study.
	Reliability and Validity Criteria
	Reliability and Validity Strategies

	Trustworthiness – acknowledging the existence of varying realities, personal experiences and opinions would always lead to research biases.
	Reflexivity 
Notes were kept right through to help uncover bias, and through peer reviews from other research colleagues and supervisors.
Supervisory team was constantly briefed and debriefed through meeting and panel presentations to ensure bias ais eliminated and research rigour is achieved throughout the research.
This research also ensured that responses from respondents were transcribed verbatim during interviews to support the finding in the research.
Data Sourcing 
Data was sourced from both questionnaire and interview as it is a mixed method research and to ensure a rich data is gathered for analysis purposes.

	Consistency – ensuring that the research process is clear right through the study, to ensure that similar findings as comparable as possible could be achieved if another study and researcher were to be done.
	Ensuring Auditability
Auditability was ensured through clear description and transparency of the research process, through same administration of questionnaire to respondent, same Interview Guide Questions to interviewees.

	Neutrality – acknowledging the complexity associated with participants and their positions on the focus of the research, the research methods, analysis, and findings relate to the researcher’s research philosophy. 
	This was achieved through consistency in the research process from the research questions right through to the conclusions.  

	Applicability – this considers whether findings from this research can be applied to other contexts
	This research detailed the context of nascent student entrepreneurs in UK universities engaged in entrepreneurial activities which studying at university. The research also clarified the context of nascent student entrepreneurs of between 0-5 years of entrepreneurial activity. The questions and interview guide questions were access only by nascent student entrepreneurs and only responses from this context were considered as a foundation before proceeding further in the research. 


Table 3.4 - Research Reliability and Validity criteria and strategies (Adapted from Noble and Smith, 2015)
3.5.10	 Data Coding and Analysis
The coding process and analysis began after the pilot study interview with a student from University of Oxford. The data from the interviewees interviewed were analysed following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) method of thematic analysis. Braun and Clark (2006, p.6) defined thematic analysis as “a method for identifying, analysing, and reporting patterns (themes) within data”, which are, “patterns of meaning” given to a phenomenon. Thematic analysis is very useful across any theoretical and epistemological paradigm (Braun and Clarke, 2006), implying that its flexibility and workability across any paradigm is well noted when compared to some other forms of analysis like, narrative analysis, conversation analysis and discourse analysis, which mainly aims to identify patterns that occur from interview data gathered, which tells why researchers who are new to conducting qualitative research find this method of data analysis easy to use (Braun and Clarke, 2006).
For the interviews, thematic analysis was employed to capture the realities of nascent student entrepreneurs as the interactions between their self-efficacies and perceptions (opportunities and capabilities) unfolded and to capture factors impacting on those interactions, thereby impacting on their entrepreneurial engagements (Braun and Clarke, 2006), so as to complement the findings from the questionnaire data analysed.
The coding process began by reading the interview transcripts which is the first of six guidelines recommended for carrying out thematic analysis of interview data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The objective from reading through the interview transcripts thoroughly was to ensure I familiarise myself with the texts in the transcripts, identifying emerging words, ideas, and their meanings using annotations for further review. 
Reading through the interview transcripts was followed by generating initial codes at both ‘sematic’ and ‘latent’ levels, as I focused initially on general meaning of the interview data before going on to capture underlying meanings from the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The codes were generated first deductively then moving on to doing so inductively, meaning that, I was initially driven by concepts and phenomenon like self-efficacy, perceived opportunities, and capabilities before I then sought to develop codes and themes without theoretical sensitivity, which was where the factors impacting on the interactions between the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy and perception (opportunities and capabilities) were identified (Braun and Clarke, 2006). This process was sequential rather than cyclic.
 3.6 Chapter Conclusion
Using the research onion (Figure 3.1) depicted above as a guide, the research methodology chapter described the philosophical assumptions underpinning my research into Nascent Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy, Perceptions about Entrepreneurship. This chapter highlighted the rationale underpinning the selection of a mixed methods research design. This chapter also highlighted the journey from an initial quantitative study using questionnaires to a mixed method, employing semi-structured interviews as a tool for qualitative study to complement the quantitative findings.
This chapter then captures the data collection techniques and procedures followed in analysing the research data. The next chapter, findings chapter, presents a description of the findings from the quantitative and qualitative data respectively.


















Chapter 4 – Findings
4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the findings, analysis and description of data generated from the questionnaire administered online and from the interviews conducted with the interviewees via Microsoft Teams. Two hundred and ninety-eight (298) responses were fit for quantitative analyses purposes, out of a total of 1276 responses received (Questionnaire can be found in Appendix A and SPSS data for analysis in Appendix B) and forty-three interviews conducted fit for qualitative analysis. The sample size was determined using the Slovin’s formula n=N/1+N(e)2 (Yamane, 1967, p.886). The total population size was 459,234 representing the number of full time students engaged in business start-ups or entrepreneurship in the UK (HESA, 2016/2017). The number of samples from the total population was 277 when the error of tolerance was 0.06. The total number analysed in this research was 298 representing a good sample size more than the minimum number of 277.
The questionnaires were administered to determine the impacts of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception in nascent student entrepreneurs. The quantitative data were analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences tool of descriptive statistics such as Tables, frequencies, and percentages. This was done by rating frequencies and percentages of the valued responses gathered from the respondents. The higher the percentage for a statement, the higher the agreement towards the statement used as the inference rule. Section 4.2 (a-d) presents the mean, standard deviation, reliability, and validity statistics, as well as the demography of respondents to the questionnaires. Section 4.3 presents data analysis of the quantitative data. Section 4.4 provides the descriptive statistics of the respondents. Section 4.5 presents a cross-tabulation of the variables and questions asked in the questionnaire. Section 4.6 presents the regression analysis of the variables. Section 4.7 presents a summary of Quantitative Data Analysed. Section 4.8 – section 4.24 presents qualitative data analysed. Section 4.25 presents the conclusions from the findings chapter.
4.2	Questionnaire Data and Analysis
4.2a Mean and Standard Deviation Statistics

	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	SelfBelief
	298
	4.9168
	.58585

	PerceivedOpportunities
	298
	4.7745
	.56463

	PerceivedCapabilities
	298
	4.9168
	.55443

	Valid N (listwise)
	298
	
	


Table 4.1

A standard normal distribution of a dataset is commonly used to show distribution around the mean (0) with the standard deviation set as 1. With standard normal distribution, 68% of the data under consideration falls within 1, that is a standard deviation between 0-1. In the table above with the mean for self-belief (self-efficacy) at 4.9168 and standard deviation at 0.58585, it shows that 68% of data from respondent responses to the self-belief/self-efficacy category of questions in the questionnaire administered clustered around the mean. This shows that 68% of the respondents responses to the 5 self-belief/self-efficacy questions in the questionnaire ‘somewhat agree’ or ‘agree’ to the impact of self-belief/self-efficacy on themselves as nascent student entrepreneurs engaged in entrepreneurial activities while studying at a UK university. In the Likert style questionnaire (see Appendix I), each question response ranges from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). With a mean of 4.9168, it shows 68% of the respondents responses to the self-belief/self-efficacy questions tilted more towards ‘agree’ (5) on the impact of perceived capabilities than ‘somewhat agree’ (4).
For perceived opportunities, the mean is set at 4.7745 and standard deviation at 0.56463. this shows that 68% of data from respondent responses to the perceives opportunities category of questions in the administered questions clustered around the mean. This further shows that 68% of the respondents responses to the 5 perceived opportunities questions in the questionnaire ‘somewhat agree’ or ‘agree’ to the impact of perceived opportunities on themselves as nascent student entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial self-efficacy as they engaged in entrepreneurial activities while studying in a UK university. In the Likert style questionnaire (see Appendix I), each of the question response ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). With a mean of 4.7745, it shows 68% of the respondents responses to the perceived opportunities questions tilted more towards ‘agree’ (5) on the impact of perceived capabilities that ‘somewhat agree’ (4).
With regard to perceived capabilities, the mean is set at 4.9168 and standard deviation at 0.55443. showing that 68% of data from respondent responses to the perceives capabilities category of questions in the administered questions clustered around the mean. This further shows that 68% of the respondents responses to the 5 perceived capabilities questions from the questionnaire ‘somewhat agree’ (4) or ‘agree’ (5) to the impact of perceived capabilities on themselves as nascent student entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial self-efficacy as they engaged in their entrepreneurial activities while studying in a UK university. In the Likert style questionnaire (see Appendix I), each of the question response ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). With a mean of 4.9168, it shows 68% of the respondents responses to the perceived capabilities questions tilted more towards ‘agree’  (5) on the impact of perceived capabilities than ‘somewhat agree’ (4).
This also shows that of the 3 items above self-belief/self-efficacy, and perceived opportunities had more impact on the nascent student entrepreneur as they engaged in their entrepreneurial activities while studying at a UK university. But is should be noted that the difference in impact from the mean and standard deviation scores of perceived capabilities is negligible. 


4.2b Reliability Analysis Result
To test for the reliability of the data from the respondent responses to the questionnaire distributed, a reliability test was carried out. Using the SPSS tool, the reliability and internal consistency of the 3-item ‘Impact’ scale were measured. The 3-item scales were self-belief/efficacy category, perceived opportunity category and perceived opportunities category and they were measured using the Chi-square test for independence. The result from the test indicate that the scale ‘Impact’ has good reliability and internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha coefficient = 0.871). Below is the chronology leading to the reliability and consistency results from the reliability test for the scale ‘Impact’.

	Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	298
	100.0

	
	Excludeda
	0
	.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.


Table 4.2

The above table shows the case processing summary for valid, excluded, and total.


	         Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.871
	.871
	3


Table 4.3

The table above shows the reliability statistics from the reliability statistic table. It shows the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and the three items. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is required to be greater than 0.70 to achieve reliability of the scale. From the table above, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient = 0.871, which is greater than 0.70, meaning that the scale ‘Impact’ across the three category of questions, self-belief/efficacy, perceived capability, and perceived opportunities all had good internal consistency and reliability.

	Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	SelfBelief
	4.9168
	.58585
	298

	PerceivedOpportunities
	4.7745
	.56463
	298

	PerceivedCapabilities
	4.9168
	.55443
	298


Table 4.4

The table above shows the item statistics, mean, standard deviation, and the total number of observations for each of the 3 items.
The next table below shows the correlation between the 3 items on the inter-item matrix.
	Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

	
	SelfBelief
	PerceivedOpportunities
	PerceivedCapabilities

	SelfBelief
	1.000
	.680
	.726

	PerceivedOpportunities
	.680
	1.000
	.672

	PerceivedCapabilities
	.726
	.672
	1.000


Table 4.5

The table below show the Summary of Item statistics, mean, minimum, range, variance, and the number of items (3).
	Summary Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Range
	Maximum / Minimum
	Variance
	N of Items

	Inter-Item Correlations
	.693
	.672
	.726
	.055
	1.081
	.001
	3


Table 4.6


The table below is the Item-Total Statistic, which is important for reliability analysis.
	Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	SelfBelief
	9.6913
	1.047
	.769
	.595
	.804

	PerceivedOpportunities
	9.8336
	1.122
	.728
	.529
	.841

	PerceivedCapabilities
	9.6913
	1.112
	.763
	.586
	.809


Table 4.7

The last table below in the reliability test is the scale statistics, capturing the mean, variance, standard deviation, and the number of items tested (3).

	Scale Statistics

	Mean
	Variance
	Std. Deviation
	N of Items

	14.6081
	2.312
	1.52039
	3


Table 4.8

4.2c Validity Analysis
The validity of a questionnaire is equally as important as the reliability of it, as it will show that the correct data has been collected which will go on to show that the data analysed is validated and it is testing what it set out to test. The questionnaire administered to nascent student entrepreneurs studying in UK universities was tested using the Bivariate Pearson Correlation. If the significant value is found to be < 0.01 then the questionnaire instrument is adjudged as invalid, but if the significance value is found to be > 0.01, then the questionnaire instrument is adjudged as valid. As seen in the table below, the Sig. (2.tailed) of the self-belief/efficacy, perceived opportunities and perceived capability category questions are all 0.001 which are > 0.01 and can be concluded that the three items are valid. Thereby the questionnaire administered to the nascent student entrepreneurs studying in UK universities is found to be a valid instrument.
	Correlations

	
	SelfBelief
	PerceivedOpportunities
	PerceivedCapabilities

	SelfBelief
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.680**
	.726**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	<.001
	<.001

	
	N
	298
	298
	298

	PerceivedOpportunities
	Pearson Correlation
	.680**
	1
	.672**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.001
	
	<.001

	
	N
	298
	298
	298

	PerceivedCapabilities
	Pearson Correlation
	.726**
	.672**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.001
	<.001
	

	
	N
	298
	298
	298

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Table 4.9

4.2d Demography of Respondents 
This section presents an analysis of the respondents’ biodata which includes gender, education, and duration of entrepreneurship. Based on the gender of the respondents, 154 (51.7%) were males, 141 (47.3%) were females, while 3 (1.0%) were other genders. Therefore, it indicates that the male gender participated more than their female counterparts. This does not affect the study since it is not gender-based. Based on the respondents' current level of education, 119 (39.9%) of the respondents were undergraduates, 178 (59.7%) of the respondents were postgraduate students, while 1 (0.3) of the respondents had other levels of education. This is a plus to the study because most respondents were educated. It implies that the respondents were able to comprehend the questions and were able to supply reliable answers to them. As presented in Table 1, 77 (25.8%) of the respondents had some form of entrepreneurial activity for 0-2 years, 125 (41.9%) had some form of entrepreneurial activity for 2-4 years, while 96 (32.2%) had some form of entrepreneurial activity for about 4-5 years. This implies that most of the respondents had rich years of experience which will be of importance to this study. 
Table 4.10: Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Socioeconomic and Demographic Skills

	1. Gender
	 Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Male 
	154
	51.7

	Female
	141
	47.3

	Others
	3
	1.0

	Total
	298
	100.0

	  2. Current Level of Education
	
	

	Undergraduate 
	119
	39.9

	Postgraduate
	178
	59.7

	Other
	1
	0.3

	Total
	298
	100.0

	  4. Years of Entrepreneurial Activity
	
	

	0-2
	77
	25.8

	2-4
	125
	41.9

	4-5
	96
	32.2

	Total
	298
	100.0


Source: Authors Computation from survey (2019)

Figures 4.1 – 4.3 below represent the demography of respondents in percentages across their gender, current level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity.


Figure 4.1: Distribution of respondents by Gender
Source: Authors Computation from survey (2019)

Figure 4.2: Distribution of respondents by Current Level of Education
Source: Authors Computation from survey (2019)



Figure 4.3: Distribution of respondents by Year of Entrepreneurial Activity
Source: Authors Computation from survey (2019)
4.3	Data Analysis of Quantitative Data
Cross-Tabulation and Regression analysis was adopted to analyse and interpret raw data collected from respondents to the questionnaire distributed. Raw data was collected from respondent through an online administered questionnaire comprising of 15 questions divided into 3 categories of 5 questions each, with 3 questions to capture the demography of the respondents (see Appendix 1). Each of the questions was structured in a way that would make it impossible to leave any question unanswered as the respondents would not be allowed to proceed to filling the next set of questions. This approach was adopted to ensure there were no missing questions which could impact on the reliability of and ability to analyse data received. 
The 3 categories (with 5 questions per category) of questions were to capture respectively responses on each of the student-entrepreneurs. 
1. Self-efficacy, 
2. Perception on opportunities, and 
3. Perception of their capabilities.
At the end of the period allowed for respondents to respond to the questionnaire, 298 responses were received that are fit for analyses purposes, out of a total of about 1276 responses.
Based on the design of the question, each category sought to capture how self-efficacy, perception about opportunities and perception about their capabilities impacts on their entrepreneurial engagement. Each question offered the respondents one choice from 6 possible responses they feel may represent their choice of response to the questions asked, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). The 3 questions on demography were on gender, level of current education and duration of entrepreneurial activity, which helped in categorizing the responses to the questions asked.
The data analysis of the responses is 3 layered, 
1. Descriptive statistics of demographics collected and the responses to the questions categorized under self-efficacy, perception about opportunities and perception about their capability’s headings.
1. Cross-tabulation of the responses across the demographics and 3 categories of questions, which helped to measure the relational impact of one independent variable against a dependent variable.  
1. Multi-linear regression analysis on the independent and dependent variables to further test the significance of one variable against others and the result from interactions. 
The 298 responses were received over a period of 4 months, 19th May – October 12th, 2019.
Table 2 below, represents the frequencies of both the demographics and fit for purpose responses of 298 respondents to the 15 questions contained in the 3 categories. Of the 3 demographics surveyed, gender recorded the lowest on mean of 1.49 with level of education recording the lowest on standard deviation of .497. But the level of education recorded a higher mean of 1.60 than gender, with gender recording a higher standard deviation of .521 respectively. Duration of entrepreneurial activity recorded the highest of the 3 demographics in both mean and standard deviation of 2.08 and .774 respectively. 
Of the frequency data from the 298 respondents across the 3 categories (self-efficacy, perception on opportunities and perception on capabilities), self-efficacy and perceived capabilities each recorded a mean of 4.9168, while perceived opportunities recorded a mean of 4.7745. But with standard deviation, perceived opportunities recorded a higher frequency score of .56463 as against the score of .55443 recorded by perceived capabilities. Self-efficacy recorded the highest frequency score of .58585 in standard deviation.
As a result of the frequency scores above, based on the mean scores, levels of education scored better on average than gender with 1.60 and 1.49 respectively. But duration of entrepreneurial activity had a much better score on average of 2.08 in the demographic data collected when compared with the scores of 1.60 and 1.49 recorded for levels of education and gender. With regards to consistency of scores based on standard deviation, duration of entrepreneurial activity had the most consistent score of .774, with gender of respondents more consistent with .521 and levels of education recording the least consistent with a score of .497. 
Based on the frequency data scores of the mean across the 3 categories covering the 15 questions, self-efficacy, and perception on capabilities each had a better score on average of 4.9168 as against the score for perceived opportunities of 4.7745. But from the frequency score on standard deviation, self-efficacy recorded a more consistent score of .58585 than both perceived opportunities and capabilities, with .56463 and .55443 respectively.  
From the frequency table below (Table 2), we have female respondents representing 47.3%, while the male respondents represented 51.7% of the 298 respondents. 1% (3) represented other genders. The percentage representation for the female gender accounted for 141 respondents, while for the male gender, the percentage representation accounts for 154 of the total population surveyed. The data shown in the frequency table is further depicted in the graph below.
Figure 4.4 - Gender = male, female, or other
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4.4	Descriptive Statistics 

Frequencies 
	Statistics

	
	Gender of Respondent
	Current level of Education
	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity
	Self-efficacy
	Perceived Opportunities
	Perceived Capabilities

	N
	Valid
	298
	298
	298
	298
	298
	298

	
	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mean
	1.49
	1.60
	2.08
	4.9168
	4.7745
	4.9168

	Std. Deviation
	.521
	.497
	.774
	.58585
	.56463
	.55443

	Percentiles
	25
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00
	4.6000
	4.4000
	4.6000

	
	50
	1.00
	2.00
	2.00
	5.0000
	4.8000
	5.0000

	
	75
	2.00
	2.00
	3.00
	5.2000
	5.0000
	5.2000


 Table 4.11

4.4.1	Gender of Respondent

According to demographics on gender from the 298 respondents to the survey, there were 154 were male and 141 females, with 3 others (see Table below). This represented 51.7% of the respondents as males and 47.3% as females respectively. 1.0% represented the ‘other’ respondent. 

	







	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Male
	154
	51.7
	51.7
	51.7

	
	Female
	141
	47.3
	47.3
	99.0

	
	other
	3
	1.0
	1.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4.12
[image: A picture containing text, screenshot, diagram, rectangle

Description automatically generated]
4.4.2	Current level of Education
According to demographics on the current level of education from the 298 respondents to the survey, there were 119 undergraduates and 178 postgraduates, with 1 other (see Table 4 below). This represented 39.9% of the respondents as undergraduates and 59.7 as postgraduates respectively. 0.3% represented the ‘other’ respondent. 
	

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Undergraduate
	119
	39.9
	39.9
	39.9

	
	Postgraduate
	178
	59.7
	59.7
	99.7

	
	Other
	1
	.3
	.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table 4.13
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Figure 4.6 – Current level of Education

4.4.3	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity
According to the demographics on the years of entrepreneurial activity, 76 respondents were within the 0–2-year entrepreneurial activity category, representing 25.5% of the 298 respondents to the questionnaire. Of the 2–4-year category of entrepreneurial activity, 124 respondents accounted for this category, representing 41.6% of the 298 respondents to the questionnaire. The 4–5-year entrepreneurial activity category accounted for the second largest, with 96 respondents falling within this category, representing 32.2% of the 298 respondents to the questionnaire.
	

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	0-2
	76
	25.5
	25.5
	25.5

	
	2-4
	124
	41.6
	41.6
	67.1

	
	4-5
	96
	32.2
	32.2
	99.3

	
	4
	2
	.7
	.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table 4.14 
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Figure 4.7 – Years of Entrepreneurial Activity

	4.4.4 Self-efficacy

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1.00
	2
	.7
	.7
	.7

	
	3.20
	1
	.3
	.3
	1.0

	
	3.60
	1
	.3
	.3
	1.3

	
	3.80
	5
	1.7
	1.7
	3.0

	
	4.00
	5
	1.7
	1.7
	4.7

	
	4.20
	18
	6.0
	6.0
	10.7

	
	4.40
	21
	7.0
	7.0
	17.8

	
	4.60
	28
	9.4
	9.4
	27.2

	
	4.80
	42
	14.1
	14.1
	41.3

	
	5.00
	85
	28.5
	28.5
	69.8

	
	5.20
	33
	11.1
	11.1
	80.9

	
	5.40
	22
	7.4
	7.4
	88.3

	
	5.60
	13
	4.4
	4.4
	92.6

	
	5.80
	6
	2.0
	2.0
	94.6

	
	6.00
	16
	5.4
	5.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table 4.15

According to the frequency table representing 298 responses received in the self-efficacy category section (with 5 questions in total), 175 of the responses were either agree (with a scale of 5) or strongly agree (with a scale of 6). This figure represented 58.8% of the responses showing varying levels of agreement on the higher-agreement spectrum within the scale of the responses to the self-efficacy questions. 114 of the responses (38.2%) were somewhat agree revealing a moderate-agreement spectrum within the scale of the responses to the self-efficacy questions. This further shows that, a total of 289 of the 298 responses received in the self-efficacy category questions revealed responses within the moderate to higher agreement spectrum in the self-efficacy category of 5 questions. Less than 10 (3%) of the 298 responses recorded some form of disagreement to the self-efficacy category questions (see Table 6 above). Below are the graphs and frequency charts representing responses to the five self-efficacy questions.
SB Q1
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Figure 4.8 - Self-efficacy Q1 Response Graph

SB Q2

[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]
Figure 4.9 - Self-efficacy Q2 Response Graph

SB Q3
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Figure 4.10 - Self-efficacy Q3 Response Graph

SB Q4
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Figure 4.11 - Self-efficacy Q4 Response Graph

SB Q5
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Figure 4.12 - Self-efficacy Q5 Response Graph
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	Figure 4.13 – Response Graph to Self-Efficacy Questions in Ratios


4.4.5 Perceived Opportunities

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1.20
	1
	.3
	.3
	.3

	
	1.40
	1
	.3
	.3
	.7

	
	3.20
	1
	.3
	.3
	1.0

	
	3.40
	1
	.3
	.3
	1.3

	
	3.60
	5
	1.7
	1.7
	3.0

	
	3.80
	5
	1.7
	1.7
	4.7

	
	4.00
	13
	4.4
	4.4
	9.1

	
	4.20
	18
	6.0
	6.0
	15.1

	
	4.40
	35
	11.7
	11.7
	26.8

	
	4.60
	33
	11.1
	11.1
	37.9

	
	4.80
	43
	14.4
	14.4
	52.3

	
	5.00
	77
	25.8
	25.8
	78.2

	
	5.20
	31
	10.4
	10.4
	88.6

	
	5.40
	15
	5.0
	5.0
	93.6

	
	5.60
	10
	3.4
	3.4
	97.0

	
	5.80
	2
	.7
	.7
	97.7

	
	6.00
	7
	2.3
	2.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table 4.16

According to the frequency table representing 298 responses received in the perceived opportunities category (with 5 questions in total), 142 of the responses were either agree (with a scale of 5) or strongly agree (with a scale of 6). This figure represented 47.6% of the responses showing varying levels of agreement on the higher-agreement spectrum within the scale of the responses to the perceived opportunities questions. 142 of the responses (47.6%) were somewhat agree revealing a moderate-agreement spectrum within the scale of the responses to the perceived opportunities questions. This further shows that, a total of 284 of the 298 responses received in the perceived opportunities category questions revealed responses within the moderate to higher agreement spectrum in the perceived opportunities category of 5 questions. Less than 15 (4.6%) of the 298 responses recorded some form of disagreement to the perceived opportunities category questions (see Table 7 above). Below are the graphs and frequency chart representing responses to the five perceived opportunities questions.
PO Q1
[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]
Figure 4.14 – Perceived Opportunities Q1 Response Graph

PO Q2
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Figure 4.15 - Perceived Opportunities Q2 Response Graph

PO Q3
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Figure 4.16 - Perceived Opportunities Q3 Response Graph

PO Q4
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Figure 4.17 - Perceived Opportunities Q4 Response Graph

PO Q5
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Figure 4.18 - Perceived Opportunities Q5 Response Graph
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	Figure 4.19 - Response Graph to Perceived Opportunities Questions in Ratios

4.4.6 Perceived Capabilities

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1.00
	1
	.3
	.3
	.3

	
	1.40
	1
	.3
	.3
	.7

	
	3.20
	1
	.3
	.3
	1.0

	
	3.80
	2
	.7
	.7
	1.7

	
	4.00
	9
	3.0
	3.0
	4.7

	
	4.20
	10
	3.4
	3.4
	8.1

	
	4.40
	21
	7.0
	7.0
	15.1

	
	4.60
	43
	14.4
	14.4
	29.5

	
	4.80
	42
	14.1
	14.1
	43.6

	
	5.00
	74
	24.8
	24.8
	68.5

	
	5.20
	41
	13.8
	13.8
	82.2

	
	5.40
	22
	7.4
	7.4
	89.6

	
	5.60
	13
	4.4
	4.4
	94.0

	
	5.80
	3
	1.0
	1.0
	95.0

	
	6.00
	15
	5.0
	5.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	298
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table 4.17

According to the frequency table representing 298 responses received in the perceived capabilities category (with 5 questions in total), 168 of the responses were either agree (with a scale of 5) or strongly agree (with a scale of 6). This figure represented 56.4% of the responses showing varying levels of agreement on the higher-agreement spectrum within the scale of the responses to the perceived capabilities questions. 125 of the responses (41.9%) were somewhat agree revealing a moderate-agreement spectrum within the scale of the responses to the perceived capabilities questions. This further shows that, a total of 293 of the 298 responses received in the perceived capabilities category questions revealed responses within the moderate to higher agreement spectrum in the perceived capabilities category of 5 questions. Just 5 respondents (1.6%) of the 298 responses recorded some form of disagreement to the perceived capabilities category questions (see Table 8 above). Below are the graphs and frequency chart representing responses to the five perceived capabilities questions.
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Figure 4.20 - Perceived Capabilities Q1 Response Graph
PC Q2
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Figure 4.21 - Perceived Capabilities Q2 Response Graph
PC Q3
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Figure 4.22 - Perceived Capabilities Q3 Response Graph

PC Q4
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Figure 4.23 - Perceived Capabilities Q4 Response Graph

PC Q5
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Figure 4.24 - Perceived Capabilities Q5 Response Graph
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Figure 4.25 - Response Graph to Perceived Capabilities Questions in Ratios


4.5	Cross-Tabulation

Using crosstabs descriptive analytics showed that each respondent responded to the 15 questions split across self-efficacy (5 questions), perceived opportunities (5 questions), and perceived capabilities (5 questions), as well as how they responded to each of the questions. It is important to capture not just the responses to the questions by the respondents in general but also to see how and if they responded specifically to each of the fifteen (15) questions across the three categories in the questionnaire.
4.5.1	Self-efficacy Questions 1-5 and Current Level of Education

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on current level of education as well as to Q1-5 in the self-efficacy section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the self-efficacy section. Q1-5 in the self-efficacy section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Current level of Education * Self-efficacy Question1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Self-efficacy Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Self-efficacy Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Self-efficacy Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Self-efficacy Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%



(CT-Table 4.1)

4.5.2	Self-efficacy Questions 1-5 and Years of Entrepreneurial Activity

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on years of entrepreneurial activity as well as to Q1-5 in the self-efficacy section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate to Q1-5 of the self-efficacy section. Q1-5 in the self-efficacy section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	
Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Self-efficacy Question1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Self-efficacy Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Self-efficacy Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Self-efficacy Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Self-efficacy Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.2)

4.5.3	Self-efficacy Questions 1-5 and Gender of respondents

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on gender as well as to Q1-5 in the self-efficacy section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate to Q1-5 of the self-efficacy section. Q1-5 in the self-efficacy section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Gender of Respondent * Self-efficacy Question1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Self-efficacy Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Self-efficacy Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Self-efficacy Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Self-efficacy Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.3)

4.5.4	Perception of opportunities Questions 1-5 (Q1-5) and Current Level of Education

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on current level of education as well as Q1-5 in the perception of opportunities section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the perception of opportunities section. Q1-5 in the perception of opportunities section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	[bookmark: _Hlk135482107]
Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Current level of Education * Perception of Opportunities Question 1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Opportunities Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Opportunities Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Opportunities Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Opportunities Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.4)

4.5.5	Perception of opportunities Questions 1-5 (Q1-5) and Years of Entrepreneurial Activity

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on years of entrepreneurial activity as well as Q1-5 in the perception of opportunities section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the perception of opportunities section. Q1-5 in the perception of opportunities section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).

