


The Entrepreneurial Journey: Levels, Dimensions, and Dynamics of Action among Ghanaian University Students


Abstract
Introduction: Against the backdrop of global economic shifts, entrepreneurship emerges as a promising solution to pressing challenges, including poverty, unemployment, and inequality, particularly in emerging economies like Ghana. However, despite the nation's entrepreneurial potential, many Ghanaian university students with intentions to embark on entrepreneurial ventures find themselves unable to translate these intentions into actionable business actions. 
Objective: This study sought to investigate the correlation between entrepreneurial intentions and subsequent actions among Ghanaian university students, while also examining the various levels, dimensions, and dynamics of their entrepreneurial endeavours. 
Methods: The study employed a mixed-method approach, utilising structured questionnaires and semi-structured interviews with a diverse sample of 927 final-year university students from various institutions in the Ashanti Region of Ghana. Data was analysed through SPSS, Excel, AMOS for SEM, and thematic analysis techniques.
Results: The quantitative model accounted for only 4% of the variance in Entrepreneurial Action, implying that in this area, the "intention-action gap" is very much present. Contrary to established theory, Subjective Norms negatively affected the action; hence, Attitudes (Instrumental and Affective) were non-significant predictors. There are three major findings and contributions: First, the study provides strong empirical evidence that traditional intention-based models, such as the Theory of Planned Behaviour, are inadequate for explaining entrepreneurial behaviour in this context. Secondly, the study identifies that contextual factors, specifically gender (males being more engaged) and family entrepreneurial background, act as stronger drivers of action than personal attitudes. Thirdly, qualitative data suggest that the key barriers to action include financial constraints and educational demands, while personal ambition remains the primary catalyst.
Conclusion: The primary contribution of this research is to contest the direct application of Western entrepreneurial intention models to Ghanaian higher education. The findings showed that the development of entrepreneurial attitudes without removing contextual impediments such as social pressure and access to finance is ineffective. Therefore, we argue that educational and policy interventions should move beyond the cultivation of intention and give concrete, actionable support that addresses the actual socio-economic constraints facing Ghanaian youth.
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Introduction
Post-Industrial Revolution, distinctions like “manual” versus “intellectual” work emerged, persisting today in the differentiation between white-collar and blue-collar jobs. Weber and Winckelmann, (1982) highlight the centrality of bureaucracy in modern work, characterised by a division of labour, separation of person from role, hierarchical management, and merit-based treatment over class or origin. Post-World War II, jobs evolved from a 'source of security' to a 'period of insecurity' due to factors like automation, shifting work from a realm of security to anxiety for many (Seers, 1969). Seers emphasises that for those educated, unemployment is “incompatible with self-respect” (Seers, 1969, p.5). As workers grapple with the distinctions between welfare-seeking and profit-driven work models, challenges like downsizing and restructuring intensify (Caredda, 2020). These underscore a pressing need to reassess work's essence and formal education's purpose and pivot towards entrepreneurship for job creation.

Recognised as the primary source of economic growth, entrepreneurship is at the forefront of global development, spurred by intensified competition and swift technological shifts (Ács et al., 2014; Holcombe, 1998; Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016). As highlighted by the African Economic Outlook, "African entrepreneurs offer high but untapped potential for industrialisation" (AfDB/OECD/UNDP, 2017, p. 169). Many developing nations are surpassing the growth rates of their counterparts, driven by increasing consumer demands (Tonby & Madgavkar, 2018; Woetzel et al., 2018). This surge in entrepreneurship transcends global economic landscapes. In the West, the entrepreneurial economy has eclipsed traditional big business models, with the U.S. experiencing significant growth credited to its entrepreneurial ethos. Similarly, the BRICS nations, including Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa, have witnessed robust growth spurred by entrepreneurial advancements (Naudé, 2011). Following the evident developmental challenges of increasing unemployment, poverty, and inequality in Ghana, entrepreneurship has been recommended as the solution to ending these challenges, especially among university students.

While the initiation of entrepreneurial endeavours can be traced back to deliberate strategies (Krueger et al., 2000) or more spontaneous inclinations (Thompson, 2009), the significance of intent in navigating from opportunity identification to actionable business steps is undeniable. However, as Botha, Carruthers and Venter (2019) succinctly put it, the trajectory from recognising opportunities to realising them is riddled with complexities, and mere intent doesn't guarantee entrepreneurial success. Building on this foundation, the literature consistently positions entrepreneurial intention as a critical precursor to actionable entrepreneurial endeavours. Seminal works (Bird, 1988; Webster, 1977) highlight the essence of "intentionality" in deciphering the origins of new business ventures (Ajzen, 1991; Krueger et al., 2000; Van Gelderen et al., 2015). However, as (Thompson, 2009, p.671) insightfully observes, many may harbour "a whimsical desire and the inherent personality for entrepreneurship in theory, yet in practice, they only flirt superficially with the idea of launching a venture." This sentiment is echoed by Van Gelderen, Kautonen and Fink, (2015, p.2), asserting that "intention strength alone doesn't dictate the extent of ensuing actions." Thus, while intent serves as a potent predictor in entrepreneurial contexts, a discernible gap persists between aspirational intentions and tangible outcomes (Bogatyreva et al., 2019; Padma, 2024). 

While the study has taken into consideration intention-action phenomena across divergent global settings (Kong et al., 2020; Sheeran, 2002; Tiago et al., 2014), two critical gaps in the literature are being addressed in this study. First, the theory is much explored in the domain of the WEIRD (western, educated, industrialised, rich, and democratic) context, which cannot be assumed to hold in emerging economies such as Ghana. Second, even though the gap has been universally acknowledged, very few studies empirically explore the specific factors that either close or widen this gap within the peculiar socio-economic landscape of higher education in Ghana.

Therefore, the study distinctively contributes by: (1) Testing, through empirical methods, whether a classical intention model based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour predicts actual entrepreneurial behaviour of university students in Ghana; and (2) Showing and explaining the context-specific factors-whether social, economic, or personal-that ultimately convert a student's entrepreneurial intention into entrepreneurial action. Research moves beyond merely documenting the presence of a gap by providing evidence-based insights that could be useful in developing more effective, contextually relevant educational and policy interventions fostering genuine entrepreneurial success among Ghanaian youth.

Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc154727961]Entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship is widely regarded as a critical component of modern economic and social life. Entrepreneurs play an important role in our lives, but there is a great deal of ambiguity about what entrepreneurship is, what entrepreneurs do, and how they differ from other managers (Stokes & Wilson, 2010). According to Kuratko (2014, p. 23), “Entrepreneurship is a dynamic process of vision, change, and creation that requires an application of energy and passion toward the creation and implementation of new ideas and creative solutions”. Individual, organisational, environmental, and procedural characteristics all play a role in the process of innovation and new venture formation, which is assisted through collaborative networks in government, education, and institutions (Kuratko, 2014). In the broadest sense, entrepreneurship is defined as “any attempt at a new venture or new business creation, such as self-employment, a new business organisation or the expansion of an existing business by an individual, a team of individuals, or an established business” (Reynolds, Hay & Camp, 2000, p. 3).