	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Opportunities Question 1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Opportunities Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Opportunities Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Opportunities Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Opportunities Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.5)

4.5.6	Perception of opportunities Questions 1-5 (Q1-5) and Gender

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on gender as well as Q1-5 in the perception of opportunities section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the perception of opportunities section. Q1-5 in the perception of opportunities section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Opportunities Question 1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Opportunities Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Opportunities Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Opportunities Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Opportunities Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.6)

4.5.7	Perception of Capabilities Questions 1-5 (Q1-5) and Current Level of Education

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on current level of education as well as Q1-5 in the perception of capabilities section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the perception of capabilities section. Q1-5 in the perception of capabilities section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).

	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Current level of Education * Perception of Capabilities Question 1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Capabilities Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Capabilities Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Capabilities Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Current level of Education * Perception of Capabilities Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.7)

4.5.8	Perception of Capabilities Questions 1-5 (Q1-5) and Years of Entrepreneurial Activity

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on years of entrepreneurial activity as well as Q1-5 in the perception of capabilities section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the perception of capabilities section. Q1-5 in the perception of capabilities section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	
Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Capabilities Question 1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Capabilities Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Capabilities Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Capabilities Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity * Perception of Capabilities Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.8)

4.5.9	Perception of Capabilities Questions 1-5 (Q1-5) and Gender

The table below shows that all two hundred and ninety-eight (298) respondents responded to the demographic question on gender as well as Q1-5 in the perception of capabilities section of the questionnaire. This represents a 100% response rate in the perception of capabilities section. Q1-5 in the perception of capabilities section can be viewed in appendix 1 (the questionnaire).
	Case Processing Summary

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Capabilities Question 1
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Capabilities Question 2
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Capabilities Question 3
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Capabilities Question 4
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%

	Gender of Respondent * Perception of Capabilities Question 5
	298
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	298
	100.0%


(CT - Table 4.9)


4.6	Regression Analysis (RA)
4.6.1 Introduction
To work towards a robust analysis and interpretation, certain permutations were tested between the dependent and independent variables using regression analysis within the SPSS statistical tool. This is to help test the hypothesis (H0, H1) as to the strength of impact across the variables.
4.6.2	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs. 
This section presents the first objective which determines to what extent self-efficacy impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs. The objective will be analysed using linear regression model, the dependent variable will be nascent student entrepreneur, while the independent variable will be self-efficacy. This analysis will be used because it is sufficient to measure to what extent the independent variable affects the dependent variable. The regression model will be shown in the table below:
4.6.2	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs.
From table A in Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.744, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.837 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.701 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 70.1% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs.
4.6.2a	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Male student entrepreneurs
From table B in Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.769, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.854 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.728 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 72.8% variation amongst nascent Male student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent Male student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent Male student entrepreneurs.

4.6.2bi The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs
From Table C1 in Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.649, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.771 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.594 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 59.4% variation amongst nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
4.6.2bii	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates) 
From table C2 in Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.692, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.822 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.675 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 67.5% variation amongst nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	
RA Table 1: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.474
	
0.325
	
 -
	
4.541
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.692
	0.067
	0.822
	10.302
	0.001

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	106.123
	R2  
	0.675
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.822
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)

4.6.2c	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
From table 1 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.692, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.822 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.675 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 67.5% variation amongst nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 2: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.935
	
0.569
	
 -
	
1.643
	
0.121

	Self-efficacy
	0.779
	0.114
	0.869
	6.813
	0.001

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	46.411
	R2   
	0.756
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.869
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
4.6.2d	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
From table 2 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.779, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.869 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.756 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 75.6% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 3: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.346
	
1.130
	
 -
	
1.192
	
0.261

	Self-efficacy
	0.725
	0.214
	0.731
	3.392
	0.007

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	11.507
	R2
	0.535
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.731
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
H1: Self-efficacy has significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
4.6.2e	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
From table 3 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.725, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.731 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.535 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 53.5% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.4fi	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Postgraduate student entrepreneurs
From table D Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.799, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.875 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.765 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 76.5% variation amongst nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
4.6.2fii	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on Male Postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs. 
From table E Appendix XII above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.802, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.863 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.746 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 74.6% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs.

	RA Table 4: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.044
	
0.729
	
 -
	
1.433
	
0.168

	Self-efficacy
	0.780
	0.150
	0.766
	5.188
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	26.910
	R2
	0.586
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.766
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
4.6.2g	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)
From table 4 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.780, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.766 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.586 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 58.6% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 5: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.763
	
0.272
	
 -
	
2.809
	
0.008

	Self-efficacy
	0.839
	0.054
	0.922
	15.419
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	237.749
	R2
	0.850
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.922
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years).
4.6.2h	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
From table 5 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.839, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.922 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.850 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 85.0% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 6: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.377
	
0.592
	
 -
	
2.328
	
0.026

	Self-efficacy
	0.707
	0.115
	0.724
	6.122
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	37.484
	R2
	0.524
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.724
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)

4.6.2i	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)

From table 6 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.707, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.724 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.524 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 52.4% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.

4.6.2j	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female student entrepreneurs 
From table F Appendix XII above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.721, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.823 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent female student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.678 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 67.8% variation amongst nascent female student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent female student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent female student entrepreneurs.
.
4.6.2k	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs 
From Table G Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.600, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.728 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.531 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 53.1% variation amongst nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 7: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
3.214
	
0.628
	
 -
	
5.114
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.341
	0.136
	0.464
	2.510
	0.020

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	3.158
	R2  
	0.215
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.020
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.464
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs (Female Undergraduates with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs ((Female Undergraduates with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)

4.6.2l	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs (Entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years)
From table 7 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.341, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.464 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.215 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 21.5% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.020 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
	RA Table 8: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.910
	
1.072
	
 -
	
1.781
	
0.089

	Self-efficacy
	0.613
	0.217
	0.525
	2.825
	0.010

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	7.980
	R2  
	0.275
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.010
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.525
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs (Female Undergraduates with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs ((Female Undergraduates with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
4.6.2m	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs (Entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
From table 8 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.613, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.525 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.275 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 27.5% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.010 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 9: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.805
	
0.756
	
 -
	
1.065
	
0.303

	Self-efficacy
	0.832
	0.137
	0.835
	6.077
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	36.928
	R2  
	0.698
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.835
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs (Female Undergraduates with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs (Female Undergraduates with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
4.6.2n	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs (Entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
From table 9 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.832, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.835 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.698 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 69.8% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.

4.6.2o	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs 
From table H Appendix XII, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.800, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.890 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.793 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 79.3% variation amongst nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 10: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
2.061
	
1.667
	
 -
	
1.236
	
0.284

	Self-efficacy
	0.568
	0.320
	0.664
	1.777
	0.150

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	3.158
	R2  
	0.441
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.150
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.664
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs.


4.6.2p	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impact on nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs (Entrepreneurial A 0-2years)
From table 10 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.568, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.664 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.441 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 44.1% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.150 is greater than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is accepted, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have no significant impact on nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
	RA Table 11:  Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
2.361
	
0.414
	
 -
	
5.697
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.513
	0.086
	0.696
	5.969
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	35.632
	R2 
	0.484
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.696
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
4.6.2q	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years
From table 11 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.513, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.696 which denotes a positive relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4years. 
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.484 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 48.4% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4years.
	RA Table 12: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.340
	
0.273
	
 -
	
1.246
	
0.224

	Self-efficacy
	0.921
	0.055
	0.957
	16.841
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	283.621
	R2
	0.916
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.957
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.2r	The Extent to which Self-efficacy Impacts on nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years
From table 12 above, it can be shown that self-efficacy has a coefficient value of 0.921, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.957 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Self-efficacy and nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.916 which means the Self-efficacy can account for 91.6% variation amongst nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Self-efficacy will have a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Self-efficacy have a significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.2ii	Analysis of Tables 1-12
The regression analysis of the extent to which Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) impacted on the nascent student entrepreneur (NSE) appeared to be significant, with the significance moderated as other variables are applied. In general, the variance in significance of the impact of self-efficacy on NSE using the R-Square as a measurement revealed 0.701, which accounts for a 70.1% variation of the impact of self-efficacy (SE) across the respondents. When the male gender variation is applied, the moderation of the significance of self-efficacy impact increases slightly to 0.728, which amounts for 72.8%, a slight increase in the moderation because of the male gender variable. When the undergraduate level in education of the male NSE is considered, the variation of the self-efficacy significance of impact decreases slightly to 0.675, which amounts to 67.5%, but when the years of entrepreneurial activity is applied, the variations become more apparent, with NSE with 0-2 years of entrepreneurial activity scoring 0.675, 67.5%, though significant but not making any change to the variation of self-efficacy significance of impact on the nascent student entrepreneur. The major change in variation of self-efficacy significance comes with those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activity, wit 0.869 amounting to 86.9% in the variance of self-efficacy significance on the nascent student entrepreneur, which is a major difference when those with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activity is considered, with a dip in score of 0.535, a 53.5% variation of self-efficacy significance. This finding shows that although the gender, undergraduate level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity (0-2, 2-4, 4-5years) had significant self-efficacy impact on the nascent student entrepreneur, the major variation in the self-efficacy significance came with those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activity. The significance of self-efficacy impact among nascent student entrepreneurs with 0-2 years of entrepreneurial activity was less in impact due to the lower score and percentage when compared to that of those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities.
When the postgraduate level of education if considered among the male nascent student entrepreneurs, the R-Square measured 0.746, which amounts to 74.6%, slightly higher than that of the undergraduates in variation of significance in self-efficacy impact on the nascent student entrepreneur. With the nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs, those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities amounted to 0.850, 85% in variation of the self-efficacy impact which is slightly less that the score with the undergraduates. Those with 4-5 years scored even lower that the undergraduate, with those with 0-2 years scoring 0.675, 67.5%. 
This further shows the degree of self-efficacy significance in impact among the male postgraduate and undergraduate student entrepreneurs with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities, higher than those with 0-2 and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities. 
With the female nascent student entrepreneur, the score of 0.678, 67.8 was slightly lower than the male nascent student entrepreneur. When the undergraduate of education was introduced, it made a significantly less impact at 0.215, 21.5% and 0.275, 27.5% respectively with the impact of self-efficacy on the female nascent undergraduate student with 0-2 and 2-4 years, respectively. With those with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities as nascent student entrepreneurs, self-efficacy had much more impact on the female undergraduate student entrepreneur relative to the those with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively. When the postgraduate level of education was introduced, female nascent student entrepreneurs with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities had low self-efficacy impact but with a significantly higher self-efficacy impact from those with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activity, with 0.919, 91.6% self-efficacy impact. 
This shows that with the female nascent undergraduate, and postgraduate entrepreneurs with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities experienced more self-efficacy impact than other categories.
4.6.3i	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. 
This section presents the second objective which determines to what extent perceived opportunities impact on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. The objective will be analysed using a linear regression model, the dependent variable will be the self-efficacy of a nascent student entrepreneur, while the independent variable will be the extent of perceived opportunities. This analysis will be used because it is sufficient to measure to what extent the independent variable affects the dependent variable. The regression model will be shown in the table below:
4.6.3	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
From Table I Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.761, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.825 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.680 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 68.0% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
4.6.3a	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs
From Table J Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.678, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.788 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.621 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 62.1% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs.
	4.6.3bi The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs 
From Table K Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.837, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.881 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.777 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 77.7% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs.


	
	
	
	
	
	




4.6.3bii The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs
From table L Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.863, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.858 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.735 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 73.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 13: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.687
	
0.347
	
 -
	
1.982
	
0.053

	Perceived Opp
	0.863
	0.072
	0.858
	11.907
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	141.772
	R2 2  
	0.735
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.858
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years).
4.6.3c	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
From table 13 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.863, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.858 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.735 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 73.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 14: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.375
	
0.576
	
 -
	
2.391
	
0.030

	Perceived Opp
	0.719
	0.120
	0.839
	5.973
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	35.671
	R2   
	0.704
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.839
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
4.6.3d	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 Years)
From table 14 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.719, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.839 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.704 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 70.4% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 15: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.212
	
1.447
	
 -
	
0.146
	
0.887

	Perceived Opp
	1.055
	0.283
	0.762
	3.722
	0.004

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	13.857
	R22  
	0.581
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.004
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.762
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
4.6.3e	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs (Male UG with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5years)
From table 15 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 1.055, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.762 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.581 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 58.1% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.004 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
	RA Table 16: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.250
	
0.713
	
 -
	
1.754
	
0.096

	Perceived Opp
	0.731
	0.146
	0.755
	5.014
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	25.140
	R22  
	0.570
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.755
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
4.6.3h	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs (Male Postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)
From table 16 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.731, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.755 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.570 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 57.0% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 17: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.642
	
0.367
	
 -
	
4.476
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.694
	0.077
	0.812
	9.019
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	81.338
	R22  
	0.659
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.812
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
4.6.3i	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs (Male Postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
From table 17 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.694, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.812 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.812 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 81.2% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 18: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
2.278
	
0.420
	
 -
	
5.423
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.562
	0.087
	0.744
	6.489
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	42.101
	R22  
	0.553
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.744
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
4.6.3j	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs (Male Postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
From table 18 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.562, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.744 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.553 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 55.3% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.3l	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs
From Table M Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.804, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.897 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.805 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 80.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 19: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.739
	
0.396
	
 -
	
4.396
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.650
	0.084
	0.850
	7.734
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	59.820
	R2
	0.722
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.850
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years).
4.6.3m	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.)
From table 19 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.650, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.850 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.722 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 72.2% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 20: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.101
	
0.746
	
 -
	
1.474
	
0.155

	Perceived Opp
	0.800
	0.155
	0.747
	5.146
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	26.477
	R2
	0.558
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.747
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.)
4.6.3nThe Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.)
From table 20 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.800, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.747 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.558 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 55.8% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 21: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.551
	
0.371
	
 -
	
1.485
	
0.157

	Perceived Opp
	0.905
	0.069
	0.956
	13.084
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	171.181
	R2
	0.915
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.956
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.)
4.6.3o	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.)
From table 21 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.905, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.915 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.956 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 95.6% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.3pi	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs
From Table N Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.895, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.858 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.735 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 73.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs.

	RA Table 22: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.277
	
0.997
	
 -
	
1.281
	
0.270

	Perceived Opp
	0.768
	0.204
	0.883
	3.757
	0.020

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	14.118
	R2
	0.779
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.020
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.883
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
4.6.3q	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
From table 22 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.768, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.883 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.779 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 77.9% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.020 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.

	RA Table 23: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
2.005
	
0.321
	
 -
	
6.240
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.604
	0.069
	0.819
	8.814
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	77.686
	R2 
	0.672
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.819
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of early- female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
4.6.3r	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
From table 23 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 0.604, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.819 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4years. 
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.672 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 67.2% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4years. 
	RA Table 24: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.444
	
0.494
	
 -
	
1.090
	
0.929

	Perceived Opp
	1.052
	0.105
	0.892
	10.053
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	101.068
	R2  
	0.795
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.892
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
 H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.3s	The Extent to which Perceived Opportunities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years
From table 24 above, it can be shown that Perceived Opportunities have a coefficient value of 1.052, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.892 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived Opportunities and self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.795 which means the Perceived Opportunities can account for 79.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years and can predict if Perceived Opportunities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.3ii	Analysis of Tables 13-24
The regression analysis of the extent to which perceived opportunity (PO) impacted the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur (NSE) appeared to be significant, with the significance varying when other variables are applied. In general, the variance in significance of the impact of perceived opportunities on the self-efficacy of NSE using the R-Square as measurement revealed 0.680, which accounts for a 68% variation of the impact of perceived opportunity across the respondents. When the male gender variation is applied, the variation in significance of the impact of perceived opportunity on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur decreases slightly to 0.621, which amounts for 62.1%, a slight decrease in the variation because of the male gender variable. When the undergraduate level in education of the male NSE is considered, the variation in significance of perceived opportunity on the self-efficacy increases to 0.735, which amounts to 73.5%, but when the years of entrepreneurial activity is applied, the variations become more apparent, with NSE with 0-2 years of entrepreneurial activity making no difference in scoring 0.735, 73.5%, though significant but not making any change to the variation of perceived opportunity significance of impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy. The major change in variation of perceived opportunity significance came with those with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activity, with 0.581 amounting to 58.1% in the variance of perceived opportunity impact on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur, which is a major dip when those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities are considered, with an increase in score to 0.704, a 70.4% variation of perceived opportunity significance. This finding shows that although the gender, undergraduate level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity (0-2, 2-4, 4-5years) had significant perceived opportunity impact on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur, the major variation in the perceived opportunity significance came with those with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activity. The significance of perceived opportunity on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activity was less in impact due to the lower score and percentage when compared to those with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities.
When the postgraduate level of education is considered among the male nascent student entrepreneurs, the R-Square measured 0.64, which amounts to 64%, slightly lower than that of the undergraduates in variation of significance of perceived opportunity impact on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneurs. With the nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs, those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities amounted to 0.812, 81.2% in variation of the perceived opportunity impact which is moderately higher than the score with the undergraduates but hugely more than the scores of those with 0-2 and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities (0.57, 57% and 0.553, 55.3% respectively). 
This further shows the degree of perceived opportunity impact on the self-efficacy among the male postgraduate and undergraduate student entrepreneurs with 2-4 years was huge, compared with those with 0-2 and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively.
With the female undergraduate nascent student entrepreneur, the score of 0.805, 80.5% is higher than that of the male undergraduate at 0.735, 73.5%. When the undergraduate level of education is applied, the level of significance in impact of perceived opportunity on the self-efficacy of the female undergraduate with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities appear significantly higher at 0.956, 95.6% when compared with 0.722, 72.2% and 0.558, 55.8% of those with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively. When the postgraduate level of education is applied, the score was 0.735, 73.5%, slightly less than the score for undergraduates, but the score higher among the female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with 4-5 years at 0.795, 79.5%, when compared with 0.779, 77.9%, and 0.672, 67.2% respectively. 
This shows that the perceived opportunities of female undergraduate and postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities had more impact on their self-efficacy. 
4.6.4i	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. 
This section presents the third objective which determines to what extent perceived capabilities impact on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. The objective will be analysed using a linear regression model, the dependent variable will be the self-efficacy of a nascent student entrepreneur, while the independent variable will be the extent of perceived capabilities. This analysis will be used because it is sufficient to measure to what extent the independent variable affects the dependent variable. The regression model will be shown in the table below:
4.6.4	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
From Table O Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.883, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.940 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.883 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 88.3% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
4.6.4a	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs
From Table P Appendix XII, it can be shown that perceived capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.863, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.931 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.866 which means the Perceived capabilities can account for 86.6% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5%
significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent male
student entrepreneurs.
4.6.4bi	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs 
From Table Q Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.871, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.946 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.894 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 89.4% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
4.6.4bii	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs
From Table R Appendix XII, it can be shown that perceived capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.875, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.945 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.894 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 89.4% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 25: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.586
	
0.204
	
 -
	
2.869
	
0.006

	Perceived Cap
	0.875
	0.042
	0.945
	20.726
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	429.584
	R2 2  
	0.894
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.945
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years).
4.6.4c	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduate with Entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 Years)
From table 25 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.875, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.945 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.894 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 89.4% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	
RA Table 26: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.081
	
0.447
	
 -
	
0.181
	
0.859

	Perceived Cap
	0.986
	0.093
	0.939
	10.580
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	111.937
	R2 2  
	0.882
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.939
	 
	 




H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
4.6.4d	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
From table 26 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.986, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.939 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years. 
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.882 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 88.2% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 27: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.032
	
0.427
	
 -
	
2.418
	
0.036

	Perceived Cap
	0.793
	0.081
	0.951
	9.729
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	94.647
	R2
	0.904
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.951
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
H1: Perceived Capabilities have significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
4.6.4e	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male Undergraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
From table 27 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.793, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.951 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.904 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 90.4% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.4g	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Male Postgraduate student entrepreneurs
	From Table S Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.857, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.925 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.856 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 85.6% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
RA Table 28: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.236
	
0.310
	
 -
	
3.984
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.757
	0.065
	0.936
	11.596
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	134.464
	R2
	0.876
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.936
	 
	 


H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years)
H1: Perceived Capabilities have significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 0-2 Years).
4.6.4h	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)
From table 28 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.757, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.936 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.876 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 87.6% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 29: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.344
	
0.256
	
 -
	
1.344
	
0.186

	Perceived Cap
	0.917
	0.051
	0.941
	18.017
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	324.621
	R2
	0.885
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.941
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)
H1: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 2-4 Years)

4.6.4i	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
From table 29 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.917 the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.941 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.885 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 88.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 30: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.848
	
0.359
	
 -
	
2.366
	
0.024

	Perceived Cap
	0.833
	0.072
	0.893
	11.582
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	134.134
	R2
	0.798
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.893
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
H1: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs. (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial Duration of 4-5 Years)
4.6.4j The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs (Male postgraduates with Entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
From table 30 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.833 the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.893 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.798 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 79.8% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.4k	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female student entrepreneurs
From Table T Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.909, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.950 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.903 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 90.3% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent female student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female student entrepreneurs.
4.6.4l	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs
From Table U Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.866, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.941 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.886 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 88.6% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 31: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.262
	
0.422
	
 -
	
0.392
	
0.007

	Perceived Cap
	0.727
	0.087
	0.868
	16.083
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	258.674
	R22  
	0.753
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.868
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.)
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent (Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.)
4.6.4m	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of early stage (Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years)
From table 31 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.727, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.868 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.753 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 75.3% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 32: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.313
	
0.258
	
 -
	
5.094
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.727
	0.052
	0.951
	14.103
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	198.901
	R22  
	0.900
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.951
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.)
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years).
4.6.4n	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of early stage (Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years)
From table 32 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.727, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.951 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.900 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 90.0% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years. 
	RA Table 33: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.010
	
0.191
	
 -
	
0.051
	
0.960

	Perceived Cap
	0.998
	0.035
	0.990
	28.298
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	800.757
	R22  
	0.980
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.990
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.)
H1: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of early stage (Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years).
4.6.4o	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of early stage (Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years)
From table 33 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.998, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.990 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.980 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 98.0% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female undergraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.4p	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Postgraduate student entrepreneurs 
From Table V Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.889, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.937 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.878 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 87.8% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs.

4.6.4q	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs
From Table W Appendix XII, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.935, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.955 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.912 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 91.2% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
	RA Table 34: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.120
	
0.305
	
 -
	
0.392
	
0.715

	Perceived Cap
	0.986
	0.061
	0.992
	16.083
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	258.674
	R22  
	0.985
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.992
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2years.
4.6.4r	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years
From table 34 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.986, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.992 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years. Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.985 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 98.5% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 0-2 years.
	RA Table 35: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.585
	
0.479
	
 -
	
1.222
	
0.229

	Perceived Cap
	0.873
	0.099
	0.821
	8.865
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	78.588
	R2  
	0.674
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.821
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
4.6.4s	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years
From table 35 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.873, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.821 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years. 
 Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.674 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 67.4% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 2-4 years.
	RA Table 36: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.205
	
0.185
	
 -
	
1.108
	
0.279

	Perceived Cap
	0.944
	0.037
	0.981
	25.552
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	652.896
	R22  
	0.962
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.981
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years. 
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.4t	The Extent to which Perceived Capabilities Impacts on the self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years
From table 36 above, it can be shown that Perceived Capabilities have a coefficient value of 0.944, the Pearson’s coefficient is 0.981 which denotes a positive and strong relationship between Perceived capabilities and self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Also, from the result of the analysis, the R-squared is 0.962 which means the Perceived Capabilities can account for 96.2% variation amongst self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs and can predict if Perceived capabilities will have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years or not. Lastly, the analysis shows that the p- value 0.000 is less than 5% significance level (0.05) which denotes that the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected, and it can then be deduced that Perceived capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with entrepreneurial duration of 4-5 years.
4.6.4ii	Analysis of Tables 25-36
The regression analysis of the extent to which perceived capability (PC) impacted the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur (NSE) appeared to be significant, with the significance varying when other variables are applied. In general, the variance in significance of the impact of perceived capability on the self-efficacy of NSE using the R-Square as measurement revealed 0.883, which accounts for an 88.3% variation of the impact of perceived capability across the respondents. When the male gender variation is applied, the variation in significance of the impact of perceived opportunity on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur decreases slightly to 0.866, which amounts for 86.6%, a slight decrease in the variation because of the male gender variable. When the undergraduate level in education of the male NSE is considered, the variation in significance of perceived capability on the self-efficacy increases to 0.894, which amounts to 89.4%, but when the years of entrepreneurial activity with 0-2 years is applied, the variations become more apparent, with the scoring remaining significant in impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy but stable at 0.894, 89.4%. The major change in variation of perceived capability significance came with those with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activity, with 0.904 amounting to 90.4% in the variance of perceived capability impact on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur, which is a slight but significant when those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities are considered, with a less score of 0.882, an 88.2% variation of perceived capability significance. This finding shows that although the gender, undergraduate level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity (0-2, 2-4, 4-5years) had significant perceived capability impact on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneur, the major variation in the perceived capability significance came with those with 4-5 and 0-2 years of entrepreneurial activity. The significance of perceived capability on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activity was much more in impact due to the highest score and percentage when compared to those with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities.
When the postgraduate level of education is considered among the male nascent student entrepreneurs, the R-Square measured 0.856, which amounts to 85.6%, slightly lower than that of the undergraduates in variation in significance of the perceived capability impact on the self-efficacy of the nascent student entrepreneurs. With the nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs, those with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities amounted to 0.885, 88.5% in variation of the perceived capability impact which is on average the same with the score of undergraduates but slightly more than the scores of those with 0-2 and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities (0.876, 87.6% and 0.798, 79.8% respectively). 
This shows the degree of perceived capability impacted more on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs among the male postgraduate and undergraduate student entrepreneurs with 2-4, and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively.
With the female undergraduate nascent student entrepreneur, the score of 0.903, 90.3% is higher than that of the male undergraduate at 0.86.6, 86.6%. When the undergraduate level of education is applied, the level of significance in impact of perceived capability on the self-efficacy of the female undergraduate with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities appear significantly higher at 0.980, 98% when compared with 0.753, 75.3% and 0.900, 90% of those with 0-2 and 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively. When the postgraduate level of education is applied, the score was 0.878, 87.8%, slightly less than the score for undergraduates, but the score is higher among the female postgraduate student entrepreneurs with 0-2 years at 0.985, 98.5%, when compared with 0.674, 67.4%, and 0.962, 96.2% respectively among nascent female postgraduate students with those years of entrepreneurial activities. 
This shows that the perceived capability of female undergraduate and postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 and 0-2 years of entrepreneurial activities had more impact on their self-efficacy respectively while carrying out their entrepreneurial activities.
4.7	Summary of Quantitative Data Analysed
The statistical analysis of quantitative data gathered through questionnaires administered to nascent student entrepreneurs, across various variables using cross-tabulation and regression analysis, as shown in Table 58 lays out the summary of quantitative analysis showing relationships and degree of impact. 