Entrepreneurship “involves a transformative process of social and market change that creates value for individuals and society” (Stokes and Wilson, 2010, p. 32). Entrepreneurship is “a way of thinking, reasoning and acting that is opportunity-based, holistic in approach and leadership balanced. Entrepreneurship results in the creation, enhancement, realisation and renewal of value not just for the owners but for all participants and stakeholders” (Timmons and Spinelli, 2004, p. 47). Entrepreneurship is the process of creating something new of value by devoting the necessary time and effort, assuming the accompanying financial, psychic and social risks, and receiving the resulting rewards of monetary and personal satisfaction and independence (Hisrich & Peters, 2002). Entrepreneurship is “the process by which individuals – either on their own or inside organisations – pursue opportunities without regard to the resources they currently control” (Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990, p. 23). Entrepreneurship is the manifest ability and willingness of individuals, on their own, in teams, within and outside existing organisations, to perceive and create new economic opportunities (new products, new production methods, new organisational schemes and new product-market combinations); and to introduce their ideas in the market, in the face of uncertainty and other obstacles, by making decisions on location, form and the use of resources and institutions (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999).

[bookmark: _Toc154727962]The Entrepreneur
The entrepreneur is “an innovator or developer who recognises and seizes opportunities, converts those opportunities into workable/ marketable ideas; adds value through time, effort, money, or skill and assumes the risks of the competitive marketplace to implement these ideas” (Kuratko, 2014, p. 23). When carrying out the entrepreneurial process, the entrepreneur is a catalyst for economic change who uses deliberate searching, thorough planning, and sound judgment. The entrepreneur, who is both enthusiastic and committed, works imaginatively to create new resources or equip existing ones with new capabilities, all to create wealth (Kuratko, 2014).  The entrepreneur is the individual (or group of individuals) who acts as the principal mediator of the process of change through undertaking a specific project based on an opportunity that requires the implementation of a new idea (or ideas) (Stokes & Wilson, 2010).

[bookmark: _Toc154727963]Definitions of Entrepreneurial Intention
The core variable that would enable the prediction of entrepreneurial behaviour is entrepreneurial intention (Ajzen, 1991; Krueger et al., 2000; Martínez-González et al., 2022). Entrepreneurial intentions directly cause entrepreneurial actions and combine with environmental conditions to lead to the start of new businesses (Bird, 1992). Regardless of individual cultural differences, there is agreement that intentions play a significant impact on the decision to establish a new business (Liñán & Chen, 2009). Entrepreneurial intention is of interest to researchers since it is the characteristic that best predicts the behaviour of starting a new business – a variable that is regarded as difficult to measure (Ruiz-Alba et al., 2021). Entrepreneurial intention is much more than a proxy for entrepreneurship; it is a legitimate and useful construct in and of itself, capable of serving as a dependent, independent, and control variable (Thompson, 2009).

Boyd and Vozikis (1994, p. 64) define entrepreneurial intention as “the state of mind that directs and guides the actions of the entrepreneur toward the development and implementation of the business concept”. Intentionality is a state of mind that directs one's attention, and thus experience and activity, toward a specified path or goal to accomplish something (Bird, 1988). Entrepreneurial intention is “an entrepreneur’s propensity to make an intentional, deliberate and planned decision to create a new venture” (Martínez-González et al., 2022, p. 3). Thompson (2009, p. 676) defines entrepreneurial intention as “a self-acknowledged conviction by a person that they intend to set up a new business venture and consciously plan to do so at some point in the future”. Entrepreneurial intention (EI) can be defined as the recognition of a strong desire to establish a business and the deliberate preparation for its actualisation at a later point in time (Contreras-Barraza et al., 2021).

Definitions of Entrepreneurial Action
Entrepreneurial intent doesn't always translate to business initiation due to personal and environmental factors. While intention is essential for budding entrepreneurs, it doesn't guarantee progression to nascent entrepreneurship. The intensity of entrepreneurial intent can fluctuate based on individual and situational variations (Thompson, 2009). Entrepreneurial action has been conceptualised in various ways throughout the literature. Schumpeter (1934) emphasised it as a conduit for innovation, defining it as the process of creating new products, services, or processes that meet market demands and usher in economic innovation. In a similar vein, Shane & Venkataraman (2000) viewed entrepreneurial action as the identification, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities. They posited that such action involves the mobilisation of resources to create value, underscoring the pivotal role of opportunity recognition. Knight (1921) approached entrepreneurial action from a risk-centric perspective, describing it as the willingness to undertake calculated risks in uncertain environments with the anticipation of returns. Sarasvathy (2001) introduced the concept of effectuation, framing entrepreneurial action as a series of iterative decisions made under conditions of uncertainty, where entrepreneurs leverage existing resources and networks. Alum & Drucker (1986) offered a broader perspective, defining entrepreneurial action as fundamentally centred on value creation. He argued that entrepreneurs are driven by the pursuit of creating economic, social, or cultural value. Adding to this discourse, Stevenson et al. (2006) characterised entrepreneurial action as a manifestation of patterns of behaviour, involving the discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities.

[bookmark: _Toc154727969]Entrepreneurial Intention and Entrepreneurial Action: An Empirical Review
In the realm of entrepreneurial behaviour and the dynamics of translating intention into action, several scholars have delved into the perplexing "intention-action gap." This phenomenon is not confined solely to individuals who fail to convert their intentions into concrete actions but also encompasses those individuals who embark on actions without a direct connection to their initial intentions. This nuanced perspective underscores the intricate interplay between intention and action in the context of entrepreneurship. Norman and Conner (2005) have extended this argument by asserting that the intention-action gap is a multifaceted concept. It not only pertains to individuals who struggle to realise their intentions but also encompasses those who undertake actions, often unrelated to their original intentions. In essence, individuals can be seen both as intentional "underachievers" and as "unintentional actors" in this context. A significant portion of individuals act without a clear intention, while others diligently follow through on their intentions (Van Gelderen et al., 2015). This dichotomy highlights the varying degrees to which entrepreneurial intentions are transformed into concrete actions. 

In a series of studies examining the alignment between entrepreneurial intention and subsequent action, the results vary significantly. Sheeran (2002) found that intentions accounted for only 28% of the variation in actions. Similarly, Norman and Conner 2005) reported a 36% alignment, and both Van Gelderen, Kautonen and Fink (2015) and Adam and Fayolle (2015) identified rates around 30%. However, contrasting findings were presented by Kautonen, van Gelderen and Fink (2015) with a lower 12.25% alignment, while Johnmark, Munene and Balunywa (2016) noted a 30% consistency. More so, Shirokova, Tsukanova and Morris (2018) observed a mere 9.85% overlap, and Bernardus et al. (2020) reported a 22% correlation. Adding depth to these statistics, Van Gelderen, Kautonen and Fink (2015) highlighted that a significant 69% of their prospective entrepreneurs displayed minimal or no action a year after expressing their business-starting intentions.




 Tiago et al. (2014) analysed 10,267 entrepreneurs across 77 countries, revealing correlations between entrepreneurial action and factors such as age, gender, and education. Particularly, income was not a significant determinant. However, the study's exclusion of Africa, including Ghana, calls for broader research to ensure comprehensive insights across diverse entrepreneurial landscapes. Oliveira and Rua (2018) investigated the entrepreneurial intention-action gap, identifying economic-financial and sociocultural barriers as primary constraints for potential entrepreneurs. Their longitudinal study of 569 participants over 22 years emphasised the significance of timely project development in bridging this gap. However, deeper qualitative exploration could further elucidate the underlying nuances of this disparity. Meoli et al. (2018) highlight the significant impact of parental entrepreneurial backgrounds on students' entrepreneurial actions, suggesting that such backgrounds provide essential social capital and resilience. Although mentorship in entrepreneurship offers inspiration, its direct link to successful business initiation remains inconclusive. Further exploration of mediating variables could deepen understanding of entrepreneurial intention-action dynamics
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Tiago et al. (2014) categorise most studies on entrepreneurship into three to entail the impact of entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurial action, the drivers of entrepreneurial intention, and the consequences of entrepreneurial action. Several studies have been conducted to determine the moderating effect of several variables in the relationship between entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial action. Studies like Thuo, Abo and Toma (2016) and Ebewo, Rugimbana and Shambare (2017) mentioned poor access to financial resources as one of the many barriers that prevent university students from transforming their entrepreneurial intentions into entrepreneurial actions. The studies fail to show the extent to which this factor is significant in determining the entrepreneurial behaviour of students.

Kong, Zhao and Tsai (2020) examined 1,865 Chinese university graduates to study how fear of failure and business role models influence the transition from entrepreneurial intention to action. Their findings revealed that fear of failure diminishes this transition, whereas having a business role model strengthens it. Although the study's extensive sample and timeframe bolster its applicability, its exclusive focus on Chinese graduates limits cross-cultural insights. Bernardus et al. (2020) examined 188 undergraduate students to understand how psychological traits influence the transition from entrepreneurial intention to action. Their study highlighted that an internal locus of control significantly enhances this transition, suggesting that individuals who believe in their capabilities are better at realising entrepreneurial intentions. However, the exclusive focus on individual psychological factors and the lack of effect observed for innovativeness prompt questions about the comprehensive influence of such traits on the entrepreneurial process. The study suggests future research should integrate broader contextual factors for a more nuanced understanding of entrepreneurial action. van Gelderen, Kautonen and Fink’s (2015) Finnish survey of 161 participants delved into the relationship between entrepreneurial intention and action, emphasising the role of aversions, especially towards financial tasks, in hindering entrepreneurial endeavours. While the study highlighted the influence of individual psychological factors, it also acknowledged the need for a broader perspective that integrates external contextual factors. This suggests that while personal dispositions play a role, understanding entrepreneurial action requires a comprehensive view that considers both individual and external determinants.

Johnmark, Munene and Balunywa (2016) examined the influence of personal initiative—encompassing proactiveness, resilience, and innovation—on the entrepreneurial intention-action link among 206 disabled Nigerian tertiary students. While the study emphasised the importance of personal initiative, its limited geographical scope and sole focus on psychological determinants warrant a broader perspective. This critique suggests that while personal initiative is vital, a comprehensive understanding of entrepreneurial action requires the integration of broader socio-economic factors, like access to financial resources. Rusu and Roman (2020)  investigated entrepreneurial aspirations among 100 faculty students from a leading Romanian institution, emphasising the role of start-up financing accessibility. The study revealed significant challenges in securing adequate financial resources, attributed to limited market experience and insufficient collateral. While highlighting the importance of knowledge access and reduced bureaucratic hurdles, the research's narrow focus on one institution suggests a need for broader validation. Additionally, exploring potential solutions to address identified barriers could enrich future studies. Bogatyreva et al. (2019) analysed entrepreneurial intentions and actions among university students using the GUESSS data from 2011 and 2013/2014. Highlighting contextual influences, the study found that societies with high power distance deter entrepreneurial actions due to increased societal inequality. Conversely, cultures with lower power distance foster entrepreneurial pursuits. Furthermore, lower uncertainty avoidance in societies encourages risk-taking and entrepreneurial activity. While insightful, the study would benefit from broader longitudinal data to capture evolving entrepreneurial dynamics. 

Botha, Carruthers and Venter (2019) explored the entrepreneurial intention-action link among 154 South African entrepreneurs, emphasising entrepreneurial competencies. Contrary to student-focused studies, they found no strong correlation between intention and sustained action. Instead, competencies like problem-solving and opportunity discernment were key in translating intentions into actions. Further research across varied entrepreneurial contexts and qualitative methods could enhance this understanding. In a Spanish study, (Aparicio et al., 2021) employed the simultaneous equation approach to study the entrepreneurial intentions and actions of 2491 university students. The study found that institutional factors, including opportunity identification and entrepreneurial background, influenced students' entrepreneurial career choices and subsequent actions. However, the cross-sectional design and focus on these elements caution against definitive causal interpretations. In their study, de Alwis, Kodithuwakku and Hemachandra (2022) investigated the factors influencing the transition from entrepreneurial intentions to actions among 453 Sri Lankan undergraduate students. Utilising a validated questionnaire and hierarchical OLS regression analysis, they found that while 32% of students with entrepreneurial aspirations progressed to concrete business steps, a notable positive relationship existed between intentions and subsequent actions. The study also highlighted the influential roles of gender, perceived entrepreneurial skill levels, the academic faculty's entrepreneurial ambience, and prior exposure to entrepreneurial education in shaping students' entrepreneurial endeavours. However, relying solely on student perceptions and a cross-sectional design may limit the study's depth and the ability to infer causality.

The reviewed literature, as summarised in Table 1, provides valuable insights into the intention-action relationship in the context of entrepreneurship, drawing from diverse regions and employing various analytical methods. These studies reveal that the intention to engage in entrepreneurial activities is significantly influenced by factors such as the presence of business role models, internal locus of control, self-control, personal initiative, and access to financial resources. While conceptual literature suggests that entrepreneurial intention is a necessary but not sufficient condition for entrepreneurial action, empirical literature has produced mixed results regarding the relationship between the two. Some studies have found a positive relationship, while others have found no significant relationship. Overall, the conceptual and empirical literature suggests that there is a positive relationship between entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial action, but this relationship may be influenced by individual and contextual factors.