	Summary of Quantitative Analysis
· The degree of self-efficacy significance in impact among the male postgraduate and undergraduate student entrepreneurs with 2-4 years of entrepreneurial activities, are higher than those with 0-2 and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities.
· The female undergraduate, and postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities experienced more self-efficacy impact than other categories.
· The degree of perceived opportunity impact on the self-efficacy among the male postgraduate and undergraduate student entrepreneurs with 2-4 years was significant, compared with those with 0-2 and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively.
· The perceived opportunities of female undergraduate and postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities had more impact on their self-efficacy.
· The degree of perceived capability impacted more on the self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs among the male postgraduate and undergraduate student entrepreneurs with 2-4, and 4-5 years of entrepreneurial activities, respectively.
· Perceived capability of female undergraduate and postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs with 4-5 and 0-2 years of entrepreneurial activities had more impact on their self-efficacy respectively.


Table 4.18 – Summary of Quantitative analysis from Regressions Analysis (RA)

To complement the quantitative summaries in Table 58, forty-three nascent student entrepreneurs, studying at a UK university were interviewed within the context of their unique entrepreneurial activities, through semi-structured interview and analysed using thematic analysis.

4.8 Interview Data and Analysis
4.8a Introduction
The interview data and analysis below were generated from the semi-structured interview conducted via Microsoft Teams to complement the quantitative summaries from the questionnaire administered. Forty-Three student entrepreneurs studying in UK universities were interviewed and transcript from the interviews analysed (Table 3.4). The interview Guide Questions (IGQs) can be found in Appendix III.
The IGQs were developed from the questionnaire questions and findings from the quantitative analysis phase of this research to ensure more in-depth data collection, understanding of responses of the student entrepreneurs and analysis of the impacts of self-efficacy and perception (opportunities and capabilities) on nascent student entrepreneurs as they were engaged in their entrepreneurial activities. Section 4.9 captures the demography of the interviewees and represented in Table 5.1 and Figures 5.1-5.3. There are two hierarchy of codes in Table 5.2 and 5.3 with the research questions heading the codes. Each code is described so are the themes under each of the two codes. These can be found in the Codebook (Appendix D)
4.9	Demography of Interviewees 
This section presents the frequency and analysis of the respondents’ biodata which includes gender, level of education, and duration of entrepreneurship. Based on the gender of the respondents interviewed, 11 (26%) was male, 32 (74%) were females. Therefore, it indicates that the female gender is more represented in the research. Based on the respondents' current level of education, thirty-seven (86.04%) of the respondents are postgraduate students and six (13.95%) were undergraduate, indicating postgraduate student entrepreneurs are more represented in this research. It would be implied that the respondents were able to comprehend the interview questions and to supply responses to the interview questions within the context of their entrepreneurial activities. As presented in Table 1, twenty-two respondents interviewed (51.1%) were engaged in entrepreneurial activity for within the range of 0-2 years, sixteen (37.2%) were engaged in entrepreneurial activity within the range of 2-4 years, while five (11.6%) were engaged in entrepreneurial activity within the range of 4-5 years. This implies all the respondents had varied years of student entrepreneurial experience, which will be of importance as this study focuses on nascent student entrepreneurs engaged in entrepreneurial activities as students in a UK university. 
Table 5.1: Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Socioeconomic and Demographic Skills
	Gender
	 Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Male
	11
	26

	Female
	32
	74

	Total
	43
	100

	Current Level of Education
	 
	 

	Undergraduate
	6
	13.95

	Postgraduate
	37
	86.04

	Total
	43
	100

	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity
	 
	 

	0-2
	22
	51.1

	2-3
	16
	37.2

	4-5
	5
	11.6

	Total
	43
	100


Source: Authors Computation from Interviews (2023/2024)
	Gender of Interviewees
M/F
	Years of Entrepreneurial Activity 
	Level of Degree at the University

	Male – 11
Female - 32
	0-2 years – 22
3-4 years – 16 
4-5 years – 5
	Postgraduate – 37 
Undergraduate – 6 


Table 5.2

Figure 5.1: Distribution of respondents by Gender
Source: Authors Computation from Interview (2023/2024)

Figure 5.2: Distribution of respondents by Current Level of Education
Source: Authors Computation from Interview (2023/2024)


Figure 5.3: Distribution of respondents by Years of Entrepreneurial Activity
Source: Authors Computation from Interview (2023)
4.10  	Codes and Themes from Transcripts
Following interviews conducted and transcription of forty-three interviewees, themes were generated and categorised under two codes, with the two research questions the research seeks to answer as the headings to the two codes. 
Code1 is headed as ‘To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capability impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, his observational learning, and their engagement?”
Code 2 is headed as “To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, his observational learning, and their engagement?”

The description of the two primary codes can be found in the Codebook (Appendix IV). Code 1 and 2 have fifteen and eighteen themes respectively (Appendix IV) with each theme clearly described to give meaning to the excerpts from the transcripts generated from the interviews. Tables 5.2 and 5.3 presents the hierarch of the themes, the size of each box representing what theme is most represented across board under each code. The bigger boxes of themes would be picked for discussion as they have more representations under the codes. 
Under code one, four themes are selected for discussion and four themes selected from code two.
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Table 5.3: Code 1 – 15 Themes
4.11 Themes for analysis under Code 1 - Four
· Collaboration
· Feedback
· Network and Community
· Quality Product and Service
4.12	Data Analysis of Themes in Code 1
Primary Code - To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capability impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, his observational learning, and their entrepreneurial activity?
Description of Primary Code - These are factors influencing the interaction between the Nascent Student Entrepreneur's self-efficacy and perceived capabilities within the context of their unique entrepreneurial activity.

4.13	Theme One – Collaboration

	Collaboration
	These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur had to engage with other professionals and leverage their skills/knowledge to actualise the potential of their own entrepreneurial engagements.



Collaboration was a major theme under the primary code from the impact of interactions between entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived capabilities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed as they went about their entrepreneurial activities.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed as collaboration (see Appendix E).
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of collaboration on their entrepreneurial activities.

4.13a	Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Collaboration

From the forty-three interview transcripts across the interviewees, they displayed what in this research is referred to as Entrepreneurial Behaviour responses (EBRs) because of the impact that interactions between their self-efficacy and capabilities had on them as they carried out their various entrepreneurial activities. Collaboration as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different unique entrepreneurial activities of the forty-three nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Collaboration as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and capabilities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their unique entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews. 
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating collaboration as an EBR.

“that sort of film is not something that can be done by just one person. You know you need, like, lots of things, lots of you know, people to work together with you,”


“like the Spiderman film, for example, when I have my friend who were watching it, so I've been I've decided to check like how many people worked on it and we found that it was actually like 1000 artists actually worked on the film.”


“Slack is like a project management app for businesses where, like people come together, like maybe communities, sometimes communities, sometimes companies as well come together to work on that particular app, so it's very much easier, no matter where you are in the world it’s very much, it's just like WhatsApp, but with group messages and like some other like apps or plugins that you can use with it to you know, make your work better or make the projects flow better basically.”


“I did not really know how to like get into the market and I also thought to myself that they were gonna be you know people at some point because I have I have I have also experienced it where like I have too much of work to do and I have to like outsource it to other people”

From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need to collaborate while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited collaboration as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of capabilities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred, they were identifying reasons to collaborate.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148233483]Nature of work to be done
· Variation of expertise required.
· Need to make your work better.
· Volume of work to be done
The need for collaboration as an entrepreneurial behaviour response was validated further by interviewees from the statement below,

“like, the pieces that I gave before now taking it to (a) step further. I'm getting it for some people in my circle and them advertise for me”
“I started connecting, I started making calls. Some people rejected the call they didn't want to, to show me the business and.”
“Ohh wow. I mean I will definitely have to have, a conversation with them and like, OK, know what's their own, like platform about and like what are their values? That kind of thing. We’ll definitely have a conversation first, and just figure out somethings, but I mean if I, you know we talk and we get to see, OK like everything is okay and what not and I'm not, you know, I think I would, I would go for it.”
“Then reach out and say look, I'm doing this event, you know. Do you wanna can you come along and be a part of it?”

“I think from an entrepreneurial perspective, I think within that network there is sort of maybe two of us and we we talk a lot. We've bounced ideas together in terms of how we want to sort of set up a number of um, other businesses. One of the things we're thinking about is how we take, um, how we build and leverage entrepreneurial skills for women in Africa and sort of look at how we bring that to the world stage, whether that sort of catering, whether that's in fashion, how do we leverage our own experiences and and what we know given where we are in the world to support up and coming artisans.”


The statements showing collaboration with people was necessitated and reasons identified below as behind their collaborative entrepreneurial behaviour. 
· strategic need to advance
· Strategic need for mentorship

· [bookmark: _Hlk146249457]Leveraging on a golden opportunity

· Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial skills.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148234040]Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial experience for global good.
4.13b	Conclusions from Theme 1 - Collaboration
Conclusions from Theme 1 on collaboration across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived capabilities, highlights the need to collaborate as an EBR, with reasons below further showing why collaboration was needed in their various entrepreneurial activities. 
	Collaboration
	· [bookmark: _Hlk146248737]Nature of work to be done
· Variation of expertise required.
· Need to make your work better.
· Volume of work to be done
· [bookmark: _Hlk146249221]Strategic need to advance.
· [bookmark: _Hlk146249962]Strategic need for mentorship
· Leveraging on a golden opportunity
· [bookmark: _Hlk146250261]Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial skills.
· Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial experience for global good


Table 5.4
4.14	Theme 2 – Feedback

	Feedback
	These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur.



Feedback was another major theme under the primary code looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capabilities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed and described as feedback (see Appendix E). 
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of feedback on their entrepreneurial activities.

4.14a	Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Feedback

Feedback as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different unique entrepreneurial activities of the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Feedback as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of capabilities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their unique entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews and captured in their transcripts.
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating feedback as an EBR

“in my case though, like when you when you reach out to people in the industry are not just reaching out to them for to just you know to just hear about like the business part, you also like reaching out to them to tear your work down and we call it tearing your work down, in the sense that like sometimes you get too overconfident you think that like you are the you are the best, you know, and then and then you reach out and someone is saying no, your work is not there yet, man.”

“And you can get so much more from them as fast as as a possible, and they can, like, advise you real quick here.”
“So I feel like I can work with the feedback I get from my circle if there's certain pieces, so maybe after sharing it with my circle, maybe they've used it and certain pieces start to tarnish then I know that okay I probably would have to get another, I have to source from another manufacturer, or if maybe the pieces are not attractive, or if they are too small, or if there's any issue whatsoever with the pieces, I feel like I'll get feedback from my immediate circle”

“I feel like personally it might still affect my confidence a little, but, Um, I think that I'm open minded enough to like take the feedback and run with it and see how I can, especially if it's like we really different from like my style and what I would want to brand to portray. I'll I'll look at how I can like incorporate,”
“Exactly. I wanted to see how people would react to it. I wanted to get. Wow, that's, you know, people to say ohh good good. Continue it and all that. So maybe and sincerely when I posted that thing I had only one response.”


“I have had people complain to me that this woman that you sent to me did rubbish, they did rubbish, they did this, they did that. It will also affect my confidence sometimes”

“especially when I get them a positive review from my clients.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148234210]From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need for feedback while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited feedback as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of capabilities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred, they were identifying reasons for feedback.
· Opportunity for improvement through critiquing
· [bookmark: _Hlk148233580]Quick access to more, like free advice
· Need for honest appraisal of product/service from Inner circle.
· Opportunity for novel input 
· [bookmark: _Hlk148233665]Desire for support of newly launched product/service
· To keep track of workers commitment to business values and standard
· [bookmark: _Hlk148233691]Desire for positive review from clients

The need for feedback as an entrepreneurial behaviour response was validated further by interviewees from the statement below,

“And it wasn't until I started doing those things for family, they were the ones that kind of pushed me to do it, other people. So, they actually instilled that confidence in me and they said you actually, you know what you actually pretty good at this?”

“So I'm still not 100% confident, but I think it's better than what it was before, just because I've had that practise and and people, especially social media, you know, you have people who you don't even know, you have strangers commenting on your things telling you ohh, this is great. This is good. This is amazing.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148188708]“hearing feedback from people you know, reaching out and just saying and, you know, I really enjoyed listening to this because, it's made me start thinking about things a lot more deeply.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148188795]“Certain things that might take other people quite a long time to to to get over. So if I had a speaking event, for example, and he didn't go as planned, I have that network to lean on to ask questions and generally at least one person in my network will join these events and they're able to give feedback that is honest and and direct and open”

“And I think when people give feedback, both positive and negative, actually it's the key demonstrator, it's a key performance indicator is a key KPI in terms of am I really meeting the the targets that I set myself and my really delivering value in a way that I I know that it is what I set out to do when when I started to engage in this business”

[bookmark: _Hlk148189201]“I think negative impact negative feedback is the one that I generally tend to sort of delve into a little bit more because I want to understand what it is about that experience that has really a impacted that client or customer in such a deep way, that they want to express the emotion and the feeling behind that experience.”

It's the same for the positive feedback actually because that person also has experienced something really great and they want to express that emotion in a way to help to boost my confidence or or sort of my the growth of my business.”


 The statements showing feedback from people was necessitated and reasons identified below as behind their need for feedback as an entrepreneurial behaviour. 

· [bookmark: _Hlk148233749]To instil entrepreneurial self-confidence
· Opportunity to hear from people outside of known network.
· Opportunity to grow into becoming the ‘entrepreneurial’ you.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148233891][bookmark: _Hlk148234130]Opportunity for reflection towards improvement

· Opportunity for honest and direct appraisal from one’s network.
· Opportunity to get clarity.
· Confirming set goal of delivering value
· Opportunity to understand a customer’s experience with product/service.
4.14b Conclusions from Theme 2 – Feedback
Conclusions from Theme 2 on feedback across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived capabilities, highlights the need for feedback as an EBR, with the reasons below further showing why feedback was needed by nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous individual entrepreneurial engagements. 
	





Feedback
	· Opportunity for improvement through critiquing
· Quick access to more, like free advice
· Need for honest appraisal of product/service from Inner circle.
· Opportunity for novel input 
· Desire for support of newly launched product/service
· To keep track of workers commitment to business values and standard
· Desire for positive review from clients
· To instil entrepreneurial self-confidence
· Opportunity to hear from people outside of known network.
· Opportunity to grow into becoming the ‘entrepreneurial’ you.
· Opportunity for reflection towards improvement
· Opportunity for honest and direct appraisal from one’s network.
· Confirming set goal of delivering value
· Opportunity to understand a customer’s experience with product/service.
· Opportunity to get clarity


Table 5.5

4.15	Theme 3– Network and Community

	Network and Community
	These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement



Network and community were a major theme under the primary code looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capabilities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed and described as network and community (see Appendix E).
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of network and community on their entrepreneurial activities.
4.15a	Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Network and Community

Network and Community as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different entrepreneurial activities of the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Network and Community as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived capabilities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that nascent student entrepreneurs identified as they carried out their entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews and captured in their transcripts.
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating network and community as an EBR.
“And like I have lots of friends, friends that are like in the film industry,”

[bookmark: _Hlk148189263]“so it wasn't until when I, you know started having interactions with other people in the industry and you know, like reaching out to them and having like deep discussions with them about like where I am right now in my professional experience”

[bookmark: _Hlk148189278]“and what they think I should be charging and what they think of my Portfolio in general.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148189339]“I'm looking for mentors and also like looking for exposure as well, because you know you are only, you can only see far from where you are, you know from the space you are basically. So it was it was important for me to know, like, see beyond and a way for me to see beyond was to, you know, reach out to people and see through their eyes.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148189379]“so what I did was to, you know, like get into their community and, you know, interact, you know, and get information, and one of the information, one of the very, very important information I got was, uh, where they kind of like they were always like, a posting the books that that they said have helped them during the during the during their time in the industry.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148189408]“I mean if I wasn't in that in that space, I wouldn't have known about it.

you see you learn, you learn new things every day.But you  know, I have like, I've experienced like, lots of people.
I've seen different people in different cultures. I've worked.
I've worked with like the Asian and Asian Company and also like UH, a British company and the likes”

Their need for network and community while engaged in entrepreneurial activities were due to the reasons below.

· Need to have people with similar entrepreneurial interest.
· Opportunity for interactions with people from other industries
· [bookmark: _Hlk148234319]Opportunity for deep discussions
· Opportunity for insight into own portfolio and pricing of product and services
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial mentorship and exposure
· Opportunity to receive balanced appraisal to keep you grounded.
· opportunity for interaction and relevant information gathering.
· opportunity to know the makeup of your network.
[bookmark: _Hlk148197211]Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating the need for network and community as an EBR.

“but I just decided, because, this year, a couple of my friends started out their own businesses and I've seen, I've seen um, I've seen it grow, so I've decided to just take the risk because, without taking the risk you won't really achieve anything, so I'm like, OK, let me take the risk and see how far I can go with it, because it’s something that I really would like to do.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148204555]
“like, the pieces that I gave before now taking it to step further. I'm getting it for some people in my circle and them advertise for me”

[bookmark: _Hlk148204617]“So I feel like I can work with the feedback I get from my circle if there's certain pieces, so maybe after sharing it with my circle, maybe they've used it and certain pieces start to tarnish then I know that okay I probably would have to get another, I have to source from another manufacturer, or if maybe the pieces are not attractive, or if they are too small, or if there's any issue whatsoever with the pieces, I feel like I'll get feedback from my immediate circle”

“So, I think to prevent that, I would like to start with my circle first.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148235630]“It was not via social media at first. I started with my WhatsApp I started internally”

[bookmark: _Hlk148206527]“I need to go to the market tomorrow. Can you help me? She was the first person that helped me start the business.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148206598]“Yes, and she did. I went to the market the next day. She gave me the funds,
She asked like I please come over to see her so I went to her. She gave me the funds.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148206978]“To attract more of them, because people would need you to show them evidences.
And that was why the confidence was low in the first time, I didn't have the evidence to show them.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207103]“Well, that person, they now built that now helped me with that confidence that I lacked by patronising.”

“But later on I got somebody that now referred somebody to me”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207250]“So the as I meet with different people everyday, at every point in time when I render this service, my confidence level builds more the more I get in touch the more I meet people and the more I render my services to them.”

“I'm given another opportunity by the person.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207301]“the more I also get to relate with people. So I say opportunities as a platform for me to improve.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207333]“networking. If the more you meet people, the more you relate with people.
And the more referrals, I think you get you you you can get in future, so.
And the more referrals it gets, the bigger you.”


[bookmark: _Hlk148234386]From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need for network and community while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited network and community as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of capabilities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred, they were identifying reasons for network and community.
· 
· opportunity for motivation to take calculated risk.
· opportunity for organic advertisement and marketing
· leveraging on organic relationships
· Need for organic support.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148235672]Opportunity for referrals 
· Opportunity to improve and build confidence.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· To instil confidence
· [bookmark: _Hlk148235718]Opportunity to more referrals
· Opportunity to improve on service delivery.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.


Below are further inferences from the interviewees necessitating their need for network and community as an EBR, while engaged in entrepreneurial activities.

[bookmark: _Hlk148207362]“first client is kind of started up his family because, um, I think I was too scared and shy to kind of put myself out there. And I kinda just wanted a little bit more practise because I hadn't ever studied graphic design.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207392]
“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207428]
“And it wasn't until I started doing those things for family, they were the ones that kind of pushed me to do it, other people. So, they actually instilled that confidence in me and they said you actually, you know what you actually pretty good at this?”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207458]
“Yeah, because it stems off of my full time job. I work in marketing, so a lot of people don't realise that having a brand or business isn't just you know what you're good at, it's also your image and the visual identity of your of your, your brand.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207504]“It's definitely grown. I have noticed that I do have a gift or a talent that wasn't very prominent before, only because of the stuff I've done and the fact that I have people coming to me wanting to do things for them.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207553]“for example a business is actually a subconscious thing, like seeing someone's brand or visual identity can actually persuade you to either buy or purchase or be part of the service for a company or business or brand wherever it is, because there's a psychology behind that. So mentally I'm not even aware of Ohh look this brand has bright visuals or colours and I like to buy from them because they look cool. That's all psychology and mental.”
“hearing feedback from people you know, reaching out and just saying and, you know, I really enjoyed listening to this because, it's made me start thinking about things a lot more deeply.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207599]
“And I think so for me, understanding it being my calling is that I, growing up, I wished that I had a lot of people that were speaking to me about certain things”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207650]
“you know in my day to day when I speak with friends and family like I just find myself in a position where like, I'm just like speaking, into their lives, if you will, as I just, yeah, so I just think that this is, It just feels natural. I don't know it.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148207689]“I think from an entrepreneurial perspective, I think within that network”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207718]“One of the things we're thinking about is how we take, um, how we build and leverage entrepreneurial skills for women in Africa and sort of look at how we bring that to the world stage, whether that sort of catering, whether that's in fashion, how do we leverage our own experiences and and what we know given where we are in the world to support up and coming artisans. Um in in Africa and and I think that wouldn't have come without having that network.”

“you know, but again, I had to rely on a network. I I didn't just go out there and and and, you know, put up an event Brite link and say yeah come and listen to me speak it was more people who sort of heard me speak at other events.”

“Then reach out and say look, I'm doing this event, you know. Do you wanna can you come along and be a part of it?”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207747]“So I'm sharing my thoughts and ideas anyway so but I think having the power of the network to test to learn to sort of build on an idea, I think it's what sort of has given me personally that added leverage cause then I'm not.
Um, you know, no one's perfect. We all make mistakes. Don't get me wrong, but I think I I may able to sort of overcome.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148207775]“I've sort of engaged in and and sort of reach out to a network that was way bigger than what I would have normally”

The nascent student entrepreneurs further gave the reasons below to further inferences above of the need for network and community.
[bookmark: _Hlk148235798]
· Opportunity to practice organically.
· Opportunity to access more clients.
· Opportunity to leverage on experience from other jobs. 
· Opportunity for motivation
· Opportunity for more related experiences
· Opportunity to develop talents that were once latent.
· Opportunity to apply knowledge across board.
· Opportunity to create value/impact.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148235834]Opportunity for mentorship
· [bookmark: _Hlk148235906]Opportunity for self-discovery
· Opportunity to leverage skills for global impact.
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial and professional feedback
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial collaboration
· Opportunity for idea generation and development
· Opportunity for wider perspectives


4.15b	Conclusions from Theme 3 – Network and Community
Conclusions on network and community across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived capabilities, highlights the need for feedback as an EBR, with the reasons below further showing why network and community was needed by nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous individual entrepreneurial engagements. 
	Network and Community
	· Need to have people with similar entrepreneurial interest.
· Opportunity for interactions with people from other industries
· Opportunity for deep discussions
· Opportunity for insight into own portfolio and pricing of product and services
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial mentorship and exposure
· Opportunity to receive balanced appraisal to keep you grounded.
· opportunity for interaction and relevant information gathering.
· opportunity to know the makeup of your network.
· opportunity for motivation to take calculated risk.
· opportunity for organic advertisement and marketing
· leveraging on organic relationships
· Need for organic support.
· Opportunity for referrals 
· Opportunity to improve and build confidence.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· Opportunity to practice organically.
· Opportunity to access more clients.
· Opportunity to leverage on experience from other jobs. 
· Opportunity for motivation
· Opportunity for more related experiences
· Opportunity to develop talents that were once latent.
· Opportunity to apply knowledge across board.


Table 5.6

4.16	Theme 4 – Quality Product, Service, and Standard

	Quality Product, Service and Standard
	These describes the level of excellence they want to deliver to or want their customer to experience when they see, receive, or interact with their product or service



Quality product, service and standard was another major theme under the primary code looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capabilities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed and described as quality product, service and standard (see Appendix E). 
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of quality product, service and standard on their entrepreneurial activities.

4.16a	Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Quality Product, Service and Standard

From the forty-three interview transcripts across the interviewees, they displayed Entrepreneurial Behaviour responses (EBRs) because of the impact that interactions between their self-efficacy and capabilities had on them as they carried out their various entrepreneurial activities. Quality Product, Service and Standard as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different unique entrepreneurial activities of the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Quality Product, Service and Standard as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of opportunities and capabilities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their unique entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews
[bookmark: _Hlk148207876]Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating quality product, service and standard as an EBR

“in my case though, like when you when you reach out to people in the industry are not just reaching out to them for to just you know to just hear about like the business part, you also like reaching out to them to tear your work down and we call it tearing your work down, in the sense that like sometimes you get too overconfident you think that like you are the you are the best, you know, and then and then you reach out and someone is saying no, your work is not there yet, man.”

“seeing my work in a different perspective in the sense that like this work I'm producing is not just, it's not just, it's not just that, you know, I'm also like I'm also providing value for the clients like sometimes I'm telling them like this is not the right color to use for your business.”

“it makes me see myself like, It is in in the way that like OK, if you've done this in the past, I mean this wouldn't be an an, an an issue for you”.
“Yes, like quality assurance, yes.”
“because of the quality that we deliver, it has given me enough confidence already because I know that I deliver quality service to that has already given me the confidence that I even need to bring anything to to the table, for customers, the confidence sign people already know that we deliver only quality.”

“So delivery of quality service to them to my customers.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148211505]“loyalty of staff, not even the customers alone now, loyal of staff even if a customer is loyal to you and you are not where you can deliver that exceptional customer service to the person you know the person is. You and the person doesn't get the quality that you have been preaching and that they have known you for.  No how, no how the loyalty will go down one day because there.”

Their need for quality product, service and standard while engaged in entrepreneurial activity were due to the reasons below.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148235952]
· Opportunity for work appraisal based on industry standard.
· Opportunity for value-based perspective to product/service
· Represents a commitment to high standard of product and service.
· Customers desiring to wear only what is of great standard.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148236023]Customers desiring to eat only what is healthy.
· Customers desiring supply that is better than what they could offer themselves.
· Customers desiring service that saves them time and resources.
· Customers desiring food content that was quality assured.
· Customers desiring a service they could trust.


The need for quality product, service and standard as an entrepreneurial behaviour response was validated further by interviewees from statements below,

“I'll say the more I remember my services, the more I meet with new clients, the more I build my confidence in what I do because people are different.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148211598]“So the more referrals you get, the more you just want to improve yourself in in what you do and also.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148211619]“Make your clients feel comfortable and render the service to them that they will be fulfilled”
“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”

[bookmark: _Hlk148211648]“And then I can actually do the business card for you as well. So it's like a package type thing,”

[bookmark: _Hlk148211686]“Yeah. If I was to see something like an like an opportunity for me to design someone's, like branding suite for example, The more I do it so if I have multiple people because it I feel like once you do one job and you feel like, OK, you're satisfied with that, and you then see someone else who has something similar to ask you or offer you and you take the opportunity, you feel more confident doing that because you've done it before.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148211711]
“my work is at least decent enough for people to want to come to me, so I think that kind of describes it's definitely growing”

“for example a business is actually a subconscious thing, like seeing someone's brand or visual identity can actually persuade you to either buy or purchase or be part of the service for a company or business or brand wherever it is, because there's a psychology behind that. So mentally I'm not even aware of Ohh look this brand has bright visuals or colours and I like to buy from them because they look cool. That's all psychology and mental.”

“And also with marketing, I feel like it links to graphic design because with marketing you're putting yourself out there, you're showing people what you do and what your brand or business is about. And obviously that all comes from your visual identity with graphic designs. So they all kind of, they all kind of interlink.
That's my connection yet.”
[bookmark: _Hlk148211746]“knowing that the ‘why’ is that, it's helping other people”

“Then there's also the, if you have resources to because yeah, because you, you know, you need to buy like, you know really to move up, you have to have like a nice like I guess tripod. You have to have like, eventually move into like get a nice camera, if you want to like record quality if you want to record in like a studio, and you know, and have like, this people do, they have to pay for those sessions”
“Then reach out and say look, I'm doing this event, you know. Do you wanna can you come along and be a part of it?”

“He is a big boost and I think the it's one thing to have the sort of network, but I think also the the fact that you, evolve the business and it grows and more people have an interest in what you do. That for me is a  added confidence boost because the the work that you do speaks for itself.”

[bookmark: _Hlk148236159]The statements showing quality product, service and standard was necessitated and reasons identified below as behind their quality product, service, and standard entrepreneurial behaviour. 
· 
· Customers are very conscious of how they appear.
· A percentage of customers are aware of current trends.
· Customers want a service provider who was aware of current trends.
· Some customers just want to be comfortable in their appearance.
· [bookmark: _Hlk148236350]Customers want a graphic designer who knew their work.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was confident at what they deliver.
· Customers want a graphic designer who can deliver more than they asked for.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was versatile, who can advise them accordingly even if different to what they asked for.
· People have deep rooted challenges.
· Podcasting and delivery required quality equipment.
· Customers are interested in sessions with high standard of delivery.


4.16b	Conclusions from Theme 4 – Quality Product, Service, and Standard 
Conclusion from Theme 4 on Quality product, service, and standard across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived capabilities, highlights their need for quality product, service, and standard with the reasons below further showing why Quality product, service, and standard was needed by nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous entrepreneurial engagements.
	












Quality product, service, and standard
	· Opportunity for work appraisal based on industry standard.
· Opportunity for value-based perspective to product/service
· Represents a commitment to high standard of product and service.
· Customers desiring to wear only what is of great standard.
· Customers desiring to eat only what is healthy.
· Customers desiring supply that is better than what they could offer themselves.
· Customers desiring service that saves them time and resources.
· Customers desiring food content that was quality assured.
· Customers desiring a service they could trust.
· Customers are very conscious of how they appear.
· A percentage of customers are aware of current trends.
· Customers want a service provider who was aware of current trends.
· Some customers just want to be comfortable in their appearance.
· Customers want a graphic designer who knew her work.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was confident at what they deliver.
· Customers want a graphic designer who can deliver more than they asked for.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was versatile, who can advise them accordingly even if different to what they asked for.
· People have deep rooted challenges.
· Podcasting and delivery required quality equipment.
· Customers are interested in sessions with high standard of delivery.


Table 5.7

In Appendix XIII is a snapshot of the four (4) entrepreneurial behaviour responses (EBRs) displayed by the nascent student entrepreneurs from Code 1 while engaged in their unique entrepreneurial activities. The EBRs (collaboration, feedback, network &community, and quality product, service, and standard) came about as interactions were taking place between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceptions of their capabilities. There were also inferred reasons from there statements behind their decisions to take the entrepreneurial behavioural responses. Even though the reasons given by the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed differed from each other, just as there entrepreneurial activities were obviously different, they still shared the same EBAs though presenting in different forms.
4.17 Data Analysis of Themes in Code 2
Primary Code - To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, his observational learning, and their engagement?
Description of Primary Code - These are factors influencing the interaction between the Nascent Student Entrepreneur's self-efficacy and perceived opportunities within the context of their unique entrepreneurial engagement.
[image: A screen shot of a computer screen

Description automatically generated]
Table 5.8: Code 2 – 18 Themes
4.18 Themes for analysis under Code 2 - Four
· Value
· Untapped market and Target market
· Network and Community
· Feedback and Referrals

4.19	Theme 1 – Value

	Value
	These represents an invisible element of improvement or enhancement received from an experience of a product or service or that invisible element of improvement or enhancement that a product or service provides to a customer or entity.



Value was the major theme under the primary code 2 looking at the impact of interactions between entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived opportunities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed as they went about their entrepreneurial activities.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed as value (see Appendix E). 
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of value on their entrepreneurial activities.

4.19a Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Value

From the forty-three interview transcripts across the interviewees, they displayed what in this research is referred to as Entrepreneurial Behaviour responses (EBRs) because of the impact that interactions between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived opportunities had on them as they carried out their various entrepreneurial activities. Value as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different entrepreneurial activities of the forty-three nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Value as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived opportunities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews. 
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating value as an EBR.

“my level of confidence. I wouldn't say it was entirely great because I I was yeah, as at then I wasn't, umm, quite confident enough to charge as how I'm charging right now, just because you know it's the first time,”

“That was when I I found out that OK, yeah, I could actually charge this because I've sent people with less, well, not to say less portfolio, but people with like in terms of like the industry, the benchmark in the industry, people charging you know more and they are not like up to like the quality of work that I put out there.”

“Slack is like a project management app for businesses where, like people come together, like maybe communities, sometimes communities, sometimes companies as well come together to work on that particular app, so it's very much easier, no matter where you are in the world it’s very much, it's just like WhatsApp, but with group messages and like some other like apps or plugins that you can use with it to you know, make your work better or make the projects flow better basically.”

“so what I did was to, you know, like get into their community and, you know, interact, you know, and get information, and one of the information, one of the very, very important information I got was, uh, where they kind of like they were always like, a posting the books that that they said have helped them during the during the during their time in the industry.”

“So He (Chris Do) is a very, very popular, popular person in the industry and you usually talks about like charging based on based on your value and not just based on the work you produce.”

“seeing my work in a different perspective in the sense that like this work I'm producing is not just, it's not just, it's not just that, you know, I'm also like I'm also providing value for the clients like sometimes I'm telling them like this is not the right color to use for your business.”

“because you know I've read books like lots of books on like umm like you know like like like I mentioned on sales and all are different books. So I was like I'm able to like draw from from from all these nuances and and and I'm able to like tell them that, OK like you can then there's actually a market that people haven't tapped into, you know. And from there they are like, you know they are. They are also interested in me and my value increases and that way my confidence also increases as well.”

“it makes me see myself like, It is in in the way that like OK, if you've done this in the past, I mean this wouldn't be an an, an an issue for you.”

From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need for value while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited value as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of opportunities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred they were identifying reasons for value.
· 
· Knowing customers will pay for service/product that has good value.
· Knowing there is a value benchmark across the industry.
· Knowing there is a network/community from across the world (SLACK) to help ensure your work is of top value.
· Knowing there is a network/community I can interact with and get relevant information from towards value creation.
· Knowing I can be coached by industry figures.
· Knowing customers value quality product/service
· Knowing valued product/service is not a threat and I will be referred.
· Knowing my work has been valued and noticed.


The need for value as an entrepreneurial behaviour response was validated further by interviewees from the statements below,

“ So if most of my target audience doesn't like the pieces that I pick or I'm trying to sell and they want me to do something different, I feel like that that is going to like change the direction of how I want, like the brand to go and I feel like it would, it will still affect me. I will feel some type of way about it and I'll see how, like how much I can incorporate what they want.”
“then I showed them and they were like ohh they now understood the concept
oh this is now what you were even talking about yesterday. I did not know, I now said after I explained this on the flyer, you still don’t understand No, no. so afterwards I now started getting referrals.”

“Yes. I now started getting referrals from people that saw it and maybe they don't need it. Don't worry, I have somebody that can go to the market for you. She'll get everything done for you; she can even fry it. Just put it in the in the fridge and then the next day. You will bring it out of your fridge, it saves you time.”

“Ohh the Facebook community now helped; it was that one that now triggered everything. It triggered everything, Wow. You mean you can actually help us go the market without us doing this”

“So most times I don't even need to ask them what they need any longer, we already have the timetable. We just ask them for like to confirm again if they actually still want that? They say yes but don't forget me, don't forget me on Friday. I will need this, I will need”

“I did not shy with. I took it up. I had to go and check all the people that are into the event and I followed people that that become successful. I saw how they were doing the things.”

“because I cannot see the people that they are recruiting. It's it's, it's. It's a problem on its own for me.”

More statements above showing value from people was necessitated and other reasons identified below as behind their need for value as an entrepreneurial behaviour.
· 
· Knowing I can incorporate what customers want into what I am offering.
· That I am now getting referrals for my service.
· Knowing customers that I have offered my service to are now organically advertising my service to their own circle.
· Knowing I could also get referrals through social media.
· Having customers who keep coming back for our service.
· Knowing there are competitors out there who also provide valued service like us.
· Knowing that recruiting well determines valued service to customers.


Further statements below validated value as an entrepreneurial behaviour response by the interviewees

“I'll say the more I remember my services, the more I meet with new clients, the more I build my confidence in what I do because people are different.”

“So the as I meet with different people everyday, at every point in time when I render this service, my confidence level builds more the more I get in touch the more I meet people and the more I render my services to them.”

“I'm given another opportunity by the person.”

“It's helped me see that I'm growing and it's it makes me open to.”

“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”

“Because there was more people that told me that I was doing well, I think I think the confidence came from other people, so it was people telling me you're giving me feedback on stuff that I've done already that okay I think you're actually like, good. You should go for it.”

“So I'd say I actually dropped CVS and presentations, cause I felt like that wasn't really showing my skill set properly and I felt like it was quite time consuming for what I was getting out of it.”

“So I used to, if someone say for example came to me for ohh could you help me design like a business card or like a logo or something I'd say, ohh, actually I can design the whole branding suite including like you know the logos of colour scheme.”

“And then I can actually do the business card for you as well. So it's like a package type thing,”

“Which is why I kind of shifted a little bit more because I was noticing that a lot of people, especially like smaller brands on Instagram when needing people that could do stuff like that. So that's where I kind of insert myself.”

“The more I do it so if I have multiple people because it I feel like once you do one job and you feel like, OK, you're satisfied with that, and you then see someone else who has something similar to ask you or offer you and you take the opportunity, you feel more confident doing that because you've done it before.”


Other reasons identified below were behind their need for value as an entrepreneurial behaviour.
· 
· Having memory of my previous service to customers
· Knowing there are customers out there who want my service.
· Having another opportunity to provide my service to customers.
· Growth in my services to customers
· Delivering my service for others apart from my inner circle
· Receiving positive feedback from others apart from my inner circle
· Knowing my skillset could deliver more beyond what I currently do.
· Knowing I could offer customers bundles and packages. 
· Knowing there were customers on social media needing my skillset.
· Having previous customers refer potential customers to me and advertise organically without asking them to.


The need for value as an entrepreneurial behaviour response was validated further by interviewees from the statements below, as value to them represented an invisible element of improvement or enhancement received from an experience of a product or service or an invisible element of improvement or enhancement that a product or service provides to a customer or entity.

“hearing feedback from people you know, reaching out and just saying and, you know, I really enjoyed listening to this because, it's made me start thinking about things a lot more deeply.”

“I maybe there's some things that people may not have considered before and that the conversations that at least we get to have or what I put out there out rather, umm, kind of gives people room to have discussions with their peers, with their friends, with their family members. And I think in a way, it's just enriching people emotionally, so I think it's kind of meeting in need, but I think that's the best way I can put it.”

“knowing that the ‘why’ is that, it's helping other people”

“you know in my day to day when I speak with friends and family like I just find myself in a position where like, I'm just like speaking, into their lives, if you will, as I just, yeah, so I just think that this is, It just feels natural. I don't know it.”
“I thinks so because I think, um. I'm naturally a very positive person, so I always want to find ways to do things better. Always want to find ways to improve”

“Then reach out and say look, I'm doing this event, you know. Do you wanna can you come along and be a part of it?”

“and my really delivering value in a way that I I know that it is what I set out to do when when I started to engage in this business”

“I think for me, what that sort of time in 2020 allowed a lot of people to do is to stop and listen. And I think that was how I sort of was able to evolve the the speaking business in the way that I did because, the world became a platform, so people were able to, regardless of whether we're in the world, you know, join some of these sessions and just listen in. So I I would say that that allowed me personally the platform to do things that I normally wouldn't.”

“Sharing your knowledge and expertise but, Post-covid, what that allowed us to do is to take a lot of the these engagements online.”

“And so for me in terms of confidence and self belief, I could sit in front of a blank screen and talk myself up and sort of you know you can do this, you've got this. And then I just go and do the same thing because I'm doing it through a screen still. So in my mind, I was able to sort of read, … or demystify that thing, or, I mean, I remember I was in, in an event and you know the numbers were racking up and I think he was edging close to 1000.”


From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why value represented improvement from an experience of a product or service for them, a customer, or an entity.
· Customers giving feedback that they are having more personal reflections after listening to my podcast.
· Knowing my podcast is enriching people emotionally.
· That my podcast is helping people is why I started it in the first place. 
· Seeing the need to collaborate with others.
· Knowing I am still delivering value in the way I set out to at the start of the business.
· The limitless possibilities of delivering online.

4.19b Conclusions from Theme 1 – Value
Conclusions from Theme 1 on value across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived opportunities, highlights the need for value as an EBR, with the reasons below further showing why value was needed by the nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous entrepreneurial engagements. 
	Value
	· Knowing customers will pay for service that has good value.
· Knowing there is a value benchmark across the industry.
· Knowing there is a network/community from across the world (SLACK) to help ensure your work is of top value.
· Knowing there is a network/community I can interact with and get relevant information from towards value creation.
· Knowing I can be coached by industry figures.
· Knowing customers value quality product/service
· Knowing valued product/service is not a threat and I will be referred.
· Knowing my work has been valued and noticed.
· Knowing I can incorporate what customers want into what I am offering.
· That I am now getting referrals for my service.
· Knowing customers that I have offered my service to are now organically advertising my service to their own circle.
· Knowing I could also get referrals through social media.
· Having customers who keep coming back for our service.
· Knowing there are competitors out there who also provide valued service like us.
· Knowing that recruiting well determines valued service to customers.
· Having memory of my previous service to customers
· Knowing there are customers out there who want my service.
· Having another opportunity to provide my service to customers.
· Growth in my services to customers
· Delivering my service for others apart from my inner circle
· Receiving positive feedback from others apart from my inner circle
· Knowing my skillset could deliver more beyond what I currently do.
· Knowing I could offer customers bundles and packages. 
· Knowing there were customers on social media needing my skillset.
· Having previous customers refer potential customers to me and advertise organically without asking them to.
· Customers giving feedback that they are having more personal reflections after listening to my podcast.
· Knowing my podcast is enriching people emotionally.
· That my podcast is helping people is why I started it in the first place. 
· Knowing there is room for me to improve my current delivery.
· Seeing the need to collaborate with others.
· Knowing I am still delivering value in the way I set out to at the start of the business.
· The limitless possibilities of delivering online.


Table 5.9
4.20	Theme 2 – Untapped market and Target market
	Untapped Market and Target Market
	These are potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service.



Untapped market and Target market were the major theme under the primary code looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities on the nascent student entrepreneurs I interviewed.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed and described as untapped market and target market (see Appendix E). 
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of untapped market and target market on their entrepreneurial activities.

4.20a Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Untapped market and Target market

Untapped market and Target market as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different unique entrepreneurial activities of the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Untapped market and Target market as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of opportunities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews.
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating untapped market and target market as an EBR.
“You know so from there on in I'm seeing myself not just as motion designer, I'm also seeing myself sometimes as as a consultant. There was a time I saw myself as a game, as a game designer because I was advising them on how to, like, go out about like ohm.
ummmmm, not like advice and more like pitching to them of how to like push their brand forward more”

“because you know I've read books like lots of books on like umm like you know like like like I mentioned on sales and all are different books.
So I was like I'm able to like draw from from from all these nuances and and and I'm able to like tell them that, OK like you can then there's actually a market that people haven't tapped into, you know. And from there they are like, you know they are.
They are also interested in me and my value increases and that way my confidence also increases as well.”
“or if maybe the pieces are not attractive, or if they are too small, or if there's any issue whatsoever with the pieces, I feel like I'll get feedback from my immediate circle before putting it out there”

“I see a lot of opportunity and it because everyone likes to wear jewellery. Everyone likes to gift their friends and loved ones jewellery, you can never have too many pieces, especially like minimalistic pieces that they feel like they are timeless, yeah, I feel like it’s something that everyone would want.”

“if I feel like I don't have a target market, then there's no point venturing out into it in the 1st place, there's no, there's no point doing it. If I feel like there's no market for it.”

“I feel like personally it might still affect my confidence a little, but, Um, I think that I'm open minded enough to like take the feedback and run with it and see how I can, especially if it's like we really different from like my style and what I would want to brand to portray. I'll I'll look at how I can like incorporate,”

“So if most of my target audience doesn't like the pieces that I pick or I'm trying to sell and they want me to do something different, I feel like that that is going to like change the direction of how I want, like the brand to go and I feel like it would, it will still affect me. I will feel some type of way about it and I'll see how, like how much I can incorporate what they want.”


From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need for untapped market and target market while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited untapped market and target market as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of opportunities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred they were identifying reasons to seek out untapped market and target market.
· Seeing opportunities for rebranding.
· Getting informed about markets
· Customers giving feedback on their preferences.
· People generally like receiving and giving gifts of jewellery.
· Knowing people always like wearing jewellery.
· Knowing I can incorporate customers preferences with my own.

The need for untapped market and target market as an entrepreneurial behaviour response was validated further by interviewees from the statements below, as untapped market and target market to them represented potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service. 
“Not to the extent of now bringing it to the public”

“so the confidence was  not there initially because you relating to people, I had issues with relating to people that, you know, relating to you that you never known.”

“I had to do an E flyer and post it.”

“Just one response out of everybody that saw the post. And she said Ohh no problem. I I was even thinking of going to the market tomorrow. So you could help me buy this and this in the market.”

“People that will view it, I had about almost 80 people on my contacts that viewed that.”

“I now posted and said ohh today's delivery. Meats, Fish, delivered timely. Why don't you patronise us? Seamless”

“then I showed them and they were like ohh they now understood the concept
oh this is now what you were even talking about yesterday. I did not know, I now said after I explained this on the flyer, you still don’t understand No, no.
so afterwards I now started getting referrals.”

“Ohh the Facebook community now helped; it was that one that now triggered everything. It triggered everything, Wow. You mean you can actually help us go the market without us doing this”

“Yeah, because some people did not want to go to the market. They just want the ready-made food. Ohh I now said this is actually where I am going. That was how we now ventured into that path. For busy people or anybody that wanted it.”

“The mission is to help women that are busy to dwell in the kitchen or any individual that wants less stress in the kitchen. Take healthy meals always for busy mum. Those were my target customers and they are still my target customer. That work in the corporate world.”

“When when you're doing something and then you see different opportunities, like I said, I said, you know the business has brought about so many other branches and all that we have. We have realised that we could even do events cooking and all that not only the ready to eat. Imagine a customer saying that I want ready to eat and my sister is going to have a wedding next week in so so location.”

“Can you please cater for the event to an opportunity then? Definitely the confidence will even go higher again. Ohh I'm confident you have not done it before, especially when we first had that kind of case, we had not done it.”

“Everyone that I had to tell them that ohh going forward oh we are into event planning now. This was our event last week and all that with evidences of the success we had from that person's own. So we just did that and people started coming again for event planning and all that event cooking.”

From the statements above the nascent student entrepreneurs were alluding to the reasons below validating that untapped market and target market represented potential places or people who can be served by the entry of products or services.

· Knowing I can bring my service out to the public.
· Meeting people you’ve never met before creates opportunities.
· Know an online audience exist.
· Starting with known network
· Posting out specific services I have done for others.
· Leveraging on social media contacts
· Becoming aware of the unique needs of customers.
· Venturing into known markets opening unknown markets
· Communicating to people other services you render that they are not aware of


“if a celebrity now calls for my service, I I would willingly want to, you know, render service to such celebrity even, if I have maybe low self esteem”

“So the more the more you also want to expose yourself to this this trend so that you know what's going on and you just want to.”
“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”

“And it's not just work for others, like I also do like creative briefs. So just like hypothetical kind of situations that some yeah, some paged offer briefs, say for example I will create a brand say for example for a shoe company, design something for a shoe company, its hypothetical, it’s fake, but I take the opportunity to then build my skills and then I post work that I would do.”

“if I wanted to just focus on, I don't know like hair businesses, but there's also people that come to me from the shoe industry, you know, I've designed something in the shoe industry and then they'll see that and say ohh, she doesn't just do hair, she also does things for shoe.”
“I maybe there's some things that people may not have considered before and that the conversations that at least we get to have or what I put out there out rather, umm, kind of gives people room to have discussions with their peers, with their friends, with their family members.”

“so when I have conversations with people and I just, you know, see how people are so like, what a lot of us are, especially young people, like were lost or confused, we don't really know what we're doing.”

“A lot of people are heartbroken, a lot of people are just stressed with life. And so for me, that's what moves my heart. Like I can’t, I don't have peace knowing that there's so many people that are just, adrift because I was one of those people.”

“I'm very soft at heart so, and yes, I think it took a while to even get used to the idea of having my voice out there, so it's like, … then your face, and then sometimes that you know, I kind of think, I'm like eventually I would have to do it in order for it to grow, I would eventually have to overcome that, but not today.”
“One of the things we're thinking about is how we take, um, how we build and leverage entrepreneurial skills for women in Africa and sort of look at how we bring that to the world stage, whether that sort of catering, whether that's in fashion, how do we leverage our own experiences and and what we know given where we are in the world to support up and coming artisans.”

“But I think
there is a level that that self-confidence goes where you sort of have to ask your quite yourself, those really tough questions like, Can I really do this like am I really you know, caught out to to venture into this space and I think the public speaking is a good one because, I was, I was there was blessed because I had the platform already. I had. I had a platform, sort of, ready-made for me to sort of test the the speaking opportunities.”

“Then reach out and say look, I'm doing this event, you know. Do you wanna can you come along and be a part of it?”

“I think for me, what that sort of time in 2020 allowed a lot of people to do is to stop and listen. And I think that was how I sort of was able to evolve the the speaking business in the way that I did because, the world became a platform, so people were able to, regardless of whether we're in the world, you know, join some of these sessions and just listen in. So I I would say that that allowed me personally the platform to do things that I normally wouldn't.”

“I've sort of engaged in and and sort of reach out to a network that was way bigger than what I would have normally”

“And so for me in terms of confidence and self belief, I could sit in front of a blank screen and talk myself up and sort of you know you can do this, you've got this. And then I just go and do the same thing because I'm doing it through a screen still. So in my mind, I was able to sort of read, … or demystify that thing, or, I mean, I remember I was in, in an event and you know the numbers were racking up and I think he was edging close to 1000.”

“And I thought ohh my goodness, am I really gonna be talking to 1000 people? But I was OK, but I rationalised that with the fact that, listen, I I'm just talking to screen. There are just people on the screen, you know, it's all great. And I went in and I I did absolutely brilliantly because I I sort of, boosted my confidence in my mind with that thought process of. It's just a black box. “

The statements above from the interviews and the reasons below are further validation to their need to go into untapped market and target markets to represent potential places and people they desire to serve by the entry of their products and services. 
· 
· Exposing yourself to know new trends.
· Ready to seize opportunities with courage.
· Building confidence through organic skills practice.
· Creating and post hypothetical briefs on social media.
· Having conversations with people, friends, and peers. 
· Knowing there are people out there willing to talk to or listen to someone.
· Knowing there are people out there who would benefit from their entrepreneurial skillset.
· Having a platform from a network/community I belong to for public speaking that is ready made.
· Leveraging on online public speaking across continents without the coordination associated with traditional public speaking.


4.20b Conclusions from Theme 2 - Untapped Market and Target Market
Conclusions from Theme 2 on untapped market and target market across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, showing interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived opportunities, highlights the need for untapped market and target market as an EBR, representing potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service.
	Untapped market and Target market
	· Seeing opportunities for rebranding.
· Getting informed about markets
· Customers giving feedback on their preferences.
· People generally like receiving and giving gifts of jewellery.
· Knowing people always like wearing jewellery.
· Knowing I can incorporate customers preferences with my own.
· Knowing I can bring my service out to the public.
· Meeting people you’ve never met before creates opportunities.
· Know an online audience exist.
· Starting with known network
· Posting out specific services I have done for others.
· Leveraging on social media contacts
· Becoming aware of the unique needs of customers.
· Venturing into known markets opening unknown markets
· Communicating to people other services you render that they are not aware of
· Ready to seize opportunities with courage.
· Exposing yourself to know new trends.
· Building confidence through organic skills practice.
· Creating and post hypothetical briefs on social media.
· Having conversations with people, friends, and peers. 
· Knowing there are people out there willing to talk to or listen to someone.
· Knowing there are people out there who would benefit from their entrepreneurial skillset.
· Having a platform from a network/community I belong to for public speaking that is ready made.
· Leveraging on online public speaking across continents without the coordination associated with traditional public speaking.


Table 5.10 
4.21	Theme 3 – Network and Community
	Network and Community
	[bookmark: _Hlk168660274]These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement



Network and community were the major theme under the primary code looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities on the nascent student entrepreneurs I interviewed.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed and described as network and community (see Appendix E). 
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of network and community on their entrepreneurial activities.
4.21a Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Network and Community

Network and Community as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different unique entrepreneurial activities of the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Network and Community as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of opportunities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews.
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating network and community as an EBR.

“so it wasn't until when I, you know started having interactions with other people in the industry and you know, like reaching out to them and having like deep discussions with them about like where I am right now in my professional experience”

“and what they think I should be charging and what they think of my Portfolio in general”

“I'm looking for mentors and also like looking for exposure as well, because you know you are only, you can only see far from where you are, you know from the space you are basically. So it was it was important for me to know, like, see beyond and a way for me to see beyond was to, you know, reach out to people and see through their eyes.”

“in my case though, like when you when you reach out to people in the industry are not just reaching out to them for to just you know to just hear about like the business part, you also like reaching out to them to tear your work down and we call it tearing your work down, in the sense that like sometimes you get too overconfident you think that like you are the you are the best, you know, and then and then you reach out and someone is saying no, your work is not there yet, man.”

“I did not really know how to like get into the market and I also thought to myself that they were gonna be you know people at some point because I have I have I have also experienced it where like I have too much of work to do and I have to like outsource it to other people “

“so what I did was to, you know, like get into their community and, you know, interact, you know, and get information, and one of the information, one of the very, very important information I got was, uh, where they kind of like they were always like, a posting the books that that they said have helped them during the during the during their time in the industry.”

“It's really helped because yeah, it was like umm, I don't know if you know this famous, speaker, Seth Goding, he usually talks about tribe and finding your tribe.
So to me it was, yeah, it was like me finding my tribe basically and getting to know my tribe.”

“It has really affected, like tremendously. I mean, most times, most times when I have like droughts uh in the in a business, I just like go on Slack, you know, and see what is happening.”

“So I just I just get get on the you know see what's happening happening in the industry. What happen people saying? Umm, I'd probably ask ask questions as well. Like what is actually happening? Are you guys getting any work?”
“but I just decided, because, this year, a couple of my friends started out their own businesses and I've seen, I've seen um, I've seen it grow, so I've decided to just take the risk because, without taking the risk you won't really achieve anything, so I'm like, OK, let me take the risk and see how far I can go with it”

“like, the pieces that I gave before now taking it to step further. I'm getting it for some people in my circle and them advertise for me”

“or if maybe the pieces are not attractive, or if they are too small, or if there's any issue whatsoever with the pieces, I feel like I'll get feedback from my immediate circle before putting it out there”

“because there’s lot of people that sell jewellery, so if there's a problem with one brand, they will just move on to the next brand. So, I think to prevent that, I would like to start with my circle first.”

“I see a lot of opportunity and it because everyone likes to wear jewellery. Everyone likes to gift their friends and loved ones jewellery, you can never have too many pieces, especially like minimalistic pieces that they feel like they are timeless, yeah, I feel like it’s something that everyone would want.”

From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need for network and community while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited network and community as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of opportunities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred, they were identifying reasons to seek network and community.

· 
· Having people to interact with in the industry where I find myself as an entrepreneur.
· Having people in the industry who share with me their thoughts on my portfolio and its value.
· Having people in the industry who can aid my entrepreneurial vision. 
· Having people in the industry who help me stay measured in appraisal of my entrepreneurial deliveries.
· Having people in the industry that I can outsource some work to for better outcomes.
· Having people in the industry through whom I can be informed of entrepreneurial trends.
· Having an opportunity to know the makeup of my entrepreneurial community.
· Having people in the industry who can help navigate through times of entrepreneurial challenges. 
· Having people around me who motivate towards taking entrepreneurial risk required per time.
· Having people in my circle who can help with organic advertisement. 
· Having people in my inner circle who help ensure I only put out products that customers would find valuable.
· Having people in my inner circle who help me stand out as a nascent entrepreneur in a saturated field of adventure. 
· Knowing I have a strategy of preventing unique types of jewellery that stands out my entrepreneurial adventure in a saturated adventure.


[bookmark: _Hlk168660781]The need for network and community as an entrepreneurial behaviour response were validated further by interviewees from the statements below, as network and community to them represented people the nascent student entrepreneur are close to or have a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement. 
“So from here, I get the customers myself. And then I contact them to help me buy hold the necessary stuff back in Africa. You do all the, the markets runs and everything for me and so they make it done. Yeah, that level of trust.”

“It was not via social media at first. I started with my WhatsApp I started internally.”