Table 1: Summary of Reviewed Literature on Entrepreneurial Intention-Action Relationship and Moderating Variables
	
	Author(s), Publication year
	Analytical Methods
	Context
	Sample Size
	Intention-Action Relationship
	Moderating Variables

	1
	(Kong et al., 2020)	Hierarchical regression
	China
	1865
	University graduates are positively influenced in their entrepreneurial intentions by having business role models, but at the same time, the fear of failure acts as a barrier, preventing them from translating these intentions into concrete actions.
	Fear of failure, business role model

	2
	(Bernardus et al., 2020)	Hierarchical regression
	Indonesia
	188
	Having a strong internal locus of control enhances the connection between intention and action. On the other hand, factors like innovativeness and performance goal orientation do not significantly impact or moderate this relationship.
	Internal locus of control

	3
	(Van Gelderen et al., 2015)	Factor analysis
	Finland
	161
	Self-control had a positive influence on translating intention into action, and it also mitigated the impact of fear, doubt, and aversion associated with taking action. Essentially, a high level of self-control was sufficient to empower individuals who wished to start a business to follow through on their intentions.
	Self-control

	4
	(Johnmark et al., 2016)	Structural equation modelling 
	Nigeria
	206
	The capacity of students to turn their entrepreneurial intentions into actual business start-ups is greatly influenced by their level of personal initiative.
	Personal initiative 

	5
	(Rusu & Roman, 2020)	Frequencies 
	Romania
	100
	Students face significant hurdles in securing the required financial resources due to their limited market experience and insufficient collateral. Additionally, their access to knowledge and the presence of fewer corporate regulations were identified as key factors influencing the inclination of youth toward entrepreneurship.
	Access to financial resources

	6
	(Bogatyreva et al., 2019)	Exploratory principal component analysis
	Europe, Asia, South America
	1,434
	A higher level of power distance within a country diminishes the link between intention and action. Consequently, when there is greater societal inequality and a significant concentration of resources among a select few, prospective entrepreneurs are less inclined to initiate start-up endeavours.
	Power distance

	7
	(Botha et al., 2019)	Correlation analysis 
	South Africa
	154
	No significant relationship between entrepreneurial action and recurring entrepreneurial intention behaviours
	Creative problem-solving, opportunity recognition, and value creation

	8
	(Aparicio et al., 2021)	Correlation and simultaneous equations
	Spain
	2,491
	The results indicate that factors like recognizing opportunities, possessing business skills, and having an entrepreneurial background motivate students to consider entrepreneurship as a favourable career path, and this, in turn, clarifies their entrepreneurial actions.
	Institutional factors

	9
	(de Alwis et al., 2022)	Hierarchical ordinal least squares regression
	Sri Lanka
	453
	Of the individuals who had expressed their intention to become entrepreneurs, merely 32% had translated this intention into concrete actions to initiate a business. Significantly, the study established a favourable connection between having an entrepreneurial intention and taking actual entrepreneurial steps.
	Gender, perceived competence in entrepreneurial skills, entrepreneurial environment, and entrepreneurial education



[bookmark: _Toc154727971]Dynamics of Entrepreneurial Action
The dynamics of entrepreneurial actions have garnered significant attention in the entrepreneurship literature. (De Clercq & Voronov, 2009) and Obschonka et al. (2016) highlighted the challenges entrepreneurs face, especially in regulatory aspects, underscoring the criticality of preparedness in the entrepreneurial journey. Echoing this sentiment Shepherd and Zacharakis (2002) emphasised the potential pitfalls for entrepreneurs navigating intricate regulatory landscapes. Concurrently, the evolving nature of entrepreneurial competencies has been addressed by Shane, (2000), who discussed the shift towards prioritising tangible business operations in contemporary business environments. Complementing these perspectives, Baron (2006) stressed the importance of targeted interventions, especially in legal navigation, while leveraging the innate strengths of budding entrepreneurs.

Furthermore, gender disparities in entrepreneurial dimensions have emerged as a focal point of discussion. Marlow and McAdam (2013), (Brush et al., 2009) and  Greene, (2020)  observed gendered patterns in entrepreneurial intentions and actions, shedding light on societal and structural determinants influencing women's entrepreneurial pursuits. A pronounced gender gap, particularly in the Legal and Compliance dimension, was also corroborated by (Coleman & Robb, 2009), emphasising the exigency for tailored interventions to bolster female entrepreneurial capacities.

Lastly, the influence of familial entrepreneurial backgrounds on entrepreneurial competencies offers intriguing insights. Jennings and Brush (2013) illuminated the enriched entrepreneurial environments fostered in entrepreneurial families, suggesting that such backgrounds might impart a deeper understanding of entrepreneurial nuances. This perspective finds resonance in the works of Aldrich and Cliff (2003) and (Obschonka et al. (2016), who underscored the multifaceted nature of entrepreneurial skills, shaped by a confluence of external and internal factors, transcending mere familial influence.

Theoretical Framework
The Model of Entrepreneurial Event was developed by Shapero and Sokol (1982), to explain how situational and sociocultural factors interact to influence individual perceptions and potentially result in the creation of firms. The model has proven successful in the analysis of entrepreneurial activities and assessing entrepreneurial intentions. It explains the factors that make an entrepreneurial event, such as venture creation, happen. The model consists of three components, namely Perceived Desirability (PD), Perceived Feasibility (PF), and Propensity to Act (PTA). Influenced by personal attitudes, values, and feelings, PD emanates from an individual’s perceptions of the desirability of entrepreneurship. PF assesses how an individual perceives available resources. It is a measure of an individual’s ability to carry out certain entrepreneurship-related behaviours. PTA entails the personal disposition of an individual to act on his or her decisions, reflecting volitional aspects of intention. The model is useful in understanding the process by which nascent entrepreneurs venture into business. According to the Entrepreneurial Event theory, initiating a business hinges on two prerequisites: a belief in the venture's appeal and feasibility, and the occurrence of a displacement event, be it neutral, negative (e.g., job loss), or positive (e.g., inheritance). Such events catalyse entrepreneurial actions, provided there's a credible belief in starting the business. This phenomenon, termed the "Entrepreneurial Event," integrates perceived feasibility, desirability, and propensity to act (Krueger et al., 2000; Shapero & Sokol, 1982). The model reveals multifaceted interactions among perceived feasibility, desirability, and propensity to act in influencing entrepreneurial intentions (EI). The model's efficacy is context-dependent and influenced by situational elements, social contexts, and individual attributes.

Conceptual Framework
Entrepreneurial actions are intricately tied to intentions, which are influenced by personal aspirations, perceived opportunities, and environmental cues. Yet, sociodemographic factors such as gender, occupational intentions, and family background play pivotal roles in shaping these actions. For instance, in financial planning, male and female entrepreneurs might adopt strategies reflecting gender-specific perceptions of risk and opportunity. Likewise, management styles and operational strategies can be influenced by occupational intentions and family legacies, introducing varied approaches and nuances in entrepreneurial endeavours.

Figure 1: A Conceptual Framework on the Relationship between Entrepreneurial Intention and Domains of Entrepreneurial Action
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Figure 1 illustrates that legal compliance, marketing strategies, and professional development in entrepreneurship are influenced by sociodemographic factors. Gender, occupational intentions, and family backgrounds shape interpretations of legal obligations and priorities in compliance. In marketing, these factors guide branding, target demographics, and product positioning. Moreover, in personal and professional development, they direct training choices and skill acquisition, reflecting generational values and industry demands.

Methods
Sample Techniques and Selection
The study comprised a diverse sample purposively drawn from two (2) public universities, a private university and a technical university in the Ashanti Region of Ghana. The sample encompassed final-year university students of varying gender and academic backgrounds. A total of 927 university students were recruited for the study. The stratified random sampling technique, designed to ensure representativeness across gender and academic disciplines, was employed for the quantitative phase, while the convenience sample technique was used for the qualitative phase.

Sample Selection Criteria
The inclusion criteria for the study entailed final-year university students across various faculties, departments, and programmes with or without entrepreneurial experience who were sampled to participate in the study. The exclusion criteria entailed university students in universities other than those selected, university students in first, second, and third year, graduate students, and university students in distance and sandwich programmes.