“So maybe and sincerely when I posted that thing I had only one response.”

“Just one response out of everybody that saw the post. And she said Ohh no problem. I I was even thinking of going to the market tomorrow. So you could help me buy this and this in the market.”

“She was the first person that helped me start the business.”

“I went to the market and bought those things and snapped everything with my phone. After delivering her order, I thought it would post everything I did on my phone.”

“I now posted and said ohh today's delivery. Meats, Fish, delivered timely. Why don't you patronise us? Seamless”

“To attract more of them because people would need you to show them evidences.”

“Well, that person, they now built that now helped me with that confidence that I lacked by patronising.”
“Yes. I now started getting referrals from people that saw it and maybe they don't need it. Don't worry, I have somebody that can go to the market for you. She'll get everything done for you; she can even fry it. Just put it in the in the fridge and then the next day. You will bring it out of your fridge, it saves you time.”

“When when you're doing something and then you see different opportunities, like I said, I said, you know the business has brought about so many other branches and all that we have. We have realised that we could even do events cooking and all that not only the ready to eat. Imagine a customer saying that I want ready to eat and my sister is going to have a wedding next week in so so location.”

“So the manpower now I cannot,  from here its difficult for me to gather them myself. So that's why I said that loyalty of staff is very important. So I have to leverage on the decision of the person to gather those people.”
“that's networking when you're there.”
“first client is kind of started up his family because, um, I think I was too scared and shy to kind of put myself out there. And I kinda just wanted a little bit more practise because I hadn't ever studied graphic design.”

“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”

“And it wasn't until I started doing those things for family, they were the ones that kind of pushed me to do it, other people. So, they actually instilled that confidence in me and they said you actually, you know what you actually pretty good at this?”
“And I think so for me, understanding it being my calling is that I, growing up, I wished that I had a lot of people that were speaking to me about certain things”

“you know in my day to day when I speak with friends and family like I just find myself in a position where like, I'm just like speaking, into their lives, if you will, as I just, yeah, so I just think that this is, It just feels natural. I don't know it.”

“Ohh wow. I mean I will definitely have to have, a conversation with them and like, OK, know what's their own, like platform about and like what are their values? That kind of thing. We’ll definitely have a conversation first, and just figure out somethings, but I mean if I, you know we talk and we get to see, OK like everything is okay and what not and I'm not, you know, I think I would, I would go for it.”
“power of the network which really helped me sort of build outside ideas, ask questions. “

“people that I know directly in that network, but there are also people that, I don't know directly, but I know through people that I know in the network,”

“So I they're not all sort of my friends, they're more sort of, I can call them sort of a business support network that we've sort of developed around us.”

“it's a very small network. So there's only sort of about six of us I think in that group there's probably 2, that I think sort of have have followed, myself and another lady or sort of followed that, Um, entrepreneurial sort of trajectory”

“But I think what what we've allowed the others to do is to sort of let me test their ideas a little bit and and sort of bring some of their knowledge, and their thoughts, into what we do, so to help us shape how we we sort of bring our businesses to life, how we sort of market, how we engage with clients, all of those sorts of things have been really, really powerful to be able to leverage the power of that network”

“I think from an entrepreneurial perspective, I think within that network there is sort of maybe two of us and we we talk a lot. We've bounced ideas together in terms of how we want to sort of set up a number of um, other businesses”

“One of the things we're thinking about is how we take, um, how we build and leverage entrepreneurial skills for women in Africa and sort of look at how we bring that to the world stage, whether that sort of catering, whether that's in fashion, how do we leverage our own experiences and and what we know given where we are in the world to support up and coming artisans”

“and I think that wouldn't have come without having that network. Yeah. So I'm talking now about potential entrepreneurial opportunities that are coming.”

“So I'm sharing my thoughts and ideas anyway so but I think having the power of the network to test to learn to sort of build on an idea, I think it's what sort of has given me personally that added leverage cause then I'm not.
Um, you know, no one's perfect. We all make mistakes. Don't get me wrong, but I think I I may able to sort of overcome.”

“I've sort of engaged in and and sort of reach out to a network that was way bigger than what I would have normally”

From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why network and community represented people they are close to or have a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement.
· 
· Having people in my circle who also take on the role of being customers.
· Knowing timing is pivotal to leveraging on the opportunity offered by social media.
· Having the strategic wisdom to start organically.
· Knowing an entrepreneurial opening when it surfaces
· Leveraging entrepreneurial opportunities through strategic positioning
· Being loud about opportunities with evidence to support.
· Positioned to take on new opportunities that arise.
· Being present to network with people.
· Knowing networking starts organically and then growing from there.
· Knowing that practicing helps growth of entrepreneurial activities.
· Customers are interested in sessions with high standard of delivery.
· Only taking up opportunities that align with values the business standards for.
· Opportunities for idea generation and development.
· Opportunity for new relationships
· Opportunity for a sub-network within the network
· Opportunity for idea testing
· Opportunity to belong to a network with quality and not just quantity.


4.21b Conclusions from Theme 3 – Network and Community
Conclusions from Theme 3 on network and community across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived opportunities, highlights the need for network and community as an EBR, with the reasons below further showing why network and community was needed by nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous entrepreneurial engagements. 
	Network and Community
	· Having people to interact with in the industry where I find myself as an entrepreneur.
· Having people in the industry who share with me their thoughts on my portfolio and its value.
· Having people in the industry who can aid my entrepreneurial vision. 
· Having people in the industry who help me stay measured in appraisal of my entrepreneurial deliveries.
· Having people in the industry that I can outsource some work to for better outcomes.
· Having people in the industry through whom I can be informed of entrepreneurial trends.
· Having an opportunity to know the makeup of my entrepreneurial community.
· Having people in the industry who can help navigate through times of entrepreneurial challenges. 
· Having people around me who motivate towards taking entrepreneurial risk required per time.
· Having people in my circle who can help with organic advertisement. 
· Having people in my inner circle who help ensure I only put out products that customers would find valuable.
· Having people in my inner circle who help me stand out as a nascent entrepreneur in a saturated field of adventure. 
· Knowing I have a strategy of preventing unique types of jewellery that stands out my entrepreneurial adventure in a saturated adventure.
· Having people in my circle who also take on the role of being customers.
· Knowing timing is pivotal to leveraging on the opportunity offered by social media.
· Having the strategic wisdom to start organically.
· Knowing an entrepreneurial opening when it surfaces
· Leveraging entrepreneurial opportunities through strategic positioning
· Being loud about opportunities with evidence to support.
· Positioned to take on new opportunities that arise.
· Being present to network with people.
· Knowing networking starts organically and then growing from there.
· Knowing that practicing helps growth of entrepreneurial activities.
· Customers are interested in sessions with high standard of delivery.
· Only taking up opportunities that align with values the business standards for.
· Opportunities for idea generation and development.
· Opportunity for new relationships
· Opportunity for a sub-network within the network
· Opportunity for idea testing
· Opportunity to belong to a network with quality and not just quantity.


Table 5.11
4.22	Theme 4– Feedback and Referrals
	Feedback and Referrals
	These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur. And have also recommended people to try out the product or service.



Feedback and referrals were a major theme under the primary code looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed.  There were references where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other that has been themed and described as feedback and referrals (see Appendix E). 
Below are some excerpts from transcripts of the interviewees highlighting the impact of feedback and referrals on their entrepreneurial activities.
4.22a Excerpts from Interview Transcripts Showing Feedback and Referrals

Feedback and Referrals as an example of entrepreneurial behaviour response was displayed across the different unique entrepreneurial activities of the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed. Feedback and Referrals as an entrepreneurial behaviour response to the interactions occurring between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of opportunities was occasioned by ‘reasons’ that each nascent student entrepreneur identified as they carried out their entrepreneurial activities. These reasons were inferred from statements they made during their interviews.
Below are some of the inferences from the interviewees necessitating Feedback and Referrals as an EBR.
“in my case though, like when you when you reach out to people in the industry are not just reaching out to them for to just you know to just hear about like the business part, you also like reaching out to them to tear your work down and we call it tearing your work down, in the sense that like sometimes you get too overconfident you think that like you are the you are the best, you know, and then and then you reach out and someone is saying no, your work is not there yet, man.”

“And you can get so much more from them as fast as as a possible, and they can, like, advise you real quick here.”
“and seeing the reaction”

“So I feel like I can work with the feedback I get from my circle if there's certain pieces, so maybe after sharing it with my circle, maybe they've used it and certain pieces start to tarnish”

“I feel like I'll get feedback from my immediate circle “

“because I feel like if I just put it out there directly and people don't like it or there's an issue, people won't come back, they won't give me feedback… that's why I feel I just feel like people will just move on”

“So if I find that people do not like the pieces that I pick out, to be honest, I feel like, yeah, It might affect me little because I really, like I have in my head I think. Ohh I have, I have good taste and I have an eye for this thing. So if people I pick if I pick out these things and people don't like them or they don't respond well to them, I feel like it would affect my it would affect how I perceive like my abilities and I think I feel like I might start to like question myself and be like okay maybe, maybe I'm not at, maybe I don't really have an eye for this thing as much as I thought I did.”

“I feel like personally it might still affect my confidence a little, but, Um, I think that I'm open minded enough to like take the feedback and run with it and see how I can, especially if it's like we really different from like my style and what I would want to brand to portray. I'll I'll look at how I can like incorporate,”
“So maybe and sincerely when I posted that thing I had only one response.”

“But I had only one person that came back with. Ohh. How do I? I need to go to the market tomorrow. Can you help me?”

“It's (referrals) actually skyrocketed the confidence. It put my confidence to a very high level.”

“Ohh the Facebook community now helped; it was that one that now triggered everything. It triggered everything, Wow. You mean you can actually help us go the market without us doing this”

“But later on I got somebody that now referred somebody to me and that person is the person that is still the head there now. She is, she's very loyal, very loyal.”

“Everyone that I had to tell them that ohh going forward oh we are into event planning now. This was our event last week and all that with evidences of the success we had from that person's own. So we just did that and people started coming again for event planning and all that event cooking.”

“I have had people complain to me that this woman that you sent to me did rubbish, they did rubbish, they did this, they did that. It will also affect my confidence sometimes”
“I'll say the more I remember my services, the more I meet with new clients, the more I build my confidence in what I do because people are different.”

“especially when I get them a positive review from my clients.”

“Although it makes me want to do more”

“It appears sometimes I I I just stay passive depending on the level of communication that I have with the person.”

“So the more referrals you get, the more you just want to improve yourself in in what you do and also.”

From the inferences above, the interviewees alluded to the reasons below as to why they exhibited the need for feedback and referrals while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and that they exhibited feedback and referrals as an EBR due to the interactions occurring between his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and perception of opportunities, alluding to the fact that, as the interactions occurred, they were identifying reasons for feedback and referrals.
· 
· Knowing you can get honest appraisal of your work.
· Knowing you can get business feedback. 
· Been able to incorporate customer options into my style makes me open-minded to the opportunity.
· Knowing there’s more to learn to improve my product so I can offer customers more and better options.
· Learning that at the end of the day, the business is about the customer and their satisfaction and not how I feel.
· The one response from potential customers goes a long way to help kickstart my business.
· Getting referrals boosted my business and morale to carry on.
· Knowing I could get more customers online through social media who needed my services.
· Getting referrals from those outside my circle opens up room for customer services.
· Helps me understand customer trends and need to stay up to date.
· Helps me see the need to keep the line of communication open with customers.
· Makes me want to keep improving and do more.
· Referrals lets me know I am doing well and spur me to do more.


Further inferences below were exhibited by the nascent student entrepreneurs need for network and community as an EBR to the interactions between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of opportunities taking place as they carried out their entrepreneurial activity.

“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”

“And it wasn't until I started doing those things for family, they were the ones that kind of pushed me to do it, other people. So, they actually instilled that confidence in me and they said you actually, you know what you actually pretty good at this?”

“Because there was more people that told me that I was doing well, I think I think the confidence came from other people, so it was people telling me you're giving me feedback on stuff that I've done already that okay I think you're actually like, good. You should go for it.”

“The more I do it so if I have multiple people because it I feel like once you do one job and you feel like, OK, you're satisfied with that, and you then see someone else who has something similar to ask you or offer you and you take the opportunity, you feel more confident doing that because you've done it before.”

“So I'm still not 100% confident, but I think it's better than what it was before, just because I've had that practise and and people, especially social media, you know, you have people who you don't even know, you have strangers commenting on your things telling you ohh, this is great. This is good. This is amazing.”

“So... I think confidence for me is a big part of people that are not close to you telling you things that is good and kind of like solidifying that you are good enough to do what you are doing.”

“So I mean I haven't got many negative comments on anything, I've had constructive feedback from people, but I've never had anything negative and I feel like whether it is good or bad I don't, I don't actually mind. I think is all part of the process of growing and becoming a good graphic designer.”
“hearing feedback from people you know, reaching out and just saying and, you know, I really enjoyed listening to this because, it's made me start thinking about things a lot more deeply.”

“I mean buy the equipment, but would I still be willing to put my face out there? Probably not.”

“putting yourself out there, as you know, and putting your own opinions and you know your thoughts out there and knowing that obviously not everybody's going to agree with that and I think, just thinking about having to deal with any of that potential, social media is a very, you know, the wonderful place, but it can also be a scary place depending on what end you find yourself”

“And I'm just like, you know, concerned that if I start doing this, I may get to experience a not so wonderful side of it.”
“And I think when people give feedback, both positive and negative, actually it's the key demonstrator, it's a key performance indicator is a key KPI in terms of am I really meeting the the targets that I set myself and my really delivering value in a way that I I know that it is what I set out to do when when I started to engage in this business”

“It's the same for the positive feedback actually because that person also has experienced something really great and they want to express that emotion in a way to help to boost my confidence or or sort of my the growth of my business.”

· 
· Knowing the feedback is part of the growth process of becoming a good graphic designer.
· Makes me appraise the feedback from those outside my circle with those from my inner circle.
· Having strangers’ comment on my work is an ad-on to those received from known people.
· Knowing I need to carry on improving for my customer satisfaction.

· Receiving feedback from your inner circle boosts confidence to take on more opportunities out there.
· Knowing going online offers more opportunity for me but I may not be ready for that exposure. 
· Taking up the opportunities comes with facing my fears of putting myself in unfamiliar spaces.
· Knowing getting feedbacks also opens up opportunity for more of what I do.
· Opportunity to manage customer expectations and emotions.
· Opportunities for me to appraise what I do against my goals and vision.


4.22b Conclusions from Theme 4 – Feedback and Referrals
Conclusions from Theme 4 on feedback and referrals across the interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy and perceived opportunities, highlights the need for feedback and referrals as an EBR, with the reasons below further showing why feedback and referrals was needed by nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous entrepreneurial engagements. 

	Feedback and Referrals
	· Knowing you can get honest appraisal of your work.
· Knowing you can get business feedback. 
· Been able to incorporate customer options into my style makes me open-minded to the opportunity.
· Knowing there’s more to learn to improve my product so I can offer customers more and better options.
· Learning that at the end of the day, the business is about the customer and their satisfaction and not how I feel.
· The one response from potential customers goes a long way to help kickstart my business.
· Getting referrals boosted my business and morale to carry on.
· Knowing I could get more customers online through social media who needed my services.
· Getting referrals from those outside my circle opens up room for customer services.
· Helps me understand customer trends and need to stay up to date.
· Helps me see the need to keep the line of communication open with customers.
· Makes me want to keep improving and do more.
· Referrals lets me know I am doing well and spur me to do more.
· Knowing the feedback is part of the growth process of becoming a good graphic designer.
· Makes me appraise the feedback from those outside my circle with those from my inner circle.
· Having strangers’ comment on my work is an ad-on to those received from known people.
· Knowing I need to carry on improving for my customer satisfaction.
· Receiving feedback from your inner circle boosts confidence to take on more opportunities out there.
· Knowing going online offers more opportunity for me but I may not be ready for that exposure. 
· Taking up the opportunities comes with facing my fears of putting myself in unfamiliar spaces.
· Knowing getting feedback also opens up opportunity for more of what I do.
· Opportunity to manage customer expectations and emotions.
· Opportunities for me to appraise what I do against my goals and vision.


Table 5.12
In Appendix XIII is a snapshot of the four (4) entrepreneurial behaviour responses (EBRs) displayed by the nascent student entrepreneurs from Code 2 while engaged in their unique entrepreneurial activities. The EBRs (value, untapped market & target market, network &community, and feedback and referrals) came about as interactions were taking place between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceptions of opportunities. There were also inferred reasons from there statements behind their decisions to take the entrepreneurial behavioural responses. Even though the reasons given by the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed differed from each other, just as their entrepreneurial activities were obviously different, they still shared the same EBAs though presenting in different forms.

4.23	Inferences of Observational Learning from Themes
	

Attention 


Retention 



Reproduction 




Motivation
	
Attention
This is who the nascent student entrepreneur is focused on as a knowledge acquisition model as an opportunity for learning behaviour.

Retention
This is where the nascent student entrepreneur commits to memory the learned behaviour for future use in their entrepreneurial activities.

Reproduction
This is where the nascent student entrepreneur puts to use the learned behaviour but not necessarily as an imitation of the exact learned behaviour but as information that can be applied in subsequent entrepreneurial activities and having the physical and mental capability to do so.

Motivation
The is where the nascent is aware of the reason for the knowledge acquisition model and the relevance of the information received for subsequent entrepreneurial activities.




Observational learning was evident while looking at the impact of interactions between self-efficacy, perceived opportunities, and capabilities on the nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed.  There were where the interviewees referred to one phenomenon or the other where they demonstrated attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation elements of observational learning. 

4.23a Excerpts from Interview Transcripts

Attention, Retention, Reproduction, and Motivation References from Transcripts


Reference

“in my case though, like when you when you reach out to people in the industry are not just reaching out to them for to just you know to just hear about like the business part, you also like reaching out to them to tear your work down and we call it tearing your work down, in the sense that like sometimes you get too overconfident you think that like you are the you are the best, you know, and then and then you reach out and someone is saying no, your work is not there yet, man.”

In the above reference, the nascent student entrepreneur seems to appreciate the need to learn about the business part of his entrepreneurial adventure from people in his network/community. This people would be seen as knowledge acquisition models for him to learn from and also have them critique his work, which would go on to make his work better while also making him an improved student entrepreneur. This knowledge he learns from the knowledge acquisition models comes from people he probably would never meet but through been a part of that online community, he has afforded himself the opportunity to observe and learn from them and then go on to retain what is learnt for future use and implementation in future entrepreneurial activities, showing both the physical and mental capacity to implement the learned behaviour and information. 

Reference

“so it wasn't until when I, you know started having interactions with other people in the industry and you know, like reaching out to them and having like deep discussions with them about like where I am right now in my professional experience”

The nascent student entrepreneur in his entrepreneurial journey appreciated the need to interact with ‘other people in the industry …having deep discussions’ about his professional experience. This shows the desire to learn, understand and grow through information received from those people, who will then be called his knowledge acquisition models. This shows that he was willing to both learn and take forward what he will learn into future entrepreneurial activities, thereby showing retention and reproduction of what was learned, as well as the physical and mental capacity to reproduce what was learned.

Reference

“and what they think I should be charging and what they think of my Portfolio in general.”

In this reference the nascent student entrepreneur appreciates he must learn how to monetise and add appropriate monetary value to his products and services. He then reaches out to his network/community to learn how to achieve this, which is where he found a seminar to attend, organised by a well-known person in the industry addressing the very issue of adding monetary value to his products/services as an animator. This person and others in the community then becomes knowledge acquisition models for him to glean appropriate information from, which he can then implement. This shows attention, retention, and reproduction of the knowledge learned on how to add value to his products/services through monetisation.

Reference

“I'm looking for mentors and also like looking for exposure as well, because you know you are only, you can only see far from where you are, you know from the space you are basically. So it was it was important for me to know, like, see beyond and a way for me to see beyond was to, you know, reach out to people and see through their eyes.”

Reference

“so what I did was to, you know, like get into their community and, you know, interact, you know, and get information, and one of the information, one of the very, very important information I got was, uh, where they kind of like they were always like, a posting the books that that they said have helped them during the during the during their time in the industry.”

Reference

“I mean if I wasn't in that in that space, I wouldn't have known about it.
you see you learn, you learn new things every day.But you  know, I have like, I've experienced like, lots of people.
I've seen different people in different cultures. I've worked.
I've worked with like the Asian and Asian Company and also like UH, a British company and the likes”
“that sort of film is not something that can be done by just one person. You know you need, like, lots of things, lots of you know, people to work together with you,”

From the references above nascent student entrepreneurs alluded to the need for a mentor and exposure and the importance of seeing through their eyes as he engages in their entrepreneurial activity. It can be inferred that he sees the mentor as a link from where he was in his entrepreneurial journey to where he envisions wants to be. This presents the mentor as a knowledge acquisition model from which he can learn vital entrepreneurially relevant information he would retain and replicate in future entrepreneurial activities. Another reference above alluded to access to books referred to by knowledge acquisition models in his network that has helped them as entrepreneur, and he was willing and able physically and mentally to seek out such information through books so relevant information can be available to him for implementation in future entrepreneurial activities. These are examples of paying attention to knowledge acquisition models for observed learning, retaining such learning and the willingness to implement such learned behaviour. In the other reference it was alluded to learning new things through the variety of people he has met and interacted with and the need for such variety of people as he carried out his entrepreneurial activity. Inferences from ‘lots of you know, people to work together with you’ and who he looks to work together with comes across as knowledge acquisition models he seeks to also learn from possibly as he collaborates in his entrepreneurial activities. From this reference, he is showing the key element of attention which is required to be present for observed learning to be adjudged as existing. 
Reference

“Slack is like a project management app for businesses where, like people come together, like maybe communities, sometimes communities, sometimes companies as well come together to work on that particular app, so it's very much easier, no matter where you are in the world it’s very much, it's just like WhatsApp, but with group messages and like some other like apps or plugins that you can use with it to you know, make your work better or make the projects flow better basically.”

The nascent student entrepreneur alluded that belonging to a network/community where ‘people come together’, ‘sometimes companies or communities’ to work on particular apps creates opportunities for the nascent student entrepreneur to learn, seeing the network ‘SLACK’ as a knowledge acquisition model from which through his attention he can acquire knowledge which he then takes forward to his entrepreneurial activities. He shows that the knowledge acquisition model could be a system or community as against just an individual. He also showed motivation, knowing that the reason for paying attention to the knowledge acquisition model, which is ‘SLACK’ in this instance, was to acquire information or knowledge to take forward to his future entrepreneurial activities as an animator.
Reference

“I did not really know how to like get into the market and I also thought to myself that they were gonna be you know people at some point because I have I have I have also experienced it where like I have too much of work to do and I have to like outsource it to other people”

Reference

“in my case though, like when you when you reach out to people in the industry are not just reaching out to them for to just you know to just hear about like the business part, you also like reaching out to them to tear your work down and we call it tearing your work down, in the sense that like sometimes you get too overconfident you think that like you are the you are the best, you know, and then and then you reach out and someone is saying no, your work is not there yet, man.”

This nascent student entrepreneur identified he needed to get his services into the market, but he did not know how to, so he decided on outsourcing to other people in his entrepreneurial network/community as he learned that they would get the work done better and quicker than he would have done and then go on to keep his customers satisfied. The knowledge of outsourcing to someone/people knowing they would get the job done was showing him paying attention to a knowledge acquisition model in the people the work is outsourced to. This then provides him with the information going forward that if found in similar situations, he knew how to go about resolving the challenge as he carries on his entrepreneurial activities.
 
Reference

“And you can get so much more from them as fast as as a possible, and they can, like, advise you real quick here.”

The nascent student entrepreneur sees people in his network as knowledge acquisition models he should pay attention to, as he has a lot to get from them as quickly as possible, with access to entrepreneurial advice also available to him. He seems to realise that the learning process for him would be shortened if he paid attention to the knowledge acquisition models in his network/community.
The factors below seem to necessitate the need to pay attention to knowledge acquisition models in his network/community, retain, reproduce the knowledge, and show motivation to carry on the learning acquired into his subsequent entrepreneurial activities. This seems to show that some factors necessitated the need for observational learning as a nascent student entrepreneur.
· 
· Nature of work to be done
· Variation of expertise required.
· Need to make your work better.
· Volume of work to be done
· Quick access to more, like free advice
· Opportunity for improvement through critiquing
· Opportunity for deep discussions
· Opportunity for insight into own portfolio and pricing of product and services
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial mentorship and exposure
· Opportunity to receive balanced appraisal to keep you grounded.
· Opportunity for work appraisal based on industry standard.


In conclusion, the nascent student entrepreneurs demonstrated attention to a variation of knowledge acquisition models, retention of knowledge learnt from the models, reproduction of knowledge learnt in future entrepreneurial activities with the physical and mental capacities to implement them, and motivation as part of their observed learning, while the eleven factors listed above impacted on their need for observed learning.

Attention, Retention and Motivation References from Transcripts

Reference

“but I just decided, because, this year, a couple of my friends started out their own businesses and I've seen, I've seen um, I've seen it grow, so I've decided to just take the risk because, without taking the risk you won't really achieve anything, so I'm like, OK, let me take the risk and see how far I can go with it, because it’s something that I really would like to do.”

Reference 

“like, the pieces that I gave before now taking it to step further. I'm getting it for some people in my circle and them advertise for me”

Reference 

“So I feel like I can work with the feedback I get from my circle if there's certain pieces, so maybe after sharing it with my circle, maybe they've used it and certain pieces start to tarnish then I know that okay I probably would have to get another, I have to source from another manufacturer, or if maybe the pieces are not attractive, or if they are too small, or if there's any issue whatsoever with the pieces, I feel like I'll get feedback from my immediate circle”

Reference

“like, the pieces that I gave before now taking it to (a) step further. I'm getting it for some people in my circle and them advertise for me”

Reference

“I feel like personally it might still affect my confidence a little, but, Um, I think that I'm open minded enough to like take the feedback and run with it and see how I can, especially if it's like we really different from like my style and what I would want to brand to portray. I'll I'll look at how I can like incorporate,”

From the above references, the nascent student entrepreneur inferred that they needed help with how to get jewellery out to customers but had to leverage on people in their network as those from whom she could get the help and feedback to learn and go on to use the information for help to get products out to potential customers. They saw people in their network as links to knowledge acquisition models who could learn from to leverage on them for advertising jewellery and for feedback on improving product towards getting them to more customers. It appears that the strategic need to advance products to potential customers required paying attention to learning through network to get jewellery products to potential customers and subsequently to more customers to implement information they have learnt from the knowledge acquisition models. By willing to source products from other manufacturers based on information learned indirectly from knowledge acquisition models shows reproduction, which is an application of knowledge received and learnt and a display of the physical and mental capacity to reproduce such knowledge in subsequent entrepreneurial activities. A display of open mindedness from reference above to learn and apply what is learnt is a strong indicator towards a display of attention and reproduction as a nascent student entrepreneur while engaging in entrepreneurial activity. Where the nascent student entrepreneur alluded above to “taking it a step further” after getting some feedback from some knowledge acquisition models in the inner circle, reflects retention of knowledge learnt from the models and the physical/mental capacity to reproduce that knowledge in future entrepreneurial activity of selling jewelleries to potential customers. Above where the nascent student entrepreneur said, “I think I can work with the feedback from my inner circle” and the readiness to source from other jewellery manufacturers, reflects physical and mental capacity to reproduce the knowledge learnt and retained from the knowledge acquisition models in their inner circle. From one of the references above the nascent student entrepreneur makes known that through observing people in their inner circle, they learnt risk taking as important to entrepreneurship and beyond retaining that knowledge, acted on it by taking steps to start their own business, showing physical and mental capacity to reproduce the knowledge on entrepreneurial risk taking learnt and retained from observing the models in their circles. Those models were described as friends.
From the references above, the factors below have influenced their observational learning while carrying out entrepreneurial activities.
· Need for honest appraisal of product/service from Inner circle.
· Opportunity for novel input 
· Strategic need to advance.
· opportunity for motivation to take calculated risk.
· opportunity for organic advertisement and marketing
· leveraging on organic relationships
In conclusion the nascent student entrepreneur showed that there can be an indirect pathway to learning from the knowledge acquisition models through leveraging on network/community to the end that products can get to potential customers and satisfy the needs of potential customers while they engaged in their entrepreneurial activities.
Attention, Retention, Reproduction and Motivation References from Transcripts

Reference

“because of the quality that we deliver, it has given me enough confidence already because I know that I deliver quality service to that has already given me the confidence that I even need to bring anything to to the table, for customers, the confidence sign people already know that we deliver only quality.”

Reference

“loyalty of staff, not even the customers alone now, loyal of staff even if a customer is loyal to you and you are not where you can deliver that exceptional customer service to the person you know the person is. You and the person doesn't get the quality that you have been preaching and that they have known you for.  No how, no how the loyalty will go down one day because there.”

Reference

“Exactly. I wanted to see how people would react to it. I wanted to get. Wow, that's, you know, people to say ohh good good. Continue it and all that. So maybe and sincerely when I posted that thing I had only one response.”

“It was not via social media at first. I started with my WhatsApp I started internally”

“I need to go to the market tomorrow. Can you help me? She was the first person that helped me start the business.”

Reference

“Yes, and she did. I went to the market the next day. She gave me the funds,
She asked like I please come over to see her so I went to her. She gave me the funds.” 

Reference

“To attract more of them, because people would need you to show them evidences.
And that was why the confidence was low in the first time, I didn't have the evidence to show them.”

Reference

“Well, that person, they now built that now helped me with that confidence that I lacked by patronising.”

Reference

“But later on I got somebody that now referred somebody to me”

From the above reference, the nascent student entrepreneur inferred that as a cook who deals in food content, it is needed to learn from their inner circle position on her business, which would impact on her entrepreneurial self-efficacy and what was learned from them could go on to determine whether they carried on with the business. It appeared paying attention to her network as knowledge acquisition models for information would be relevant to the business going forward and confidence to carry on with the entrepreneurial activity as a cook dealing in food content. They alluded to delivering quality product and service and customers knowing this showed they pays attention to what customers want, and the information of satisfaction relayed back. This also shows retention of the information received from customers and the physical/mental readiness to reproduce the quality standard in future entrepreneurial activities. They also paid attention to staff for loyalty and how these impacts on the quality of service to customers, as alluded above the importance of this to customers receiving quality products and service. Some of the references above alluded to how a customer helped the nascent student entrepreneur build confidence in their entrepreneurial activities, through paying attention to what the customer wants and delivering such expectation to high standard, they were able to replicate the trust received from the customer (a knowledge acquisition model) through attention, towards further quality delivery not just to the customer in question but to other potential customers. This further shows retention of knowledge received and the physical and mental capacity to reproduce this towards staff and customers.
From the observed learning through attention, retention and reproduction, the nascent student entrepreneur showed how the factors below have impacted on their learning while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities.
· Opportunity for referrals 
· Opportunity to improve and build confidence.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· To instil confidence 
· Desire for support of newly launched product/service
· Customers desiring to eat only what is healthy.
· Customers desiring service that saves them time and resources.
In conclusion. The nascent student entrepreneur showed how customers and staff can directly or indirectly be knowledge acquisition models to pay attention to and how reproducing the knowledge retained further builds entrepreneurial self-efficacy for future entrepreneurial activities. 

Attention, Retention, Reproduction, and References from Transcripts

Reference

“So the more referrals you get, the more you just want to improve yourself in in what you do and also.”

Reference

“Make your clients feel comfortable and render the service to them that they will be fulfilled”
Reference

“So the as I meet with different people everyday, at every point in time when I render this service, my confidence level builds more the more I get in touch the more I meet people and the more I render my services to them.”
Reference

“the more I also get to relate with people. So I say opportunities as a platform for me to improve.”

Reference

“networking. If the more you meet people, the more you relate with people.
And the more referrals, I think you get you you you can get in future, so.
And the more referrals it gets, the bigger you.”

Reference

“especially when I get them a positive review from my clients.”		

The nascent student entrepreneur alluded to learning how referrals from what was done for clients helped improve their confidence. This also shows paying attention to what customers served are saying to other potential clients leading to referrals. The attention from the nascent student entrepreneurs provided knowledge from previous clients that provision of quality services could provide you with free advertisement for entrepreneurial activities, bringing in more opportunity to provide services to more clients. This alludes to retention of this knowledge and opportunity to reproduce the knowledge in future entrepreneurial activities, which will go on to show the physical and mental capacity to reproduce the learned knowledge. Other interviewees alluded to paying attention to customers finding fulfilment and feeling comfortable from the service provided and with this knowledge driving the service provided to future clients. Here it shows retention and reproduction of client fulfilment and comfort knowledge and physical/mental capacity to reproduce such knowledge in future entrepreneurial activities. More references alluded to the nascent student entrepreneur receiving confidence boosters for more entrepreneurial activities when they get to meet different people to whom they render more of their services. Without been explicit as what they learnt from them, it shows that there is a transfer of something from potential customers that boost her confidence, which then leads to paying attention to what the customers had to ‘offer’. It could be inferred from other references above that what the customer gets ‘offered’ by the customer is an opportunity for referrals, which warrants the nascent student entrepreneur paying attention to customers which goes on to provide them services as a beauty specialist. Paying attention to the customer then transfers knowledge to the nascent student entrepreneur that carried on to their entrepreneurial activities with potential customers, showing retention and reproduction of knowledge learned. Positive reviews from customers appears to be another knowledge the nascent student entrepreneur pays attention to and retaining this knowledge helps in the transference of such knowledge to future entrepreneurial activities.
From the observed learning through attention, retention and reproduction, the nascent student entrepreneur showed how the factors below have impacted on their learning while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities.
· 
· Desire for positive review from clients
· Opportunity to more referrals
· Opportunity to improve on service delivery.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· Customers are very conscious of how they appear.
· A percentage of customers are aware of current trends.
· Customers want a service provider who was aware of current trends.
· Some customers just want to be comfortable in their appearance.


In conclusion, through attention to customers finding fulfilment and comfort from service transferred, they could go on and offer improved services to potential customers, showing retention and reproduction of knowledge learnt in future entrepreneurial activities and the physical and mental capacities to reproduce such knowledge.
Attention, Retention, Reproduction and Motivation References from Transcripts

Reference

“And then I can actually do the business card for you as well. So it's like a package type thing,”

Reference

“my work is at least decent enough for people to want to come to me, so I think that kind of describes it's definitely growing” 

Reference

“first client is kind of started up his family because, um, I think I was too scared and shy to kind of put myself out there. And I kinda just wanted a little bit more practise because I hadn't ever studied graphic design.”

Reference

“So I was practising with my family and as I got more confident than I've done more people then I'd say that I had more belief to do it for other people,”

Reference

“And it wasn't until I started doing those things for family, they were the ones that kind of pushed me to do it, other people. So, they actually instilled that confidence in me and they said you actually, you know what you actually pretty good at this?”

Reference

“Yeah, because it stems off of my full time job. I work in marketing, so a lot of people don't realise that having a brand or business isn't just you know what you're good at, it's also your image and the visual identity of your of your, your brand.”


Reference

“So I'm still not 100% confident, but I think it's better than what it was before, just because I've had that practise and and people, especially social media, you know, you have people who you don't even know, you have strangers commenting on your things telling you ohh, this is great. This is good. This is amazing.”

Across the references above, it showed attention to customers, family, place of work and the social media as knowledge acquisition models from which they acquired knowledge to retain and take to future entrepreneurial activities. References above alluded to paying attention to the customer to do for them more than they have asked for because it would be an improvement to what they have initially asked for. They also alluded to what a customer may be communicating about work as decent enough, when they come to ask for their services. The student entrepreneur paid attention to their place of work as a knowledge acquisition model they learnt from for information on branding, creating visual identity for customers. This also shows retention and reproduction of this knowledge in future activities, thereby displaying physical and mental capacity to reproduce in future. From references above, they alluded to family as a knowledge acquisition model they pay attention to for the belief and affirmation to carry on with their entrepreneur activity as a graphic.
From the observed learning through attention, retention and reproduction, the nascent student entrepreneur showed how the factors below have impacted on entrepreneurial learning through observation, while engaged in entrepreneurial activities.
· 
· To instil entrepreneurial self-confidence
· Opportunity to hear from people outside of known network.
· Opportunity to grow into becoming the ‘entrepreneurial’ you.
· Opportunity to practice organically.
· Opportunity to access more clients.
· Opportunity to leverage on experience from other jobs. 
· Opportunity for motivation
· Opportunity for more related experiences
· Opportunity to develop talents that were once latent.
· Opportunity to apply knowledge across board.
· Customers want a graphic designer who knew her work.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was confident at what they deliver.
· Customers want a graphic designer who can deliver more than they asked for.


In conclusion, through attention to customers, the knowledge was shown with which they could go on and offer improved services to potential customers, showing attention, retention and reproduction of knowledge learnt in future entrepreneurial activities and the physical and mental capacities to reproduce such knowledge.
Attention, Retention, Motivation References from Transcripts

Reference 

“knowing that the ‘why’ is that, it's helping other people”

Reference 

“And I think so for me, understanding it being my calling is that I, growing up, I wished that I had a lot of people that were speaking to me about certain things”

Reference 

“you know in my day to day when I speak with friends and family like I just find myself in a position where like, I'm just like speaking, into their lives, if you will, as I just, yeah, so I just think that this is, It just feels natural. I don't know it.”

Reference 

“Ohh wow. I mean I will definitely have to have, a conversation with them and like, OK, know what's their own, like platform about and like what are their values? That kind of thing. We’ll definitely have a conversation first, and just figure out somethings, but I mean if I, you know we talk and we get to see, OK like everything is okay and what not and I'm not, you know, I think I would, I would go for it.”

Reference

“hearing feedback from people you know, reaching out and just saying and, you know, I really enjoyed listening to this because, it's made me start thinking about things a lot more deeply.”

The nascent student entrepreneurs paid attention to how being a podcaster is helping people and this is what gives her the knowledge that she is learning from the listeners to her podcast the impact it is having on them at improving their lives. They also alluded to the role her faith plays in what she does as a podcaster, which is why she infers to wishing that certain people in her life growing up were speaking to her about certain things. This people from inference, would be knowledge acquisition models to which she looks up to for some expectations. In a reference above, she is paying attention to friends and family for information of how she is impacting their lives through being giving access to speak into their lives. This then confirms their motivation to carry on their entrepreneurial activity. They also alluded at attending to opportunities for monetising podcast if offered the opportunity to do so and retaining such knowledge enough for considering possible future actions from such. They questioned whether they would have the physical/mental capacity to immediately jump at the idea of monetisation, but her consideration of the knowledge appears strong enough to suggest that they may move on to reproducing the idea of monetisation if all goes according to her faith and ideal. From the references above it appears their motivation comes from faith and knowing why they went into podcasting, which to them was an opportunity to impact or help people live better lives.
The factors below can be inferred as impacting on their observed learning as they carried on with their entrepreneurial activity, resulting in showing attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation.
 
· Opportunity for reflection towards improvement
· Leveraging on a golden opportunity
· Opportunity for mentorship
· Opportunity for self-discovery
· People have deep rooted challenges.

In conclusion, references above showed that friends, family, and faith were knowledge acquisition models through which to receive knowledge which can be reproduced in future entrepreneurial activities, while been clear from where her motivations emanate.

Attention, Retention, Reproduction and Motivation References from Transcripts

Reference

“One of the things we're thinking about is how we take, um, how we build and leverage entrepreneurial skills for women in Africa and sort of look at how we bring that to the world stage, whether that sort of catering, whether that's in fashion, how do we leverage our own experiences and and what we know given where we are in the world to support up and coming artisans. Um in in Africa and and I think that wouldn't have come without having that network.” 

Reference

“So I'm sharing my thoughts and ideas anyway so but I think having the power of the network to test to learn to sort of build on an idea, I think it's what sort of has given me personally that added leverage cause then I'm not.
Um, you know, no one's perfect. We all make mistakes. Don't get me wrong, but I think I I may able to sort of overcome.”

Reference

“I've sort of engaged in and and sort of reach out to a network that was way bigger than what I would have normally”

Reference

“I think from an entrepreneurial perspective, I think within that network there is sort of maybe two of us and we we talk a lot. We've bounced ideas together in terms of how we want to sort of set up a number of um, other businesses. One of the things we're thinking about is how we take, um, how we build and leverage entrepreneurial skills for women in Africa and sort of look at how we bring that to the world stage, whether that sort of catering, whether that's in fashion, how do we leverage our own experiences and and what we know given where we are in the world to support up and coming artisans.” 

Reference

“Certain things that might take other people quite a long time to to to get over. So if I had a speaking event, for example, and he didn't go as planned, I have that network to lean on to ask questions and generally at least one person in my network will join these events and they're able to give feedback that is honest and and direct and open”

Reference

“I think negative impact negative feedback is the one that I generally tend to sort of delve into a little bit more because I want to understand what it is about that experience that has really a impacted that client or customer in such a deep way, that they want to express the emotion and the feeling behind that experience.”

The nascent student entrepreneur paid attention to how they would leverage on the entrepreneurial skills of artisans and entrepreneurs in Africa with the aim of bringing them to the world stage, but they also realised the need for help of people in their network and collaboration across the Atlantic, showing that they were having to look to this people as knowledge acquisition models. It was going to be a learning curve for this nascent student entrepreneur as a public speaker as there are some knowledge from others that’s needed for the actualisation of that goal. They showed readiness to combine knowledge from experience and others, thereby willing to retain and reproduce the acquired knowledge for the actualisation of the goal in question. The nascent student entrepreneur alluded to the need to improve by learning from others (attention at work) in her network to help build ideas and leverage in areas identified as weakness, when she said, 
“power of the network to test to learn to sort of build on an idea, I think it's what sort of has given me personally that added leverage cause then I'm not. Um, you know, no one's perfect.”
The reference above showed paying attention when they alluded to engaging in and reaching out to people in the network as bigger than them and people they could learn from. From the reference above they exhibited attention to their network as a knowledge acquisition model while carrying out entrepreneurial activity, thereby showing that, knowledge acquisition models could be systems as well as people. They showed attention to someone else in their network as a knowledge acquisition model from who they can acquire knowledge to help with setting up other businesses and retain that knowledge for future use (reproduction). Other references showed attention, retention, and reproduction when they alluded to network as the place they go to for “questions” to ask and then go into future entrepreneurial activities to implement the knowledge. They see clients or customers as knowledge acquisition models that they are willing to learn from, with the aim of taking what is learnt into future activities, ensuring quality service that the customer or client would be happy to pay for.
The factors below can be inferred as impacting on the observed learning of nascent student entrepreneurs as they carried on with entrepreneurial activities, resulting in showing attention, retention, reproduction in their entrepreneurial activities.

· Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial experience for global good.
· Opportunity for honest and direct appraisal from one’s network.
· Confirming set goal of delivering value
· Opportunity to leverage skills for global impact.
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial and professional feedback
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial collaboration
· Opportunity for idea generation and development
· Opportunity for wider perspectives

In conclusion, the nascent student entrepreneurs showed that people in their network/community and the network as a system were all knowledge acquisition models through which they get to receive knowledge which can be reproduced in future entrepreneurial activities beyond the shores of the United Kingdom.
4.23b Summary of Observational Learning Inferences from Themes

Appendix X111 highlights the references across forty-three interviewees engaged in various entrepreneurial activities, interactions between their self-efficacy, perceived opportunities, and capability, highlighting the existence of observational learning, with the factors showing the existence of attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation displayed by nascent student entrepreneurs in what they do to ensure their continuous entrepreneurial engagements. 
4.24	Chapter Conclusion
This chapter presented the findings from quantitative data gathered through questionnaires and analysed through regression analysis, as well as the complementary qualitative data gathered through interviews and analysed using thematic analysis, using references from interviews transcripts, with the codes and themes to follow, for the purpose of complementing the quantitative data.
The finding from the research showed that even though the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perception of opportunities and capabilities impacted on their unique entrepreneurial engagement, this was complemented by the entrepreneurial contexts of their self-efficacy been considered within the context of actual entrepreneurial activities, their perception considered in contexts (which in this research was their perceived opportunities and capabilities). Through the complementary advantage of the interviews to the questionnaires administered and analysed, the nascent student entrepreneur was seen to elicit entrepreneurial behavioural responses (EBRs) while the interactions between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived opportunities/capabilities was ongoing. It also afforded the identification of reasons/factors that the nascent student entrepreneurs responded to with EBRs and observed learning through attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation.













Chapter 5 – Discussion
5.1	Introduction
This chapter discusses the findings from the previous chapter, where the questionnaires administered to nascent student entrepreneurs attempted to find out the impacts and the strength of those impacts between the entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceptions about opportunities and capabilities of nascent student entrepreneurs, while the interviews from qualitative study was to complement the quantitative finding from the impact on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perceptions about opportunities and capabilities as those interactions occur between the variables and the resultant impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s entrepreneurial activities. It also explored observational learning exhibited by the nascent student entrepreneur for inferences to attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation in their interview transcripts.
Section 5.2 would discuss the impact of Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy on the Nascent Student Entrepreneur. Section 5.3 discussed the impact of Perceived Opportunities and Capabilities on the Nascent Student Entrepreneur. Section 5.4 would focus on factors impacting on the Nascent Student Entrepreneur’s Self-Efficacy, Perception of opportunities and capabilities. Section 5.5 would focus on observational Learning, the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perceptions of opportunities and capabilities. Section 5.6 would conclude the chapter.

5.2	Impact of Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy on the Nascent Student Entrepreneur
This study has showed that self-efficacy impacts on nascent entrepreneurs with the strength of impact described as significant. This further supports the studies showing the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on entrepreneurs in general but specifically as it relates to this study, nascent entrepreneurs. To further highlight the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy, this also impacts significantly on nascent student entrepreneurs. The significant level of impact extends to both undergraduate and postgraduate nascent student entrepreneurs. The significant level of impact on nascent undergraduate and postgraduate student entrepreneurs extends to those with years of entrepreneurial activities varying between 0-2, 2-3, and 3-4 years. The significant degree of impact also cut across the male or female genders. The quantitative phase of this study showed that there was relationship between the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the nascent entrepreneur and his entrepreneurial activity. Based on 298 responses to the five self-efficacy questions the respondents were asked, 175 of the responses were either agree or strongly agree. This shows 58.5% of the responses showed varying levels of agreement on the higher-agreement spectrum, with 114 of the responses 38.2% showing somewhat agree, revealing a moderate-agreement spectrum. This further shows that a total of 189 of the 298 responses were on moderate to higher agreement spectrum in the self-efficacy spectrum (Section 4.4.4). This shows a moderate to strong relationship between the entrepreneur’s self-efficacy and his entrepreneurial engagements and  therefore agrees with Bandura’s contention (1982, 1986) that an individual’s self-efficacy is a strong predictor of performance and the level of motivation showed in the face of contrary situation, which brings to light it’s importance considering the challenges an entrepreneur faces in the entrepreneurial process and the variation in those challenges (Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015). The impacts of self-efficacy and specifically entrepreneurial self-efficacy on student entrepreneurs supports the theories postulated by Bandura (1982, 1986) and De Noble et., al (1999) respectively, with this study extending the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy to nascent student entrepreneurs, with years of entrepreneurial activities ranging from 0-5. 
The significance of the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on nascent student entrepreneurs was further heightened with the entrepreneurial context provided by interviewees at the interview phase. This further advanced the study highlighting the need for entrepreneurial context when carrying out a study into the self-efficacy of entrepreneurs. Hechavarria, Renko and Matthews (2012) applied the concept ESE to the specific contexts of nascent entrepreneurship but focused on start-up outcomes; Minniti and Nardone, (2007) applied the context of nascent entrepreneurship to gender; Setiawan, (2013) examined entrepreneurial self-efficacy among students. This study showed that the importance of entrepreneurial context is equally of significance to nascent student entrepreneurs (Bandura, 1986; McGee, Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira, 2009; Landström and Lohrke 2010; Wadhwani and Jones 2014; Fritsch, M., Pylak, K. & Wyrwich, M, 2022; Miller, 2004; Klotz and Neubaum, 2015; Gartner, 1985; 1988; Zozimo, Jack and Hamilton, 2014; Wincent, and Cardon 2010). Van de Ven (1986) admonished fellow researchers not to be tempted to seek to understand the entrepreneur by conducting studies into his traits and characteristics when he said, “Researchers wedded to the conception of entrepreneurship for studying the creation of organisations can learn from the history of research on leadership. Like the studies on entrepreneurship, this research began by investigating the traits and personality characteristics of leaders. However, no empirical evidence was found to support the expectation that there was a finite number of characteristics or traits of leaders, and these traits differentiate successful from unsuccessful leaders. More recently, research into leadership has made some progress by focusing on the behaviour of leaders (that is, on what they do instead of what they are) and by determining what situational factors or conditions moderate the effect of their behaviour and performance (p. 86)
Another context this study considered was the level of education by nascent student entrepreneurs, specifically those at undergraduate and postgraduate levels. What was considered here was the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the nascent student entrepreneurial with levels of education at the undergraduate and postgraduate levels. The degree of impact within the context of level of education at undergraduate and postgraduate levels was significant. This confirmed the finding which showed that overall, the level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy among students was high (Setiawan, 2014), but it should be noted that the study by Setiawan focused on undergraduate students who were in semester 4, who had been on an entrepreneurship course or study for 4 semesters. This current study went further to consider postgraduate students in the context of their entrepreneurial activities as against what entrepreneurial course they were doing, which was intentional in moving away from studying the traits or personalities of the nascent student entrepreneur to the entrepreneurial behaviour of the entrepreneur which focused on his entrepreneurial activities (Ahmed, Tariq, Jane E. Klobas, and T. Ramayah. 2019). This was an attempt to further the cause of the behavioural approach to entrepreneurship (Gartner,1988; McCann and Vroom, 2015; Hatak and Snellman, 2017) This confirmed the significant role of ESE not only on students as advanced by Setiawan, (2013), but it went further to specifically consider nascent students at the undergraduate and postgraduate levels carrying out entrepreneurial activities, which served as a source of impact on their self-efficacy as asserted by Bandura (1997), to the effect that there are varying sources as to where self-efficacy can be obtained from, which could be through mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion and the physiological and affective states. By focusing on what the nascent student entrepreneurs were doing, while studying at undergraduate and postgraduate levels, they were utilising opportunities for mastery experiences and possible vicarious experiences from other nascent entrepreneurs as postulated by Badura (Bandura, 1997).


5.2a	Conclusion 
Guided by the research findings from this study and literature reviewed, it showed that entrepreneurial self-efficacy had significant impact on the nascent student entrepreneur but the impact moderated by their gender, years of entrepreneurial activity and level of education. This therefore confirms Hypothesis H1, H1a, H1b and H1c and this is shown in the framework below.
H1  – ESE has an impact on Nascent Student Entrepreneurs 
H1a - ESE has an impact on the NSE and its impact is moderated by their gender (GDR).

H1b - ESE has an impact on the NSE and its impact is moderated by their Level of education (LED)
H1c - ESE has an impact on the NSE and its impact is moderated by their years of entrepreneurial activity (YEA).

     Antecedents to ESE	    moderators of ESE	Nascent Student Entrepreneur (NSE)
Years of Entrepreneurial Duration (YED)
Cultural & institutional environment


Firm Characteristics
Level of Education (LED)

Education and raining

Gender (GDR)
Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy (ESE)

Work Experience


Role models/mentors


Individual  Differences


	
Framework summarizing antecedents, outcomes of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and moderators 
(Newman et al., 2019)

5.3	Impact of Perceived Opportunities and Capabilities on Nascent Student Entrepreneur
The quantitative phase of this study showed relationship between the nascent student entrepreneur’s perception about opportunities and capabilities, and this were on the high agreement spectrum. 142 of the 298 responses (47.6%) were either agree or strongly agree to the five perceived opportunities questions with another 142 (47.6%) showing somewhat agree to the same questions, representing a total of 95.2% responses showing between moderate to higher agreement spectrum in the perceived opportunities category. The perceived capabilities responses in the quantitative phase of this study were also on the high agreement spectrum, with 168 of the responses with either agree or strongly agree to the 5 questions on perceived capability. This represented 56.4% of the responses showing varying levels of agreement on the higher agreement spectrum. 125 41.9% responses were somewhat agree revealing a moderate agreement spectrum. This shows a total of 293 out of the 298 showed some moderate to higher agreement with the perceived capabilities. The above showed a relationship between the nascent entrepreneur’s perception about opportunities, capabilities, and the entrepreneurs’ entrepreneurial activities.
This study further showed perceived opportunities and capabilities had significant impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy while these interactions was ongoing among the variables. The impact was also significant when the nascent student entrepreneurs’ level of education and years of entrepreneurial activity are added into the mix. The nascent student entrepreneurs perception was considered in context (Schermerhorn, Hunt, Osborn, & Uhl-Bien, 2010; Boholm, 2003), within an economic context (Bempah and Oyhus, 2017) as a nascent student entrepreneur engaged in entrepreneurial activity, and just like self-efficacy first had to be put within context to make it entrepreneurial self-efficacy, the entrepreneurs perception first had to be put in context, which in this study was opportunities and capabilities (Pruet and Sesen, 2017). The NSE’s perception of his opportunities and capabilities and how these impacts on his entrepreneurial self-efficacy was significant in its impact, complementing the finding that student entrepreneurs always had a high entrepreneurial perception according to Pruet and Sesen, (2017), occasioned by differences in culture, economics, and entrepreneurial environment, which in this study had interviewees across different entrepreneurial activities, various years of entrepreneurial activity, and levels of education (Pruet and Sesen, 2017). There was significant impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy from their perception about opportunities and their capabilities, which further asserts the need for an entrepreneur’s perception to be specific (Iglesias-Sanchez et al., 2016), which had education (formal education) as one of the major contexts. In this study, one of the contexts was levels of education in addition to perception about opportunities and capabilities. According to Bandura (1986), perception has to be considered within a situation context and not in isolation (Boholm, 2003). At the interview stage of this study, interviewees provided situation context as they reflected on the significance of impact of their perception of opportunities and capabilities on their self-efficacy within the entrepreneurial activities, they were engaged in. If perception is applied to entrepreneurship, a behaviour will be produced which in turn will attract a response from the environment the entrepreneur carries out their entrepreneurial activities (Bandura, 1986), which (environment) refers to people and factors present while the interplay between behaviour and responses was taking place (Zozimo, Ricardo and Jack, Sarah and Hamilton, Ellie, 2014). This further supports some of the findings of this study where some themes/factors were identified as impacting on the nascent student entrepreneur as the interaction between their self-efficacy and perception of opportunities and capabilities was taking place (refer to Appendix D for the factors/themes and figures 5.2 and 5.3). This further reiterates the need for subjectivity of the contexts their perceptions should be viewed from, which in this study are the different entrepreneurial activities they were involved in as identified at the interview stage (Figueiredo et al., 2009). This helps their understanding of the environment they find themselves interacting with as they engage in their entrepreneurial activities as nascent entrepreneurs within further contexts of perceptions about opportunities and capabilities (Bempah and Oyhus, 2017). Beyond the general application of perception to entrepreneurship as an economic phenomenon, there is the need to apply more specificity to both the entrepreneur’s perception, which in this study are opportunities and capabilities, and what he does while engaged in his entrepreneurial activities which the interview phase of this study provided as postulated by Pruet and Sesen, (2017). Applying this contexts in perception and the entrepreneur’s activity, helped to identify some factors impacting on their self-efficacy and having a resultant effect on further entrepreneurial engagements, which supports the study of Iglesias-Sanchez et al., (2016), that when specificity of the entrepreneur’s perception was applied to risks and ability, it resulted in the findings of how this can hinder entrepreneurial intentions.
5.3a	Conclusion
This segment of the study suggests that the nascent student entrepreneur’s perception of opportunities and capabilities has a significant impact on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which is especially so when the entrepreneur’s perception is specific, which in this study is their perception of opportunities and capabilities and the impact moderated by their gender, years of entrepreneurial activity and level of education. This therefore confirms Hypothesis H2, H2a, H2b, H2c for perceived opportunities and  Hypothesis H3, H3a, H3b, H3c for perceived capability as true. This are shown in the two framework below.
Hypothesis 2 – PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact moderated by YED, LED, and GDR
2a - PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their years of entrepreneurial activity
2b – PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their level of education
2c - PO has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their gender.





							
moderators of PO
Nascent Student Entrepreneur (NSE)
Years of Entrepreneurial Duration (YED)

Level of Education (LED)


Gender (GDR)


Perceived Opportunity (PO)




Perceived Desirability
Perceived Feasibility

	
        Antecedents to Perceived Opportunity
Framework summarizing antecedents to perceived opportunity, impact on NSE and moderators (Krueger, 2009)

Perceived Capabilities (PC). 
Hypothesis 3 – PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and the Impact is moderated by YED, LED, and GDR
3a - PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their years of entrepreneurial activity.
3b - PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their level of education.
3c - PC has an impact on the NSE’s ESE and its impact is moderated by their gender.

								moderators of PC
Nascent Student Entrepreneur (NSE)
Years of Entrepreneurial Duration (YED)

Level of Education (LED)


Gender (GDR)


Perceived Capability (PC)



	  Antecedents to Perceived Opportunity



5.4	Factors Impacting on the Nascent Student Entrepreneur’s Self-Efficacy, Perception About opportunities and capabilities.
One feature to this study was the focus on nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy and perception about opportunities and capabilities as they carried out their different entrepreneurial activities and their observational learning. This was to further the behavioural approach to understanding entrepreneurship (Pylak, K. & Wyrwich, M, 2022; Miller, 2004; Klotz and Neubaum, 2015; Van de Ven, 1986; Hatak and Snellman, 2017), the nascent entrepreneur, nascent student entrepreneurs and their perception within the specific context of opportunities and their capabilities while engaging in their entrepreneurial activities. The forty-three nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed showed that beyond the interactions between their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception of opportunities and capabilities, there were factors impacting on their entrepreneurial self-efficacies, perceptions of opportunities and capabilities and observational learning, which then had resultant impact on their entrepreneurial activities. These factors resulted in fifteen and eighteen entrepreneurial behaviour responses (EBR) from the nascent student entrepreneurs under code one and two respectively (see Table 5.2 and 5.3). 
The four nascent student entrepreneurial behaviour responses (EBRs) analysed from code 1 were, 
· Collaboration
	Collaboration
	These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur had to engage with other professionals and leverage their skills/knowledge to actualise the potential of their own entrepreneurial engagements.