Materials
A structured questionnaire was developed to capture demographic information, personal attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and overall entrepreneurial intentions. Personal attitude was gauged using a six-point Likert scale across two dimensions: affective and instrumental, drawing from (Liñán & Chen, 2009; Maes et al., 2014; Vamvaka et al., 2020). Concurrently, subjective norms assessed the perceived approval from close contacts like family and friends, utilising a Likert scale adapted from (Kolvereid, 1996; Liñán & Chen, 2009). Perceived behavioural control (PBC), encompassing dimensions of perceived difficulty, confidence, and controllability, was measured on a nine-item scale derived from multiple studies (Grundstén, 2004; Guerrero et al., 2009; Kolvereid, 1996; Vamvaka et al., 2020). Lastly, overall entrepreneurial intentions, covering choice intention, commitment, and nascent entrepreneurship, were captured through a 14-item Likert scale, with items sourced from studies such as (Liñán & Chen, 2009; Thompson, 2009), including some reverse-worded items for enhanced robustness. 

Entrepreneurial action was defined in the study as “the index reflecting the scope of start-up activities that a student has already carried out on his or her way to the new venture creation” (Shirokova, Osiyevskyy and Bogatyreva, 2016, p. 391). The 26-item scale from Edelman, Manolova and Brush’s (2008) Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics was adapted with sample items including “Defined market opportunities/customers, competitors”. The scale entailed responses to 26 yes-or-no questions about start-up activities. An index was assessed by summing the “yes” responses, with higher scores indicating more entrepreneurial action, while lower scores indicated lower entrepreneurial action. The authors also developed a semi-structured interview for the qualitative phase, comprising open-ended questions meant to evaluate student entrepreneurial intentions following the same constructs in the quantitative phase.

Data Collection Procedure
Respondents were recruited through face-to-face interactions on the university campuses, after which questionnaires were shared online. Potential respondents were initially approached through classroom announcements detailing the study’s objectives, procedures, and potential implications, after which samples were drawn using the stated sampling technique. Following the survey, respondents who indicated readiness to participate in the qualitative interviews were selected, and consent forms were shared for subsequent face-to-face and telephone interviews.

Data Analysis
In the study's quantitative phase, data were analysed using SPSS, Excel, and the specialised software AMOS for structural equation modelling (SEM). Due to data complexity, non-parametric tests were chosen over correlation analyses. SEM through SPSS AMOS provided a holistic view of relationships among the determinants of entrepreneurial intention and the potential of their significance in defining overall intention. Qualitative insights were derived using Braun and Clarke's thematic analysis, with verbatim transcriptions capturing participant nuances (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Sutton & Austin, 2015). Themes evolved from initial codes and were enriched by direct quotes. Integrating both data types sequentially, a joint display highlighted key insights, ensuring a comprehensive interpretation of converging elements (Creswell, 2011; Fetters et al., 2013; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, 2010).

Ethical Considerations
Ethical clearance was secured from the Institutional Review Board at Ashesi University, Berekuso. Introductory letters from the Department of Planning, Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology, vouched for the research team's credibility during data collection. Participants gave informed consent before interviews and questionnaire administration, with written consent obtained. They were informed of the study's objectives, processes, and their rights, ensuring voluntary participation. Anonymity was maintained using codes and pseudonyms in qualitative data, and all personal identifiers were securely stored separately. Data confidentiality was upheld, with access limited to the researcher and supervisory committee. To uphold intellectual integrity, proper citations were meticulously provided, ensuring due credit to original works and ideas. All external contributions, including direct quotes and collaborations, were duly acknowledged in the manuscript.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Results and Discussions
Profile of Respondents
A total of 927 participants were recruited for the study. As presented in Table 1, the sample comprised 53.7% females and 46.3% males. A predominant age bracket was 21-25 years, representing 73.0% of the participants, with fewer individuals aged above 40 years. Regarding educational backgrounds, 90.1% attended public universities, while private and technical institutions constituted 5.2% and 4.7%, respectively. Disciplinary representation showcased social sciences (28.6%) as the leading field, followed by built environment (16.6%) and business (13.7%). Less represented fields included engineering (2.8%) and humanities (7.0%). 

Table 2: Socio-Demographic Profile of Survey Respondents
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Gender
	
	
	

	
	Male
	429
	46.3

	
	Female
	498
	53.7

	Age
	
	
	

	
	Under 20 years old
	101
	10.9

	
	21-25 years old
	667
	72.0

	
	26-30 years old
	77
	8.3

	
	31-35 years old
	50
	5.4

	
	36-40 years old
	20
	2.2

	
	41-45 years old
	10
	1.1

	
	46-50 years old
	2
	0.2

	Type of University
	
	
	

	
	Private University
	48
	5.2

	
	Public University
	835
	90.1

	
	Technical University
	44
	4.7

	Field of Study
	
	
	

	
	Arts
	44
	4.7

	
	Built Environment
	154
	16.6

	
	Business
	127
	13.7

	
	Engineering
	26
	2.8

	
	Health Sciences
	118
	12.7

	
	Humanities
	65
	7.0

	
	Multidisciplinary
	48
	5.2

	
	Sciences and Mathematics
	80
	8.6

	
	Social Sciences
	265
	28.6


Source: Survey Data, 2024

Table 2 shows the demographic and academic attributes of the interviewees. A predominant male representation is observed, comprising 70% of the cohort, with females constituting the remaining 30%. In terms of age, a significant 60% fall within the 23-27 years bracket.

Table 3: Socio-Demographic Profile of Interview Respondents
	Pseudonym
	Sex
	Age
	Programme
	University Type

	Respondent 1
	Male
	27
	Planning and Development
	Private

	Respondent 2
	Male
	24
	Biological Sciences
	Public

	Respondent 3
	Male
	24
	Settlement Planning
	Public

	Respondent 4
	Male
	23
	Basic Education
	Public

	Respondent 5
	Female
	30
	Marketing
	Technical

	Respondent 6
	Male
	26
	Mathematics
	Public

	Respondent 7
	Male
	27
	English
	Private

	Respondent 8
	Female
	22
	Sociology
	Public

	Respondent 9
	Female
	24
	Settlement Planning
	Public

	Respondent 10
	Male
	23
	Sociology
	Public


Source: Field Data, 2024

Academically, the participants span diverse fields such as Planning and Development, Biological Sciences, Settlement Planning, Basic Education, Marketing, Mathematics, English, and Sociology. Notably, Sociology is the most prevalent discipline, represented by 20% of the respondents. Regarding institutional affiliation, a majority (70%) hail from public universities, while the remainder are from private and technical institutions.

[bookmark: _Toc154728028]Assessment of Entrepreneurial Action
In exploring the influence of entrepreneurial intentions on entrepreneurial action, the study assessed the entrepreneurial actions among the sample. This was deemed necessary to determine the levels of actual entrepreneurial action among university students. Entrepreneurial actions encompass a range of activities and competencies essential for starting and running a successful venture. Based on the scale adapted, overall entrepreneurial action was segmented into five distinct dimensions, each highlighting a specific aspect of entrepreneurial activity: Financial Planning, Operations and Management, Legal and Compliance, Marketing and Customer Acquisition, and Personal and Professional Development. Table 4 presents varying levels of engagement in activities related to entrepreneurial action.