· Feedback
	Feedback
	These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur.



· Network and Community
	Network and Community
	These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement



· Quality Product and Service
	Quality Product, Service and Standard
	These describes the level of excellence they want to deliver to or want their customer to experience when they see, receive, or interact with their product or service



The four entrepreneurial behaviour responses (EBRs) from nascent student entrepreneurs analysed in chapter 5 from code 2 were,
· Value
	Value
	These represents an invisible element of improvement or enhancement received from an experience of a product or service or that invisible element of improvement or enhancement that a product or service provides to a customer or entity.



· Untapped market and Target market
	Untapped Market and Target Market
	These are potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service.



· Network and Community
	Network and Community
	These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement




· Feedback and Referrals
	Feedback and Referrals
	These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur. And have also recommended people to try out the product or service.



According to this study, Entrepreneurial Behaviour Responses (EBRs) are entrepreneurial actions taken by nascent student entrepreneurs due to the influence of these factors on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perception about opportunities and capabilities, present within the environment their entrepreneurial activities are occurring but unique in the way each nascent student entrepreneur reflects such behaviour. The factors that brought about this EBRs are captured in the Codebook (Appendix IV), which was a result of focusing on what the nascent student entrepreneurs were doing as a way to understand their entrepreneurial behaviour as asserted by Gartner (1988), when he said that, “research on the entrepreneur should focus on what the entrepreneur does and not who the entrepreneur is”. Focusing on what the nascent student entrepreneurs were doing helped understand the entrepreneurial behaviours (EBRs) they exhibited as they carried out their entrepreneurial activities, but it went further to show that the entrepreneurial behaviour were influenced by various factors in ways that highlighted the importance of student entrepreneurial context when seeking out to understand the student entrepreneur, his entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perception of opportunities and capabilities (Pruet and Sesen, 2017; Bempah and Oyhus, 2017). Sanchez et al., (2016) highlighted the importance of context in perception, that when specificity of the entrepreneur’s perception was applied to risks and ability, it resulted in the findings of how this can hinder entrepreneurial intentions, Fritsch, M., Pylak, K. & Wyrwich, M, (2022) highlighted the importance of context to an entrepreneur’s self-efficacy. This research has highlighted the importance of context to student entrepreneurship, when student entrepreneurs are involved in entrepreneurial activities while studying at UK university, specifically within the context of their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perception of opportunities and capability, that when the above contexts were applied, it resulted in the student entrepreneurs displaying Entrepreneurial Behaviour Responses, while also displaying the elements of observational learning even though they did not set out to achieve or exhibit those. 
5.4a	Conclusion
This segment of the study showed that when the nascent student entrepreneur, their entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception about opportunities and capabilities are considered within the context of their entrepreneurial activities, there are always factors that impact on them, which then has the resultant impact of producing entrepreneurial behaviour responses (EBR) while they carry on their entrepreneurial activities.

5.5 Observational Learning, the Nascent Student Entrepreneur’s Self-Efficacy, Perceptions of Opportunities and Capabilities
The intention here is to see how or whether there were elements of observational learning while the nascent student entrepreneurs were engaging in their entrepreneurial activities. This research showed that environment impacted on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, and perception of opportunities and capabilities, with environment being the people and places involved as they carried out entrepreneurial activities. This impact was on the entrepreneurial learning of the nascent student entrepreneur as he interacted with the knowledge, experience and expertise of other entrepreneurs, the expectations and feedback from customers, the required standard of quality in product and services offered to customers based on industry standards they operated from, as well as seeing the need to acquire knowledge incidental to their entrepreneurial activities beyond the technical knowledge specific to them. This agrees with Bandura (1986), that learning could take various forms, which is also the case with Observational Learning. This research goes further to show that the nascent student entrepreneur had forms of Observational Learning as he carried out his entrepreneurial activities.
The nascent student entrepreneurs in this study showed their alertness to opportunities in their network and communities and interactions with customers and the feedback they received from them. This agrees with the finding of alertness to opportunity recognition and improvement of that alertness (Schumpeter, 1934; Kirzner, 1973) which is part of the theory of entrepreneurial learning. The nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed showed from their references that attention was paid to knowledge acquisition models in their network and community, family, and customers, which they retained and reproduced as learned behaviour in subsequent entrepreneurial activities to better provide value and quality service and product for their customers. These agrees with the finding of Cope (2005) who argued that through entrepreneurial activities, the learning process, which is observational learning in this study and an example of experiential learning for them, has seen the acquisition and need for application of what is learnt, through feedback from customers and people in their network and community. Some of the nascent student entrepreneurs shared the significant role of their traditional work as employees impacting on their entrepreneurial activities, further advancing the study of Politis (2005) that the entrepreneurial learning experience across their work history translates into knowledge taken into entrepreneurial activities. The nascent student entrepreneurs also showed direct and indirect learning from their experiences (Holcomb et al., 2009). The nascent student entrepreneurs also accessed valuable entrepreneurial information through attention paid to knowledge acquisition models available in the networks they belong to and their interaction with customers for feedback, which showed attention, retention, and reproduction of those information in their subsequent entrepreneurial activities (Bandura, 1977; Aldrich,1999).
5.5a Conclusion
The forty-three nascent student entrepreneurs interviewed in this study showed that as their entrepreneurial self-efficacy interacted with and impacted on their perception of opportunities and capabilities while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities, they exhibited elements of attention to knowledge acquisition models in their network and community, and through feedback from customers, retention of entrepreneurial information learnt in the process and reproduction of what was learnt in subsequent entrepreneurial activities, thereby showing a link with observational learning as part of the social learning theory (Bandura, 1977).
5.6	Chapter Conclusion
This chapter sought to bring together the literature reviewed and findings from the mixed methods study carried out in an attempt at the research questions below.
· To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, their observational learning, and their engagement?
· To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capabilities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, their observational learning, and their engagement?
The discussion provided above under the headings have shown interaction between the self-efficacy and perceived opportunities and capabilities, significance of impact they had on the nascent student entrepreneur as he carried out his entrepreneurial activities and the link to observational learning. The study also showed that certain factors impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perception of opportunities and capabilities and his observed learning which has resultant impact on their entrepreneurial activities. The study also shows the relevance of context to the nascent student entrepreneurs self-efficacy thereby making it entrepreneurial self-efficacy; perception thereby making it perception of opportunities and capabilities and the importance of looking at the nascent student entrepreneur within the unique contexts of their entrepreneurial activities.
The next chapter provides a conclusion to this study, presenting its contribution to theory, limitations of the research, recommendation to stakeholders and direction for future research. 
























Chapter 6 – Conclusion 


6.1	Introduction
This study set out to explore and gain an in-depth insight into the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs, their perception about entrepreneurship, within the contexts of undergraduate and postgraduate students, perceived opportunities and capabilities, the interaction and impact between them, and their observational learning while those interactions and impacts was taking place. The study focused on the nascent student entrepreneur at undergraduate and postgraduate educational levels, with entrepreneurial activities within the range of 0-5 years. The previous chapter (chapter 5) focused on providing detailed discussion of the findings juxtaposed with literature already reviewed. It presented the impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the nascent student entrepreneur, the impact of their perception of opportunities and capabilities within the context of their entrepreneurial activities on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy. The previous chapter also looked at how the nascent student entrepreneur was exhibiting themes of attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation as signs of observational learning unknown to them, thereby adding to their entrepreneurial knowledge going forward as a result of the impact.
Appropriately, this chapter concludes the thesis by summarising the study conducted and reflecting on significant findings from the research. Section 6.2 provides the summary of the research, followed by section 6.3 and 6.4 which presents the contributions of this thesis to theory and practice on nascent student entrepreneurship, their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perception of opportunities, capabilities and their observational learning, and recommendations to stakeholders respectively. Section 6.5 outlines the limitations of this research and recommendation for further research. Finally, section 6.6 provides the final remark of the study.

6.2	Research Summary
Despite immense study into entrepreneurship, historical understanding of entrepreneurship still shows more needs to be done (Lopez, Zozimo, Roman and Jack, 2016). Attempts at understanding the sphere of entrepreneurship has brought researchers from various fields of study, bringing their wealth of knowledge from sociology, psychology, economics, and management to bear on the quest for an in-depth but developing field of entrepreneurship, which has resulted in multidimensional approach to the study of entrepreneurship (Nagarajan, 2011). The multidimensional approach to entrepreneurship has shaped the perspectives, definitions of and an understanding of the entrepreneur, entrepreneurship, and his entrepreneurial activities (Nagarajan, 2011). These multidimensional approaches have brought about attempts at understanding entrepreneurship through the study of the personality and the personal characteristics of an entrepreneur, while other studies have looked at the behavioural dimensions of the entrepreneur by studying what the entrepreneur does. The attempts at understanding entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur have also brought about the individualistic and nationalistic dimensions thereby colouring the definitions and understanding to these concepts (Aldrich, 1999; Gartner, 1988; Hannan & Freman, 1977; Low & MacMillan, 1988). This approach has led to what is referred to as the evolutionary perspective to the study of entrepreneurship, where entrepreneurial activities are seen as rational and progressive (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001; Reynolds, 1988). This approach has brought about the criticism that, inappropriate imitation of theoretical and empirical methods found in scientific researchers, which he referred to as, ‘physics envy’ (Bygrave, 1989, p. 16). As a result of the criticism to the evolutionary perspective to the study of entrepreneurship, McKenzie (2003) suggested that, the basis for entrepreneurial endeavours should be what the entrepreneur seeks to do as his entrepreneurial activity, which when pulled together reveals a communal perspective to the entrepreneurial intentions of the entrepreneurs (Bygrave and Minniti, 2000), through the maximization of feasible and current technological, socio-economic and physical environments at their disposal (Salim, 2005), despite the uncertainty and limited resources present within those environments (Bhide, 2000). This has led to the economic, management, personality, and behavioural approaches to entrepreneurship and to understanding the entrepreneur and his entrepreneurial activities (Hortovanyi, 2012; Cornelius et al, 2006: 377; Brazeal, 1999; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Klotz and Neubaum, 2015; Barrick et al., 2001; Kritikos, 2022). 
This has therefore guided this study along the behavioural perspective to the entrepreneur, contextually student entrepreneurship, their entrepreneurial activities and entrepreneurship, with contextual focus on nascent entrepreneurial self-efficacy and its impact on what they do as student entrepreneurs.
As research has shown, self-efficacy has an impact on an individual’s belief in whatever activity they may have embarked on. It has also been shown that for the impact of self-efficacy to be effectively measured, the concept has to be viewed within specific contexts, which brought about the application of self-efficacy to the entrepreneurial context (Noble et al., 1999). While there has been study into the context of the nascent student entrepreneur, focusing on the student taking entrepreneurship courses for 4 semesters (Setiawan, 2013), this study provided the context of the nascent student entrepreneur engaged in entrepreneurial activities as either an undergraduate or a postgraduate student. This study while looking at the context of the nascent student entrepreneur while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities and the impact of their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, also considered perception, with specific context of perceived opportunities and capabilities. The context of the nascent student entrepreneur’s perception of opportunities and capabilities was also to ensure the impact of their perception can be measured adequately with relation to entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial activities (Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira, 2009; Pruet and Sesen, 2017). Pruet and Sesen, (2017) considered the contexts of the faculty and student’s perception about entrepreneurship and its implication on entrepreneurial education. Their study found out that, students consistently saw themselves as more entrepreneurial than the faculty’s perception. They found out the variation was occasioned by differences in culture, economics, and entrepreneurial environments and the fact that their research was carried out across different countries. 
This research focused on nascent student entrepreneurs studying in the United Kingdom at undergraduate or postgraduate levels, which was captured at the quantitative and qualitative phases. The quantitative phase saw 298 responses to the online questionnaires (see Table 4.1), while the qualitative phase saw forty-three (43) undergraduate and postgraduate students interviewed. To effectively measure the impacts of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the nascent student entrepreneur, the study was guided by the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) and the social learning theory which found that self-efficacy has an impact on what an individual is embarked on (Bandura, 1977), while also been guided by the theory of entrepreneurial self-efficacy (De Noble et al., 1999). This research was also guided by the theory of self-perception (Bem, 1967), with questions on the contexts of perception of opportunities and capabilities. This was captured through the administered questionnaires and the interview guide questions. The research also applied the social learning theory, with focus on the impact of observational learning to the learning process of the nascent student entrepreneur as he conducted his entrepreneurial activities. The responses to the questionnaires were analysed using regression analysis, to help capture the relationship and strength of impact between the nascent student entrepreneur and their self-efficacy, perceptions of opportunities, capabilities and observed learning. The regression analysis method was applied to help captured the impact and degree of impact that existed among the different variables present in this research. This research at the qualitative phase, through thematic analysis was able to capture inferences of factors impacting on the nascent student entrepreneurs, leading them to take certain entrepreneurial behaviours (EBRs), while reflecting the presence of observed learning taking place as they carried out their unique activities.

6.3 	Contribution to Theory

The study contributes to research on student entrepreneurship, the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, their perception of opportunities, capabilities and observed learning and how these impacts on them while engaged in their entrepreneurial activities.
This research advanced the behaviour approach to understanding student entrepreneurship and the student entrepreneur by focusing on entrepreneurial activities embarked on by the nascent student entrepreneurs and their behaviours, EBRs, as they conducted those activities. This research is a follow-up to the admonition by Gartner, 1988, when he said, “research on the entrepreneur should focus on what the entrepreneur does and not who the entrepreneur is”. By focusing on what the nascent student entrepreneur was doing, the study was able to identify entrepreneurial behaviours (EBRs), which further advances the understanding of the student entrepreneur and student entrepreneurship through focusing on the behaviour of the student entrepreneur. As noted earlier in this research, the identified entrepreneurial behaviours are neither exhaustive nor conclusive. Following this approach, this research heeded the warning of Van de Ven (1986), when he admonished fellow researchers not to be tempted to seek to understand the entrepreneur by conducting studies into his traits and characteristics when he said, “Researchers wedded to the conception of entrepreneurship for studying the creation of organisations can learn from the history of research on leadership. Like the studies on entrepreneurship, this research began by investigating the traits and personality characteristics of leaders. However, no empirical evidence was found to support the expectation that there was a finite number of characteristics or traits of leaders, and these traits differentiate successful from unsuccessful leaders. More recently, research into leadership has made some progress by focusing on the behaviour of leaders (that is, on what they do instead of what they are) and by determining what situational factors or conditions moderate the effect of their behaviour and performance (p. 86)”. This approach guided this research, leading to fifteen and eighteen entrepreneurial behaviours (Tables 5.2 & 5.3) identified from the respondents and interviewees to the questionnaire and interview questions respectively, thereby advancing the behaviourist approach of understanding the student entrepreneur from their entrepreneurial engagement in entrepreneurial activities as against his traits (Delmar and Davidsson, 2000; McCann and Vroom, 2015).
The research further contributed to the theory of looking at entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur within contextual parameters to better understand and develop research into this field of study. The contexts considered in the study were the nascent student entrepreneur, their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perception of opportunities and capabilities and observational learning within the context of their engagement in entrepreneurial activities as nascent student entrepreneur.
The research also contributed to entrepreneur’s self-efficacy by looking at it within the context of the nascent student entrepreneur, within the further context of their unique entrepreneurial activities as against the study of self-efficacy in isolation (Bandura, 1982, 1986; De Noble et al., 1999; Hechavarria, Renko and Matthews, 2012; Setiawan, 2013; Klotz and Neubaum, 2015; Zozimo, Jack and Hamilton, 2014).
The research contributed to the study of the student entrepreneur’s perception of entrepreneurship by looking within the contexts of perceived opportunities and capabilities. This extended entrepreneurial contexts to the theory of perception (Pruet and Sesen, 2017; Bempah and Oyhus, 2017). This research extended entrepreneurial contexts to opportunities by focusing on economic concepts of opportunities and capabilities (Bempah and Oyhus, 2017), further asserting the need for an entrepreneur’s perception to be specific (Iglesias-Sanchez et al., 2016). Applying entrepreneurial context to the entrepreneur’s perception, with focus on opportunities and capabilities allowed for subjectivity of the contexts in question (Figueiredo et al., 2009).
One of the pivotal contributions to student entrepreneurship research from this study was the finding of Entrepreneurial Behaviour Responses (EBRs), occasioned by the impact of reasons/factors within the entrepreneurial environment that the nascent student entrepreneur conducted his entrepreneurial activities. This research advanced the theory of reasons/factors impacting on the student entrepreneur leading to certain entrepreneurial behaviours by drawing on factors that impacted on the nascent student entrepreneurs (Table 66 & 67). This was a contribution to the findings of Hatak and Snellman (2017) when they examined effects of anticipated regret on the transformation of latent entrepreneurs into nascent entrepreneurs, demonstrating that anticipated regret manifests in feelings for doing, pushing latent entrepreneurs into start-up behaviour, especially in the initial stages of the venture creation process.
This research contributed to observational learning by applying it to nascent student entrepreneurs, resulting in the finding that they were exhibiting attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation unknown to them, acquiring relevant entrepreneurial knowledge along the way thereby enriching their entrepreneurial knowledge base for future entrepreneurial engagements.
Finally, this research contributed to the social learning theory through observational learning (Bandura 1977), by applying the concept to the nascent student entrepreneurship, as nascent student entrepreneurs carried out their entrepreneurial activities. Understanding that observational learning was initially applied to the learning process of children, this research sought to apply observational learning to ‘nascent’ student entrepreneurs, knowing they are at the ‘early’ (just like children are) stages of entrepreneurial learning. This advanced the social learning theory to the field of nascent student entrepreneurship. As a result, the nascent student entrepreneurs showed that as they conducted their entrepreneurial activities, they were exhibiting in their own unique ways, attention, retention, reproduction, and motivation. This also advanced that knowledge acquisition models could take the form of an individual, a structured or unstructured system or a resource material and that their learning could be either direct or indirect depending on their entrepreneurial experiences (Holcomb et al., 2009).
6.4	Recommendations to Stakeholders

This section highlights the need for more attention through research (academic, corporate and governments at local, national, and regional levels) towards the enhancement of resources the nascent student entrepreneur could contribute to the different strata of societal life. From this study it became clear that the development of the nascent student entrepreneurs’ self-efficacy and perceptions were greatly impacted, with varying degrees of impact, resulting in entrepreneurial behaviours (EBRs) that are relevant for further reinforcement of their self-efficacies and perceptions as necessary for further entrepreneurial engagement. 
From the study, factors were identified that impacted on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perceptions and observed learning, going on to elicit entrepreneurial behaviours (EBRs) from the entrepreneur. It is therefore worth recommending that attention should be paid to how enabling entrepreneurial environments could help manipulate those factors in ways that aid the nascent student entrepreneur’s propensity towards entrepreneurial behaviours that will encourage more entrepreneurial engagement in entrepreneurial activities. 
For researchers it would advance the understanding of student entrepreneurship if more focus were given to other entrepreneurial contexts and the behavioural approaches to understanding and enhancing entrepreneurship in general and the nascent student entrepreneurship in particular. It is further recommended that the research should employ more longitudinal studies and a combination of multiple research approaches and methods of data analysis (Markowska, 2018; Passavanti et al., 2023).
For nascent student entrepreneurs, it is recommended that efforts should be made to build an entrepreneurial network/community, which would help foster collaboration and impact on their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which would go on to impact on their entrepreneurial perceptions and observed learnings. 
From the list of EBRs in the codebook which were enabled by the factors influencing the nascent student entrepreneurs as they conducted their entrepreneurial activities, increased attention should be given to these EBRs so that nascent student entrepreneurs have the required environment to thrive as the carry out their entrepreneurial activities. As the study took the behavioural approach, creating such entrepreneurial environment so the EBRs can be encouraged in nascent student entrepreneurs would only lead to more entrepreneurial behaviours which will further an increase in entrepreneurial activities embarked on by nascent student entrepreneurs and go on to improve their self-efficacy.
6.5	Limitations and Future Research

This study has provided valuable new insights and contributions to the study of student entrepreneurship, with focus on the self-efficacy, perception of opportunities, capabilities and observed learning of nascent student entrepreneurs’ entrepreneurial behaviour and activities. However, the study does have limitations that should be acknowledged. 
First, the insights from this study are limited by the inability to interview or observe the nascent student entrepreneur in real time while conducting their entrepreneurial activities. Due to the limitations of time, resources, and confidentiality, I was unable to access nascent student entrepreneurs while they conducted their unique entrepreneurial activities for interviews or for possible observation, which may have helped to reduce my reliance on the information passed on from the nascent students’ entrepreneurs. This limitation was slightly managed through interviewing actual nascent student entrepreneurs and employing thematic analysis to draw out inferences from their interview transcripts. This was also managed through using video interviews as against relying on audio alone, as this enabled me to look out for body cues and then follow up with relevant adaptive questions. I was able to mitigate this limitation further by asking open questions to capture rich insights into the interactions and impact related to their self-efficacy, perceptions of opportunities, capabilities and observed learning. 
Secondly, another limitation was that the data used for both the quantitative and qualitative study represents a ‘snapshot’ in time, thus, conducting a real time longitudinal study could help to build even richer insights into the contexts of the nascent student entrepreneur, their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perception of opportunities, capabilities and observed learning of the nascent student entrepreneur (Markowska, 2018). Further, the study focusing on nascent student entrepreneurs, captured data from both undergraduate and postgraduate student entrepreneurs at the quantitative phase of this research but could only capture data from majorly postgraduate student entrepreneurs at the qualitative phase through interviews, with a sizeable undergraduates interviewed. Thus, it would have been better balanced if data were also captured from more undergraduates at the qualitative phase.
Thirdly, further from the limitation above, because the respondents to the questionnaires at the quantitative phase were slightly different from the interviewees at the qualitative phase, it implies that not only did the study have the limitation of only capturing data from a point in time, but it also presented the limitation of capturing data at the quantitative and qualitative phases from different respondents and interviewees. 
Fourthly, further on, while this thesis has established certain factors that impact on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perception of opportunities, capabilities and observed learning, resulting in EBRs, the study is not in any way portraying those factors and EBR’s as exhaustive or conclusive. This further presents an opportunity for future research at expanding these factors and EBRs so a better understanding of student entrepreneurship in general and nascent student entrepreneurship in particular through the behavioural approach to the entrepreneur can be further enhanced. 
Finally, with the rapid changes brought about in the last few years following COVID-19 pandemic, it would be interesting to advance studies into how the dynamics of social media and remote working will impact on the nascent student entrepreneurs’ self-efficacy, perceptions of opportunities, capabilities and their observed learning while engaging in their entrepreneurial activities.

6.6	Final Remark

This study examined the interactions between the entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perception (opportunities and capability) of nascent student entrepreneurs, identifying factors impacting those interactions, entrepreneurial activities, and observed learning. The thesis also highlights impact of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the nascent student entrepreneur, impact of perceived opportunities and capabilities on nascent student entrepreneurs entrepreneurial self-efficacy, factors impacting on the nascent student entrepreneur’s self-efficacy, perception about opportunities, capabilities, and observational learning. It is hoped that the findings from this thesis will motivate further studies into student entrepreneurship, the nascent student entrepreneurs within other entrepreneurial contexts, with focus on what the nascent student entrepreneur does to further understand who he is as an entrepreneur. The findings are relevant for research on the wider societal implications and for further understanding of the entrepreneurial behaviour of the nascent student entrepreneur.
































Appendix I

The Likert Type Scale requires one response, with numerical value 1 as the most negative, whilst the numerical value 6 as the most positive. 5-7 minutes required.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Somewhat Disagree
	Somewhat Agree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree




	A. Self-efficacy

	1. I am confident in what I do - 1 2 3 4 5 6 

	2. I am confident in what I do because of how I see opportunities - 1 2 3 4 5 6 

	3. I am confident in what I do because of how I see my capabilities – 1 2 3 4 5 6 

	4. When my confidence in what I do improves, I am more engaged to do more - 1 2 3 4 5 6

	5. My confidence in what I do improves how I see opportunities and my capabilities – 1 2 3 4 5 6

	B. Perceived Opportunities

	1. How I see opportunities influences my confidence in what I do – 1 2 3 4 5 6 

	2. I am more confident in what I do, if how I see opportunities appear positive – 1 2 3 4 5 6

	3. I am less confident in what I do, if how I see opportunities appear negative – 1 2 3 4 5 6

	4. My confidence in what I do appears to improve, when how I see opportunities improves – 1 2 3 4 5 6 

	5. When my confidence in what I do improves due to how I see opportunities, I am more engaged to do more - 1 2 3 4 5 6

	C. Perceived Capabilities

	1. How I see my abilities influences my confidence in what I do – 1 2 3 4 5 6 

	2. I am more confident in what I do, if how I see my abilities appear positive – 1 2 3 4 5 6

	3. I am less confident in what I do, if how I see my abilities appear negative – 1 2 3 4 5 6

	4. My confidence in what I do appears to improve, when how I see my abilities improves – 1 2 3 4 5 6

	5. When my confidence in what I do improves due to how I see my abilities, I am more engaged to do more – 1 2 3 4 5 6




Demographic Information  
Gender 	Male ____	Female____	Other ____
Education 	Undergraduate____	Postgraduate____	Other____
Duration of Entrepreneurship	0 – 1year ____	   2 – 3years ____   4 – 5years ____  

Note - Thank you for your time and willingness to participate in this research. Please return this copy together with your duly filled Consent Form (if possible)

Appendix II


Appendix III - Interview Guide Questions

Demographic Information  

Gender 	Male ____	Female____	Other ____

Education 	Undergraduate____	Postgraduate____	Other____


Duration of Entrepreneurship	0 – 1year ___	 2 – 3years ____   4 – 5years ____  

What do you do?

How has covid impacted on what you do?


Note - Thank you for your time and willingness to participate in this research. 

	A. Self-efficacy

	1. I am confident in what I do 

	2. I am confident in what I do because of how I see opportunities 

	3. I am confident in what I do because of how I see my capabilities

	4. When my confidence in what I do improves, I am more engaged to do more

	5. My confidence in what I do improves how I see opportunities and my capabilities

	B. Perceived Opportunities

	1. How I see opportunities influences my confidence in what I do

	2. I am more confident in what I do, if how I see opportunities appear positive

	3. I am less confident in what I do, if how I see opportunities appear negative

	4. My confidence in what I do appears to improve, when how I see opportunities improves

	5. When my confidence in what I do improves due to how I see opportunities, I am more engaged to do more

	C. Perceived Capabilities

	1. How I see my abilities influences my confidence in what I do

	2. I am more confident in what I do, if how I see my abilities appear positive

	3. I am less confident in what I do, if how I see my abilities appear negative

	4. My confidence in what I do appears to improve, when how I see my abilities improves

	5. When my confidence in what I do improves due to how I see my abilities, I am more engaged to do more








Appendix IV
Codebook - Nascent Student Entrepreneurs, Self-Efficacy, Perceptions and Observational Learning Project

	Name
	Description

	To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived capability impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, his observational learning, and their engagement?