Table 4: Levels of Entrepreneurial Action by Dimension
	Dimension
	Mean Action
	No. of Items
	Completion Rate

	Personal & Professional Development
	2.20
	6
	37%

	Operations & Management
	1.41
	6
	24%

	Financial Planning
	1.37
	5
	27%

	Marketing & Customer Acquisition
	1.26
	5
	25%

	Legal & Compliance
	0.52
	3
	17%


Source: Survey Data, 2024

As depicted in Table 4, university students exhibited a moderate level of involvement in financial planning, engaging in approximately 27% of the expected actions, as indicated by a mean statistic of 1.37 across five subscales. For operations and management, students demonstrated a balanced participation, accounting for about 24% of anticipated actions with a mean statistic of 1.41 across six subscales. Concerning the legal and compliance dimension, there was a lower engagement level, with students participating in roughly 17% of expected actions, as reflected by a mean statistic of 0.52 over three subscales. In the realm of marketing and customer acquisition, students were moderately engaged, undertaking about 25% of the anticipated actions, with a mean statistic of 1.26 across five subscales. Noteworthy is the students' robust commitment to personal and professional development, where they engaged in approximately 37% of the expected actions, represented by a mean statistic of 2.20 over six subscales.

[bookmark: _Toc154728029]Entrepreneurial Intention and Entrepreneurial Action: Model Fit
The structural equation model, constructed using AMOS, facilitated the examination of relationships between entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial action. The appropriateness of the model's fit was assessed based on several established benchmarks. For instance, a CMIN/df value below 5 was deemed indicative of a well-fitting model. According to the data, the Default model yielded a CMIN/df value of 4.782, suggesting an acceptable fit. Furthermore, established goodness-of-fit indices such as the Normed Fit Index (NFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) were crucial. The Default model reported values of .942, .953, and .953 for NFI, IFI, and CFI, respectively, all surpassing the recommended threshold of 0.90, signifying a good fit. Additionally, the standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) and root mean square error approximation (RMSEA) were considered. The Default model's RMSEA value was .064, within the acceptable range of 0.05 to 0.08. Collectively, these indices suggest that the model provides a reasonably good fit to the data, aligning with the established criteria (Hair et al., 2010, 2021; Rose et al., 2012)

Figure 2 presents a path diagram representing the visual structural relationships between the latent variables and observed indicators in the SEM. In the path diagram, Entrepreneurial Action is a latent variable indicated by five observed indicators: financial planning, operations and management, legal and compliance, marketing and customer acquisition, and personal and professional development. The other six latent variables and their respective observed variables are as follows: instrumental attitude, affective attitude, subjective norm, perceived difficulty, perceived confidence, and perceived controllability.

[bookmark: _Toc154645905]Figure 2: Path Diagram of the Structural Equation Model Showing the Influence of Entrepreneurial Intention Determinants on Entrepreneurial Action
[image: A diagram of a network
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Source: Survey Data, 2024

[bookmark: _Toc154728030]Influence of Dimensions of Entrepreneurial Intention on Entrepreneurial Action: Model Description and Results
This section aims to explore the influence of entrepreneurial intention and its determinants on entrepreneurial action. The determinants of entrepreneurial intention encompass Instrumental Attitude (IA), Affective Attitude (AA), Subjective Norm (SN), Perceived Difficulty (PD), Perceived Confidence (PCf), and Perceived Controllability (PCt). By examining the direct effects of these determinants on Entrepreneurial Action (EA), this section aims to explore how the cognitive, emotional, and social factors of entrepreneurial intention influence individuals to undertake entrepreneurial action. The hypotheses presented below provide a structured foundation for evaluating these relationships.
· H1: Instrumental Attitude (IA) has no significant direct effect on (EA).
· H2:  Affective Attitude (AA) has no significant direct effect on (EA).
· H3: Subjective Norm (SN) has no significant direct effect on (EA).
· H4:  Perceived Difficulty (PD) has no significant direct effect on (EA).
· H5:  Perceived Confidence (PCf) has no significant direct effect on (EA).
· H6: Perceived Controllability (PCt) has no significant direct effect on (EI).

The squared multiple correlation was 0.04 for entrepreneurial action, showing that only 4% variance in entrepreneurial action is accounted for by Instrumental Attitude (IA), Affective Attitude (AA), Subjective Norm (SN) Perceived Difficulty (PD), Perceived Confidence (PCf), and Perceived Controllability (PCt). The study further assessed the impact of IA, AA, SN, PD, PCf, and PCt on entrepreneurial action. The results revealed a negative and marginally significant impact of IA on entrepreneurial action (b = -.344, t. = -1.903, p = 0.057), suggesting a potential influence that did not reach conventional levels of significance and hence not supporting H1. A similar trend was observed for the positive impact of AA on entrepreneurial action, although it was also not statistically significant (b = .275, t = 1.592, p = 0.111), not supporting H2.

Table 5: Structural Equation Model Results for Predictors of Entrepreneurial Action
	Hypothesized Relationship
	Standardized Estimate (β)
	t-value
	p-value
	Decision

	Instrumental Attitude (IA) → EA
	-0.344
	-1.903
	.057
	Not Supported

	Affective Attitude (AA) → EA
	0.275
	1.592
	.111
	Not Supported

	Subjective Norm (SN) → EA
	-0.114
	-2.199
	.028
	Supported

	Perceived Difficulty (PD) → EA
	-0.008
	-0.087
	.931
	Not Supported

	Perceived Confidence (PCf) → EA
	0.112
	0.979
	.328
	Not Supported

	Perceived Controllability (PCt) → EA
	0.032
	0.262
	.793
	Not Supported

	
	
	
	
	

	R² (Entrepreneurial Action)
	0.04
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Model Fit Indices: CMIN/df = 4.782, NFI = .942, IFI = .953, TLI = .938, CFI = .953, RMSEA = .064
	
	
	
	


Source: Survey Data, 2024

In contrast, SN exhibited a negative and statistically significant impact on entrepreneurial action (b = -.114, t = -2.199, p = 0.028), indicating a discernible influence on entrepreneurial actions and supporting H3. However, the impact of Perceived Difficulty (PDIFF) on entrepreneurial action was found to be non-significant (b = -.008, t = -0.087, p = 0.931), not supporting H4. Moreover, both Perceived Confidence (PCONF) and Perceived Controllability (PCONT) exhibited non-significant impacts on entrepreneurial action, with positive estimates (b = .112, t = 0.979, p = 0.328; b = .032, t = 0.262, p = 0.793, respectively), not supporting H5 and H6, respectively.

The study’s finding that 4% of the variance in entrepreneurial action is explained by the examined variables highlights the multifaceted nature of entrepreneurial behaviour. Norman & Conner (2005). This complexity aligns with existing literature on the "intention-action gap" in entrepreneurship.  further emphasised that this gap encompasses both unexecuted intentions and misaligned actions. Shapero's Entrepreneurial Event Theory underscores the role of diverse internal and external catalysts in driving entrepreneurial actions. Thus, the study underscores the intricate interplay of various triggers and their complex interactions in shaping entrepreneurial endeavours. Subjective Norm (SN) significantly influences entrepreneurial action, indicating the powerful role of societal and peer pressures over individual attitudes. This finding resonates with societal entrepreneurship theories and studies by Aparicio et al. (2021) and Bogatyreva et al. (2019) on cultural and institutional influences. While Tiago et al. (2014) offer a global perspective, the absence of African contexts like Ghana in their research underscores a gap potentially addressed by this study. Oliveira & Rua’s (2018) work further underscores the impact of sociocultural barriers on entrepreneurial intentions and actions.

Instrumental Attitude (IA) and Affective Attitude (AA) did not significantly influence entrepreneurial action in the study, challenging theories that emphasise their direct role. This finding diverges from literature like Tiago et al. (2014) and Aparicio et al. (2021), which stress the importance of attitudes and institutional factors. Meoli et al. (2018) further indicate that while entrepreneurial intention is crucial, it doesn't solely determine action, suggesting a complex interplay of factors, including parental background and mentorship, in shaping entrepreneurial paths. Perceived Difficulty (PD) showed no significant impact on entrepreneurial action, suggesting that challenges don't always hinder ventures. Similarly, Perceived Confidence (PCf) and Perceived Controllability (PCt) weren't prominent predictors. This contrasts with Botha, Carruthers and Venter’s (2019) focus on entrepreneurial competencies and the barriers highlighted by Rusu & Roman (2020). Such divergences underscore the nuanced influence of challenges and self-efficacy across contexts. This observation resonates with Shapero's Entrepreneurial Event Theory, emphasising the delicate balance between entrepreneurial desirability and feasibility.

[bookmark: _Toc154728031]Determinants of Entrepreneurial Action: A Qualitative Analysis
In the pursuit of unravelling the determinants of entrepreneurial action, the study engaged with respondents from diverse backgrounds, shedding light on the multifaceted factors influencing their entrepreneurial endeavours. Financial constraints and student status intertwine as significant barriers to initiating entrepreneurial ventures. Respondent 1, facing financial challenges as a student, expressed, "Currently, I am a student. I cannot run a business since I’m in school. I am using the little I have to pay my fees because I have no one supporting me." Echoing this sentiment, Respondent 2 emphasised the impact of being a student on their entrepreneurial aspirations: "As for now, financial challenges and the fact that I am a student, I don’t have the luxury of time to start a business." Educational pursuits emerged as both a push and a pull factor for entrepreneurship. Respondent 3's narrative unveiled the impact of education, stating, "The education I received pushed me to start my business." Additionally, the geographical challenge of managing a business remotely was emphasised: "I was in Kumasi while the business was in Tamale... I have decided to continue only when I complete school."

Financial capital emerged as a pivotal determinant, with Respondent 4 pinpointing money as the primary obstacle: "The main thing preventing me from starting my business is money... If you can give me about 10,000 cedis now, I’m going to start it." This detailed quote underscores the crucial role financial resources play in translating entrepreneurial intentions into actions.
Respondent 5 detailed a transition from formal employment to entrepreneurship, motivated by the need for sustainability and supporting a social cause: "I had to leave my formal job, like I was in the corporate world, I had to leave the corporate world to focus on the kaya." This intricate balance that individuals navigate when transitioning from employment to entrepreneurship was vividly captured. Respondent 6 provided a unique perspective, citing gut feelings, hunger for financial freedom, and fear of failure as driving forces: "The major push, I guess, was from gut feelings! I was too hungry for financial freedom not to start, and I did." This more detailed quote sheds light on the interplay of personal convictions and emotions influencing entrepreneurial actions.

Respondent 7 expressed a desire for impact and societal change as a motivating factor: "The desire to make a change, make an impact in society and create a solution pushed to translate intentions into actions." This theme underscores the altruistic motivations that drive entrepreneurial action. Respondents 8, 9, and 10 highlighted personal ambitions, the desire for independence, and the aspiration to create employment opportunities. Respondent 8 stated, "I wanted to have my movie and also not depend on anyone, so I wanted to start my cereal business so hard." Meanwhile, Respondent 10 articulated, "The mindset of serving humanity, creating employment opportunities while building wealth for myself and being my boss is what’s gearing me to entrepreneurship."

The qualitative findings provide depth and context to the quantitative results, revealing the intricate personal, societal, and environmental nuances that influence entrepreneurial actions. While the quantitative data identifies overarching patterns and statistical significances, the qualitative insights illuminate the lived experiences, motivations, and challenges of individual entrepreneurs. For instance, financial constraints emerge as a tangible barrier in the qualitative narratives, resonating with the broader theme of financial capital's importance in the quantitative findings. Similarly, the societal pressures and personal convictions expressed by respondents echo the significant influence of Subjective Norm (SN) highlighted quantitatively. However, the absence of direct influence from Instrumental Attitude (IA) and Affective Attitude (AA) in the quantitative data is nuanced by the qualitative revelation of diverse emotional and practical motivations driving entrepreneurial actions.

[bookmark: _Toc154728033][bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK15]Occupational Choice Intention Dynamics of Entrepreneurial Action 
The study assessed the occupational choice intention dynamics of entrepreneurial action by comparing the entrepreneurial action of individuals who aspire to be entrepreneurs with that of those who intend to be employed by organisations. The results are summarised in Table 6.

Table 6: Comparison of Entrepreneurial Preparation Activities by Career Intention
	Activity Area
	Mann-Whitney U
	Z
	p-value

	Financial Planning
	53517.000
	-0.619
	0.536

	Operations and Management
	52493.500
	-0.551
	0.582

	Legal and Compliance
	47770.000
	-2.423
	0.015*

	Marketing and Customer Acquisition
	50312.000
	-0.981
	0.326

	Personal & Professional Development
	44898.000
	-2.900
	0.004*


Source: Survey Data, 2024
*Note: * indicates statistical significance at p < .05*

The study utilised Mann-Whitney U tests to compare entrepreneurial actions between two groups: aspiring entrepreneurs and those targeting organisational roles. Results showed no significant differences in financial planning (p = 0.536) or operations and management (p = 0.582). However, aspiring entrepreneurs exhibited lower engagement in legal and compliance actions (p = 0.015). Both groups had similar involvement in marketing (p = 0.326), but those aspiring to entrepreneurship displayed a heightened focus on personal and professional development (p = 0.004). The observed pattern, where aspiring entrepreneurs showed diminished engagement in legal and compliance actions, resonates with earlier studies. For instance, De Clercq and Voronov (2009) highlighted the challenges entrepreneurs face in regulatory domains, emphasising the importance of preparedness in navigating such complexities. Similarly, Shepherd and Zacharakis (2002) underscored the potential pitfalls that await entrepreneurs unfamiliar with regulatory intricacies. In contrast, the heightened focus of entrepreneurial aspirants on personal and professional development aligns with Shane’s (2000) perspective on the evolving competencies vital for contemporary entrepreneurs.

[bookmark: _Toc154728034]Gender Dynamics of Entrepreneurial Action
In this section of the study, the gender dynamics of entrepreneurial action are assessed across five dimensions: Financial Planning, Operations and Management, Legal and Compliance, Marketing and Customer Acquisition, and Personal and Professional Development. The results are presented in Table 7.