	These are factors influencing the interaction between the Nascent Student Entrepreneur's self-efficacy and perceived capabilities within the context of their unique entrepreneurial engagement.

	Collaboration
	These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur had to engage with other professionals and leverage their skills/knowledge to actualise the potential of their own entrepreneurial engagements.

	Competitors
	These are people or businesses who are engage in similar entrepreneurial activities as the Nascent Student Entrepreneur.

	Feedback
	These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091538]Going Online and social media
	These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur has had to take their product or service online or on social media or had some experiences or notion of online or social media presence.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091587]Network and Community
	These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091621]Passion, Purpose, and vision
	These is a strong desire and reason for embarking on a journey or carrying out a series of activities. It is an intangible 'WHY' preceding an action or series of actions. It also describes what they see for the future of their entrepreneurial engagements

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091653]Process and Journey
	This is a description of steps taken by the entrepreneur describing where they started from and how far they have come

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091690]Quality Product, Service and Standard
	These describes the level of excellence they want to deliver to or want their customer to experience when they see, receive, or interact with their product or service

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091918]Resource
	These is a place, event, community, or material the nascent entrepreneur goes to for information, knowledge, or strategic wisdom, to further position them and their business to be able to provide better service or product to their target.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146091943]Stakeholders
	These are people or business entities in the industry the nascent entrepreneur operates in, who also have an influence on the functionality of the business arena.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146092023]Strategy and Strategic Decision Making
	These are insightful moves, actions or direction taken by the nascent entrepreneur to give the business a competitive advantage.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146092325]Structure
	These are elements put together to ensure the business can function better than it currently does in a way that is independent of the influence of one entity or individual.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146092455]Target and Untapped Market
	These are potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146093318]Trust and Loyalty
	These reflects a high level of commitment from workers in a business or customers to a business, product, or service.

	[bookmark: _Hlk146093353]Value
	These represents an invisible element of improvement or enhancement received from an experience of a product or service or that invisible element of improvement or enhancement that a product or service provides to a customer or entity.

	To what extent would interactions between self-efficacy and perceived opportunities impact on a nascent student entrepreneur, his observational learning, and their engagement?
	These are factors influencing the interaction between the Nascent Student Entrepreneur's self-efficacy and perceived opportunities within the context of their unique entrepreneurial engagement.

	Advertisement and Marketing
	This is taking the product or service within sight and reach of potential customers in unique ways that appeals to the potential customer, so that they see the need for the product or service, making them willing to exchange their money for it.

	Appropriate Machinery and Resources
	These are equipment or implements (hardware or software) needed to ensure a business keeps providing the product or service it is set up to provide.

	Capital
	This is monetary estimation of what is strategically required to get materials needed by a business

	Collaboration
	These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur had to engage with other professionals and leverage their skills/knowledge to actualise the potential of their own entrepreneurial engagements.

	Cost
	This is what it takes financially for a customer to pay for a product or service.

	Customer, Satisfaction and Customer Choice
	These are instances where the nascent student entrepreneur has identified the customers preference and makes serving that preference and need a goal.

	Feedback and Referrals
	These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur. And have also recommended people to try out the product or service.

	Network and Community
	These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement

	Passion, Vision, and Goals
	These is a strong desire and reason for embarking on a journey or carrying out a series of activities. It is an intangible 'WHY' preceding an action or series of actions. It also describes what they see for the future of their entrepreneurial engagements

	Process and Journey
	This is a description of steps taken by the entrepreneur describing where they started from and how far they have come

	Quality Product, Service and Standard
	These describes the level of excellence they want to deliver to or want their customer to experience when they see, receive, or interact with their product or service

	Resource
	These is a place, event, community, or material the nascent entrepreneur goes to for information, knowledge, or strategic wisdom, to further position them and their business to be able to provide better service or product to their target.

	Social Media and Online Presence
	These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur has had to take their product or service online or on social media or had some experiences or notion of online or social media presence.

	Stakeholders
	These are people or business entities in the industry the nascent entrepreneur operates in, who also have an influence on the functionality of the business arena.

	Strategy and Strategic Decision Making
	These are insightful moves, actions or direction taken by the nascent entrepreneur to give the business a competitive advantage.

	Trust and Loyalty
	These reflects a high level of commitment from workers in a business or customers to a business, product, or service.

	Untapped Market and Target Market
	These are potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service.

	Value
	These represents an invisible element of improvement or enhancement received from an experience of a product or service or that invisible element of improvement or enhancement that a product or service provides to a customer or entity.














Appendix V (Screenshot of Nodes or Code 2 with themes showing files and references)

[image: A screenshot of a computer

Description automatically generated]

Appendix VI (Screenshot of Nodes or Code 1 with themes showing files and references)
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Appendix VII (Screenshot of Nodes or Code 1 with themes showing files and references) [image: A screenshot of a computer
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Research Project Consent Form
Full title of Project: Exploring self-belief and perception in early-stage student entrepreneurs.
Ethics approval registration Number: 
Name: 
Researcher Position: 
Contact details of Researcher: 
	Taking part (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	[bookmark: _30j0zll]I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet/project brief and/or the student has explained the above study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions.
	☐
	☐

	I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without providing a reason.
	☐
	☐

	I agree to take part in the above study.
	☐
	☐

	
	
	

	Use of my information (please tick the box that applies)
	Yes
	No

	I understand my personal details such as phone number and address will not be revealed to people outside the project.
	☐
	☐

	I understand that my data/words may be quoted in publications, reports, posters, web pages, and other research outputs.
	☐
	☐

	I would like my real name to be used in the above.
	☐
	☐

	I agree for the data I provide to be stored (after it has been anonymised) in a specialist data centre and I understand it may be used for future research.
	☐
	☐



	
Name of Participant

	________
Date
	________
Signature

	
Name of Researcher

	
Date
	
Signature 


Project contact details for further information:

Project Supervisors

Name: 

Email address: 

Name: 

Email address: 


Appendix IX

Dear Sir/Madam, 			
30/06/2023
INVITATION To Take Part In An Interview 
My name is Motunrayo Duro-Ishola, one of the doctoral research students at London South Bank University in Southwark, London, United Kingdom. My research title is: To Determine Impacts of self-belief and perception of early-stage student entrepreneurs. 
My research questions are 
1. To what extent would interactions between Self-Belief and perceived opportunities impact on an early-stage student entrepreneur?
2. To what extent would interactions between Self-Belief and perceived capabilities impact on an early-stage student entrepreneur?
This is a PhD related research, requiring interview responses from university students involved in entrepreneurial activities, to interview question guide approved and verified by my school, London South Bank University. Responses would be analysed and form part of the discussion and the overall PhD thesis as a requirement for the award of PhD. I refer to the respondents as student entrepreneurs.
Your honest responses will be appreciated, while your privacy and confidentiality remain fully assured. 
If you decide to accept the invitation for interview, you would be asked some questions over a 30-45 minutes time period.
Before you decide to participate, please ensure  
1. You have considered all information contained on the consent form and the information sheet
2. You understand that your responses and personal data will remain strictly confidential
3. You have been informed of what the data collected will be used for, whom it will be disclosed to, and for how long it will be retained before such data is destroyed, 
4.  You understand that you are free to withdraw your participation at any stage in the interview without giving any reason. 
If you require further clarification, please feel free to contact me. I look forward to your  participation.  
Yours faithfully,


Appendix X

30/06/2023									Information sheet
Research Title - To Determine Impacts of self-belief and perception of early-stage student entrepreneurs
Invitation to participate in a PhD Research involving students at UK Universities
I will like to formerly invite you to participate in my research. Before you decide whether to participate in this research, it would be useful to read carefully the information below.
If there is any part of the information below that is not clear, please ask through any of the contact details below.
Background of Study
This is a PhD related research, requiring the gathering of responses from university students involved in entrepreneurial activities, by interview administered through a secure platform approved and verified by my school, London South Bank University. Responses from the interview would be analysed and form part of the discussion and the overall PhD thesis as a requirement for the award of PhD. I refer to the respondents as student entrepreneurs
The aim and objectives of this research
My research seeks to explore the interactions that are likely to exist between what the early-stage student entrepreneur does and his/her self-belief and perception. The entrepreneurs’ perception in this research is particularly focused on perceived opportunities and perceived capabilities. This research will have the potential to inform the student entrepreneur and other stakeholders on how to manipulate the existence of such interactions in them to the end that it results in more productive entrepreneurial engagements.
With focus on early-stage student entrepreneurs, this research will seek to answer 
1. To what extent would interactions between Self-Belief and perceived opportunities impact on an early-stage student entrepreneur?
2. To what extent would interactions between Self-Belief and perceived capabilities impact on an early-stage student entrepreneur?
The Research Objectives are
· To determine to what extent Self-Belief impacts on early-stage student entrepreneurs
· To determine to what extent perceived opportunities impact on the Self-Belief of early-stage student entrepreneurs
· To determine to what extent perceived capabilities impact on early-stage student entrepreneurs 
The interview would take between 30-45 minutes. But before you are allowed to take part in the interview , you would be shown this information sheet, followed by the consent form. The interview question guide has been approved by the School of Business and Enterprise and the Research Ethics committee of London South Bank University.
If you have any concern, please contact the researcher, Mr Motunrayo Duro-Ishola via email: duroism2@lsbu.ac.uk. If you require further information regarding this research or have any complaints about the way you have been dealt with in the course of this research, please contact: 
Dr John Opute oputej@lsbu.ac.uk and Dr Laurence Fisher fisherl8@lsbu.ac.uk , they make up my supervisory team for this research. Finally, you can contact the Chair of the University Research Ethics Panel (ethics@lsbu.ac.uk), if you have further concerns.
Thank you for taking the time to read the information sheet. 

Doctoral Research Student

Appendix XI

30/06/23
Research Debrief 
To Determine impacts of self-belief and perception of early-stage student entrepreneurs.

Thank you for choosing to participate in this interview.
Your participation will go a long way to further informing the self-belief and perception of early-stage student entrepreneurs. 
All information collected from the interview will be confidential, and your responses will not be identified in the data archive.
If you have any queries or concerns, please feel free to contact the researcher or the director of study for this research through the emails below. 
For more information, please feel free to contact: 

Researcher –
Director of studies –

Appendix XII

Table A Appendix XII
	RA Table 1:  Regression Model 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.235
	
0.140
	
 -
	
8.819
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.744
	0.028
	0.837
	26.327
	0.001

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	693.104
	R2  
	0.701
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.837 
	 
	 


H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs.
Table B Appendix XII
	RA Table 2: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.093
	
0.189
	
 -
	
5.797
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.769
	0.038
	0.854
	20.194
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	407.783
	R2 
	0.728
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.854
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent Male student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent Male student entrepreneurs.
Table C1 Appendix XII
		RA Table 3i: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.734
	
0.244
	
 -
	
7.096
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.649
	0.050
	0.771
	13.081
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	171.106
	R22  
	0.594
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.771
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table C2 Appendix XII
RA Table 3ii: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.474
	
0.325
	
 -
	
4.541
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.692
	0.067
	0.822
	10.302
	0.001

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	106.123
	R2 2  
	0.675
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.822
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table D Appendix XII
	RA Table 7i: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.947
	
0.166
	
 -
	
5.713
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.799
	0.33
	0.875
	23.939
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	573.096
	R2
	0.765
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.875
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table E Appendix XII
RA Table 7ii: Regression Model showing. 
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.928
	
0.236
	
 -
	
3.937
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.802
	0.047
	0.863
	17.034
	0.001

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	290.174
	R22  
	0.746
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.863
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on early -stage male postgraduate student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent male postgraduate student entrepreneurs.

Table F Appendix XII
	RA Table 11: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.372
	
0.209
	
 -
	
6.569
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.721
	0.042
	0.823
	17.106
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	292.683
	R2
	0.678
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.823
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent Female student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent Female student entrepreneurs.
Table G Appendix XII
	RA Table 12: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
2.021
	
0.352
	
 -
	
5.735
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.600
	0.071
	0.728
	8.504
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	72.317
	R2 
	0.531
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.728
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent student entrepreneurs.
Table H Appendix XII
	RA Table 16: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.951
	
0.237
	
 -
	
4.007
	
0.000

	Self-efficacy
	0.800
	0.048
	0.890
	16.586
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	275.080
	R22  
	0.793
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.890
	 
	 



H0: Self-efficacy has no significant impact on nascent female postgraduate student entrepreneurs. 
H1: Self-efficacy has a significant impact on nascent female post graduate student entrepreneurs.
Table I Appendix XII
	RA Table 20:  Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.261
	
0.146
	
 -
	
8.652
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.761
	0.030
	0.825
	25.093
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	629.678
	R2  
	0.680
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.825 
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
Table J Appendix XII
	
RA Table 21: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.554
	
0.213
	
 -
	
7.259
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.678
	0.044
	0.788
	15.771
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	248.739
	R2 
	0.621
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.788
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs.
Table K Appendix XII
	RA Table 22i: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.858
	
0.202
	
 -
	
4.254
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.837
	0.041
	0.881
	20.182
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	407.294
	R22  
	0.777
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.881
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Opportunities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
	Table L Appendix XII
RA Table 22ii: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.687
	
0.347
	
 -
	
1.982
	
0.053

	Perceived Opp
	0.863
	0.072
	0.858
	11.907
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	141.772
	R2 2  
	0.735
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.858
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.



Table M Appendix XII
	RA Table 30: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
1.059
	
0.244
	
 -
	
4.348
	
0.000

	Perceived Opp
	0.804
	0.049
	0.897
	16.262
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	264.466
	R2  
	0.805
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.897
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table N Appendix XII
	RA Table 34: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.661
	
0.299
	
 -
	
2.214
	
0.030

	Perceived Opp
	0.895
	0.063
	0.858
	14.146
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	200.103
	R2  
	0.735
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.858
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Opportunities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Opportunities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table O Appendix XII
	RA Table 38:  Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.553
	
0.092
	
 -
	
5.987
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.883
	0.019
	0.940
	47.339
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	2241.005
	R2  
	0.883
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.940
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities have a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent student entrepreneurs.
Table P Appendix XII
	RA Table 39: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.660
	
0.135
	
 -
	
4.881
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.863
	0.028
	0.931
	31.344
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	241.005
	R2 2  
	0.866
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.931
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male student
Table Q Appendix XII
	RA Table 40i: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.609
	
0.137
	
 -
	
4.433
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.871
	0.028
	0.946
	31.442
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	988.586
	R2 
	0.894
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.946
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities have significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table R Appendix XII
	RA Table 40ii: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.586
	
0.204
	
 -
	
2.869
	
0.006

	Perceived Cap
	0.875
	0.042
	0.945
	20.726
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	429.584
	R2 2  
	0.894
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.945
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table S Appendix XII
	RA Table 44: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.701
	
0.175
	
 -
	
4.008
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.857
	0.035
	0.925
	24.257
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	588.397
	R22  
	0.856
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.925
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Male Postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table T Appendix XII
	RA Table 48: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.411
	
0.126
	
 -
	
3.261
	
0.001

	Perceived Cap
	0.909
	0.025
	0.950
	36.005
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	1296.379
	R2 
	0.903
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.950
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has a significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female student entrepreneurs.





Table U Appendix XII
	RA Table 49: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.636
	
0.197
	
 -
	
3.237
	
0.002

	Perceived Cap
	0.866
	0.039
	0.941
	22.300
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	497.308
	R2
	0.886
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.941
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female undergraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table V Appendix XII
	RA Table 53: Regression Model showing

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.527
	
0.123
	
 -
	
4.273
	
0.000

	Perceived Cap
	0.889
	0.025
	0.937
	35.637
	0.000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	1270.007
	R22  
	0.878
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.937
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities have no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities have significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
Table W Appendix XII
	RA Table 54: Regression Model showing 

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Std. Error
	Standardized Coefficients (B)
	T
	Sig.

	
(Constant)
	
0.279
	
0.168
	
 -
	
1.655
	
0.102

	Perceived Cap
	0.935
	0.034
	0.955
	27.373
	0.000

	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	F-Statistic
	749.265
	R22  
	0.912
	 
	 

	Sig.
	0.000
	Pearson’s coefficient
	0.955
	 
	 



H0: Perceived Capabilities has no significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs.
H1: Perceived Capabilities has significant impact on self-efficacy of nascent Female Postgraduate student entrepreneurs.

Appendix X111
Code 1
	




Collaboration 
-
Feedback 
-
Network and Community
-
Quality product, service, and standard
	
Theme 1 – Collaboration
These are instances where the Nascent Student Entrepreneur had to engage with other professionals and leverage their skills/knowledge to actualise the potential of their own entrepreneurial engagements.

· Nature of work to be done
· Variation of expertise required.
· Need to make your work better.
· Volume of work to be done
· Strategic need to advance.
· Strategic need for mentorship
· Leveraging on a golden opportunity
· Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial skills.
· Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial experience for global good.

Theme 2 – Feedback

These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur.
· Opportunity for improvement through critiquing
· Quick access to more, like free advice
· Need for honest appraisal of product/service from Inner circle.
· Opportunity for novel input 
· Desire for support of newly launched product/service
· To keep track of workers commitment to business values and standard
· Desire for positive review from clients
· To instil entrepreneurial self-confidence
· Opportunity to hear from people outside of known network.
· Opportunity to grow into becoming the ‘entrepreneurial’ you.
· Opportunity for reflection towards improvement
· Opportunity for honest and direct appraisal from one’s network.
· Confirming set goal of delivering value
· Opportunity to understand a customer’s experience with product/service.
· Opportunity to get clarity.

Theme 3 – Network and Community

These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement.

· Need to have people with similar entrepreneurial interest.
· Opportunity for interactions with people from other industries
· Opportunity for deep discussions
· Opportunity for insight into own portfolio and pricing of product and services
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial mentorship and exposure
· Opportunity to receive balanced appraisal to keep you grounded.
· opportunity for interaction and relevant information gathering.
· opportunity to know the makeup of your network.
· opportunity for motivation to take calculated risk.
· opportunity for organic advertisement and marketing
· leveraging on organic relationships
· Need for organic support.
· Opportunity for referrals 
· Opportunity to improve and build confidence.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· Opportunity to practice organically.
· Opportunity to access more clients.
· Opportunity to leverage on experience from other jobs. 
· Opportunity for motivation
· Opportunity for more related experiences
· Opportunity to develop talents that were once latent.
· Opportunity to apply knowledge across board.

Theme 4 – Quality product, service, and standard

These describes the level of excellence they want to deliver to or want their customer to experience when they see, receive, or interact with their product or service.

· Opportunity for work appraisal based on industry standard.
· Opportunity for value-based perspective to product/service
· Represents a commitment to high standard of product and service.
· Customers desiring to wear only what is of great standard.
· Customers desiring to eat only what is healthy.
· Customers desiring supply that is better than what they could offer themselves.
· Customers desiring service that saves them time and resources.
· Customers desiring food content that was quality assured.
· Customers desiring a service they could trust.
· Customers are very conscious of how they appear.
· A percentage of customers are aware of current trends.
· Customers want a service provider who was aware of current trends.
· Some customers just want to be comfortable in their appearance.
· Customers want a graphic designer who knew her work.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was confident at what they deliver.
· Customers want a graphic designer who can deliver more than they asked for.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was versatile, who can advise them accordingly even if different to what they asked for.
· People have deep rooted challenges.
· Podcasting and delivery required quality equipment.
· Customers are interested in sessions with high standard of delivery.


Code 2
	


Value
-
untapped market & target market
-
network &community
-
feedback and referrals
	Theme 1 – Value

These represents an invisible element of improvement or enhancement received from an experience of a product or service or that invisible element of improvement or enhancement that a product or service provides to a customer or entity.

· Knowing customers will pay for service that has good value.
· Knowing there is a value benchmark across the industry.
· Knowing there is a network/community from across the world (SLACK) to help ensure your work is of top value.
· Knowing there is a network/community I can interact with and get relevant information from towards value creation.
· Knowing I can be coached by industry figures.
· Knowing customers value quality product/service
· Knowing valued product/service is not a threat and I will be referred.
· Knowing my work has been valued and noticed.
· Knowing I can incorporate what customers want into what I am offering.
· That I am now getting referrals for my service.
· Knowing customers that I have offered my service to are now organically advertising my service to their own circle.
· Knowing I could also get referrals through social media.
· Having customers who keep coming back for our service.
· Knowing there are competitors out there who also provide valued service like us.
· Knowing that recruiting well determines valued service to customers.
· Having memory of my previous service to customers
· Knowing there are customers out there who want my service.
· Having another opportunity to provide my service to customers.
· Growth in my services to customers
· Delivering my service for others apart from my inner circle
· Receiving positive feedback from others apart from my inner circle
· Knowing my skillset could deliver more beyond what I currently do.
· Knowing I could offer customers bundles and packages. 
· Knowing there were customers on social media needing my skillset.
· Having previous customers refer potential customers to me and advertise organically without asking them to.
· Customers giving feedback that they are having more personal reflections after listening to my podcast.
· Knowing my podcast is enriching people emotionally.
· That my podcast is helping people is why I started it in the first place. 
· Knowing there is room for me to improve my current delivery.
· Seeing the need to collaborate with others.
· Knowing I am still delivering value in the way I set out to at the start of the business.
· The limitless possibilities of delivering online.

Theme 2 – Untapped market and Target market

These are potential places or people who can be served by the entry of a product or service.

· Seeing opportunities for rebranding.
· Getting informed about markets
· Customers giving feedback on their preferences.
· People generally like receiving and giving gifts of jewellery.
· Knowing people always like wearing jewellery.
· Knowing I can incorporate customers preferences with my own.
· Knowing I can bring my service out to the public.
· Meeting people you’ve never met before creates opportunities.
· Know an online audience exist.
· Starting with known network
· Posting out specific services I have done for others.
· Leveraging on social media contacts
· Becoming aware of the unique needs of customers.
· Venturing into known markets opening unknown markets
· Communicating to people other services you render that they are not aware of
· Ready to seize opportunities with courage.
· Exposing yourself to know new trends.
· Building confidence through organic skills practice.
· Creating and post hypothetical briefs on social media.
· Having conversations with people, friends, and peers. 
· Knowing there are people out there willing to talk to or listen to someone.
· Knowing there are people out there who would benefit from their entrepreneurial skillset.
· Having a platform from a network/community I belong to for public speaking that is ready made.
· Leveraging on online public speaking across continents without the coordination associated with traditional public speaking.

Theme 3 – Network and Community

These are people the Nascent Student Entrepreneur is close to or has a sense of connection or affinity towards and who have an identifiable level of influence on their entrepreneurial engagement.

· Having people to interact with in the industry where I find myself as an entrepreneur.
· Having people in the industry who share with me their thoughts on my portfolio and its value.
· Having people in the industry who can aid my entrepreneurial vision. 
· Having people in the industry who help me stay measured in appraisal of my entrepreneurial deliveries.
· Having people in the industry that I can outsource some work to for better outcomes.
· Having people in the industry through whom I can be informed of entrepreneurial trends.
· Having an opportunity to know the makeup of my entrepreneurial community.
· Having people in the industry who can help navigate through times of entrepreneurial challenges. 
· Having people around me who motivate towards taking entrepreneurial risk required per time.
· Having people in my circle who can help with organic advertisement. 
· Having people in my inner circle who help ensure I only put out products that customers would find valuable.
· Having people in my inner circle who help me stand out as a nascent entrepreneur in a saturated field of adventure. 
· Knowing I have a strategy of preventing unique types of jewellery that stands out my entrepreneurial adventure in a saturated adventure.
· Having people in my circle who also take on the role of being customers.
· Knowing timing is pivotal to leveraging on the opportunity offered by social media.
· Having the strategic wisdom to start organically.
· Knowing an entrepreneurial opening when it surfaces
· Leveraging entrepreneurial opportunities through strategic positioning
· Being loud about opportunities with evidence to support.
· Positioned to take on new opportunities that arise.
· Being present to network with people.
· Knowing networking starts organically and then growing from there.
· Knowing that practicing helps growth of entrepreneurial activities.
· Customers are interested in sessions with high standard of delivery.
· Only taking up opportunities that align with values the business standards for.
· Opportunities for idea generation and development.
· Opportunity for new relationships
· Opportunity for a sub-network within the network
· Opportunity for idea testing
· Opportunity to belong to a network with quality and not just quantity.

Theme 4 – Feedback and Referrals

These are messages or actions relayed back by those who have experienced the product offered or service rendered by the Nascent Student Entrepreneur. And have also recommended people to try out the product or service.

· Knowing you can get honest appraisal of your work.
· Knowing you can get business feedback.
· Been able to incorporate customer options into my style makes me open-minded to the opportunity.
· Knowing there’s more to learn to improve my product so I can offer customers more and better options.
· Learning that at the end of the day, the business is about the customer and their satisfaction and not how I feel.
· The one response from potential customers goes a long way to help kickstart my business.
· Getting referrals boosted my business and morale to carry on.
· Knowing I could get more customers online through social media who needed my services.
· Getting referrals from those outside my circle opens up room for customer services.
· Helps me understand customer trends and need to stay up to date.
· Helps me see the need to keep the line of communication open with customers.
· Makes me want to keep improving and do more.
· Referrals lets me know I am doing well and spur me to do more.
· Knowing the feedback is part of the growth process of becoming a good graphic designer.
· Makes me appraise the feedback from those outside my circle with those from my inner circle.
· Having strangers’ comment on my work is an ad-on to those received from known people.
· Knowing I need to carry on improving for my customer satisfaction.
· Receiving feedback from your inner circle boosts confidence to take on more opportunities out there.
· Knowing going online offers more opportunity for me but I may not be ready for that exposure.
· Taking up the opportunities comes with facing my fears of putting myself in unfamiliar spaces.
· Knowing getting feedback also opens up opportunity for more of what I do.
· Opportunity to manage customer expectations and emotions.
· Opportunities for me to appraise what I do against my goals and vision.




Appendix X1V

	







Observational Learning Inferences for


Attention


Retention


Reproduction


Motivation
	
· Nature of work to be done
· Variation of expertise required.
· Need to make your work better.
· Volume of work to be done
· Quick access to more, like free advice
· Strategic need to advance.
· Need for honest appraisal of product/service from Inner circle.
· Opportunity for novel input 
· Desire for support of newly launched product/service
· Desire for positive review from clients
· To instil entrepreneurial self-confidence
· Opportunity to hear from people outside of known network.
· Opportunity to grow into becoming the ‘entrepreneurial’ you.
· Opportunity for reflection towards improvement
· Leveraging on a golden opportunity
· Opportunity to leverage entrepreneurial experience for global good.
· Opportunity for honest and direct appraisal from one’s network.
· Confirming set goal of delivering value
· Opportunity for improvement through critiquing
· Opportunity for deep discussions
· Opportunity for insight into own portfolio and pricing of product and services
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial mentorship and exposure
· Opportunity to receive balanced appraisal to keep you grounded.
· opportunity for motivation to take calculated risk.
· opportunity for organic advertisement and marketing
· leveraging on organic relationships
· Opportunity for referrals 
· Opportunity to improve and build confidence.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· To instil confidence
· Opportunity to more referrals
· Opportunity to improve on service delivery.
· Opportunity to build confidence to reach out to potential customers.
· Opportunity to practice organically.
· Opportunity to access more clients.
· Opportunity to leverage on experience from other jobs. 
· Opportunity for motivation
· Opportunity for more related experiences
· Opportunity to develop talents that were once latent.
· Opportunity to apply knowledge across board.
· Opportunity for mentorship
· Opportunity for self-discovery
· Opportunity to leverage skills for global impact.
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial and professional feedback
· Opportunity for entrepreneurial collaboration
· Opportunity for idea generation and development
· Opportunity for wider perspectives
· Opportunity for work appraisal based on industry standard.
· Customers desiring to eat only what is healthy.
· Customers desiring service that saves them time and resources.
· Customers are very conscious of how they appear.
· A percentage of customers are aware of current trends.
· Customers want a service provider who was aware of current trends.
· Some customers just want to be comfortable in their appearance.
· Customers want a graphic designer who knew her work.
· Customers want a graphic designer who was confident at what they deliver.
· Customers want a graphic designer who can deliver more than they asked for.
· People have deep rooted challenges.
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