Table 7: Gender Differences in Entrepreneurial Action
	Dimension
	Mann-Whitney U
	Z-score
	p-value

	Financial Planning
	74,404.0
	-5.116
	< 0.001*

	Operations and Management
	73,690.0
	-5.194
	< 0.001*

	Legal and Compliance
	70,888.5
	-6.758
	< 0.001*

	Marketing & Customer Acquisition
	70,853.0
	-5.579
	< 0.001*

	Personal & Professional Development
	77,007.5
	-3.443
	0.001*


Source: Survey Data, 2024
*Note: * indicates statistical significance at p < 0.01*

Gender differences in entrepreneurial action were assessed across five dimensions using Mann-Whitney U tests (Table 7). Significant disparities were found in Financial Planning (p = 0.000), Operations and Management (p = 0.000), Legal and Compliance (p = 0.000), Marketing and Customer Acquisition (p = 0.000), and Personal and Professional Development (p = 0.001). This observation aligns with research by Marlow and McAdam (2013), as well as Brush, de Bruin and Welter 2009), which identified societal and structural influences affecting women's entrepreneurial activities. The pronounced gender gap, particularly in the dimension of Legal and Compliance, emphasises the distinct challenges women entrepreneurs might confront.

[bookmark: _Toc154728035]Family Background Dynamics of Entrepreneurial Action 
The study assessed the family background dynamics of entrepreneurial action by comparing the entrepreneurial action of students who have at least one parent who is an entrepreneur with that of those who do not. The results are summarised in Table 8.

Table 8: Influence of Parental Entrepreneurship on Entrepreneurial Preparation
	Dimension
	Mann-Whitney U
	Z
	p-value

	Financial Planning
	64,081.000
	-1.286
	0.198

	Operations and Management
	61,880.500
	-1.899
	0.058

	Legal and Compliance
	60,015.000
	-2.468
	0.014*

	Marketing & Customer Acquisition
	59,356.000
	-2.008
	0.045*

	Personal & Professional Development
	59,307.000
	-1.720
	0.085


Source: Survey Data, 2024
*Note: * indicates statistical significance at p < .05*

Table 8 contrasts entrepreneurial actions between students with and without entrepreneurial parents using Mann-Whitney U tests. Significant differences emerged in Legal and Compliance (p = 0.014) and Marketing and Customer Acquisition (p = 0.045). Marginal trends were observed in Operations and Management (p = 0.058) and Personal and Professional Development (p = 0.085), while Financial Planning showed no significant variance (p = 0.198). Overall, Students with entrepreneurial lineage showed a more distinct understanding of the regulatory facets of entrepreneurship. This observation aligns with Jennings and Brush (2013), who emphasised the conducive entrepreneurial environments prevalent in such families. However, it's essential to recognise, as posited by Shane (2000) that entrepreneurial orientations are shaped by a myriad of factors, both external and internal, extending beyond just familial influence.

Conclusions 
The study explored the intricate relationship between entrepreneurial intentions and subsequent actions among Ghanaian university students. Central to the investigation was the quest to determine how intentions translate into tangible entrepreneurial endeavours. The study highlights that a minimal 4% variance in entrepreneurial action is influenced by the examined intention variables, emphasising the complex interplay of numerous internal and external factors in shaping entrepreneurial behaviour. There is also a significant discrepancy: while entrepreneurial aspirations, particularly in personal and professional development, are prevalent, there is an apparent gap in areas crucial for business sustainability, such as legal compliance and financial planning. The pronounced influence of societal norms, as evidenced by the Subjective Norm (SN), suggests that external pressures significantly shape entrepreneurial decisions. Furthermore, gender-specific challenges highlight the nuanced experiences of female entrepreneurs, underscoring the need for tailored support mechanisms.

Contribution to Knowledge 
On the front of entrepreneurial actions, the research provides invaluable insights into the current landscape among Ghanaian students. The departure from dichotomous measurements of entrepreneurial action to a detailed assessment of the construct contributes to knowledge and presents comprehensible details of start-up preparation and activities. A striking observation is the prioritisation of personal and professional development over critical entrepreneurial action domains such as legal compliance and financial planning. This prioritisation signals an urgent need for educational reforms tailored to address these gaps. Furthermore, the intricate balance between internal motivations, external pressures, and actionable entrepreneurial behaviours underscores the complexity inherent in entrepreneurial decision-making and actions. This study, therefore, affords future studies a comprehensive framework to assess the levels of entrepreneurial activities as well as segregate these activities into the foundational dimensions.

Limitations of the Study
The cross-sectional design serves as a snapshot but does not establish cause and effect or capture the unfolding of entrepreneurial action. While studying the final-year students of the Ashanti Region presents interesting insights, it limits the generalisability of these findings to other student groups or geographical locations within Ghana. With self-reported data, respondents may give answers framed by social desirability. Future longitudinal studies, which track students as they graduate and employ mixed methods, could be administered across multiple regions, providing more dynamic and holistic insights into the intention-action gap.

Recommendations
Implications for Policy and Practice
The study underscores the imperative for integrating entrepreneurial education into Ghana's academic system, emphasising early introduction at secondary or tertiary levels. Collaborative efforts between entities like the Ghana Education Service (GES) and the National Entrepreneurship and Innovation Plan (NEIP) can infuse essential elements like legal compliance and financial planning into curricula. Additionally, the formation of entrepreneurship clubs in schools can provide platforms for hands-on learning and collaboration. Integrating mentorship, internships, and partnerships with local businesses will further bridge the gap between theory and practice, fostering a new wave of adept entrepreneurs equipped to navigate the complexities of the business world.

Addressing gender disparities in entrepreneurship requires tailored interventions. Collaborative efforts with organisations like Women in Business and Tourism can establish specialised mentorship programs for women entrepreneurs. Partnering with Empowerment Squared Ghana can facilitate targeted training workshops covering critical areas such as business strategy, financial planning, and legal compliance. Further collaborations with continental entities like the African Women's Entrepreneurship Program (AWEP) and the African Women's Development Fund (AWDF) can enhance resources and support. Ultimately, through coordinated efforts spanning governmental bodies, NGOs, and grassroots organisations, Ghana can empower its women entrepreneurs, fostering both economic advancement and societal development.

Recommendations for Future Research
Furthermore, given the stark gender disparities observed in entrepreneurial engagement, there's merit in dedicating focused research to dissecting the unique challenges and opportunities that women entrepreneurs encounter in Ghana. Such an endeavour could unravel gender-specific barriers, ranging from access to resources and networks to societal perceptions and support systems. By pinpointing these challenges, stakeholders can design more targeted interventions and support mechanisms, fostering an inclusive entrepreneurial ecosystem. Additionally, the study illustrated gaps in entrepreneurial education, particularly in areas like legal compliance and financial planning. A prospective research avenue could involve assessing the efficacy of embedding hands-on entrepreneurial training within tertiary education curricula. By gauging the immediate and long-term impacts of such interventions on graduates' entrepreneurial endeavours, academia and policymakers can refine educational strategies, ensuring they resonate with real-world challenges and aspirations.
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