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Abstract 

The issues of small and medium enterprises' performance have become a serious debate both in the developing and emerging economies. 

The objective of the study is to examine the moderating effect of entrepreneurial intention on the relationship between entrepreneurial 

mindset and performance of SMEs in Delta State, Nigeria. To achieve this objective, this study postulated 7 research hypotheses on the 

effect of opportunity recognition, risk-taking, and innovativeness on SME performance, as well as the effect of entrepreneurial intention 

on such relationships. The study adopted a quantitative research design, using a descriptive approach and cross cross-sectional survey 

design. The study adopted a primary source through a structured questionnaire. The population of the study is 39,664. While the sample 

size is 570 (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970; Salkind's 1990). The study adopted a stratified sampling technique. The method of data analysis 

is descriptive and correlation analysis. Out of 570 questionnaires administered, the study were able to retrieved 421 from 

owners/managers of SMEs in Delta State, Nigeria. The data was analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS), and 

Partial Least Square – Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM). The findings found that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effect 

on SME performance in Delta State, Nigeria. Also, the study established that entrepreneurial intention exerts significant moderating 

effect on the relationship between entrepreneurial mindset and SME performance in Delta State, Nigeria. Hence, the study empirically 

found that opportunity recognition, risk-taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention have significant effect on SME 

performance. Additionally, the study empirically established that entrepreneurial intention has significant moderating effect on the 

relationship between opportunity recognition and SME performance, risk-taking and SME performance, as well as innovativeness and 

SME performance. Therefore, it is recommended that managers of SMEs should use entrepreneurial intention as avenue to recognize 

business opportunities, take calculated risk and increase investments in innovativeness, in order to achieve optimum performance, and 

boost profitability and competitiveness in domestic and international market scenes. 

Keywords: SME performance, entrepreneurial mindset, opportunity recognition, risk-taking, innovativeness, and entrepreneurial 

intention. 

 

1.1 Introduction 

The performance of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) which has been referred to as SME performance has been a central 

phenomenon to business studies across the globe, as it has become the major concern of many nations (Molete, Mokhele, Ntombela, & 

Thango, 2025; Oluwaseun et al., 2022) but many developing economies are still struggling despite, SMEs have been described as the 

engine of growth, SMEs operate in dynamic and competitive markets globally. Challenges include adapting to changing consumer 

preferences, scaling operations, and differentiating products and services (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, 

2024). Effective management of human resources is critical for SMEs to attract and retain skilled talent. Challenges include recruitment, 

training, and development, as well as ensuring competitive compensation and career advancement opportunities (International Labour 

Organization, 2021). 
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Navigating complex regulatory environments and compliance requirements poses significant challenges for SMEs. Compliance costs, 

bureaucratic red tape, and varying regulations across different jurisdictions can increase operational costs and administrative burdens 

(World Economic Forum, 2021). SMEs operate in competitive markets where innovation and differentiation are key to success. 

Challenges include adapting to changing consumer preferences, scaling operations efficiently, and accessing new markets (Organization 

for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2021). 

 

Additionally, Leithy (2017) maintained that SMEs in Nigeria contributed low to GDP compared to SMEs in Asia and the USA, which 

contributed about 40% and 50% of GDP. Hence, there are some forces behind their underperformance and low profitability in Nigeria. 

Furthermore, Leithy (2017) and Anichebe and Agu (2013) maintained that a major challenge for SMEs is to constantly improve 

performance in the long term in this highly competitive environment. Hence, several SMEs have been characterized by poor performance 

as most shut down before their fifth anniversary. 

 

In Nigeria, the regulatory environment is often characterized by bureaucratic red tape, corruption, and inconsistent policies, which 

further complicate the operating landscape for SMEs (Olawale & Garwe, 2010). Simplifying regulatory processes and ensuring 

consistency in policy implementation are crucial steps towards alleviating these burdens. In Nigeria, the digital divide is more 

pronounced, with many SMEs lacking access to the internet and digital tools necessary for modern business operations (Asaolu et al., 

2012). Bridging this gap is essential for enhancing the competitiveness of Nigerian SMEs in the global market. 

 

The financial constraints are a significant issue for SMEs globally and are particularly pronounced in Nigeria. SMEs worldwide often 

face difficulties in securing financing due to stringent lending requirements and high interest rates. This challenge is exacerbated in 

Nigeria, where the financial sector is less developed compared too many other countries. According to the World Bank, around 40% of 

Nigerian SMEs cite access to finance as a major constraint to their growth (World Bank, 2020). The lack of access to affordable credit 

limits the ability of these businesses to invest in expansion, technology, and skilled labor, thereby stifling their growth and 

competitiveness. 

 

Access to markets is another critical challenge for SMEs both globally and in Nigeria. Limited market access can hinder the growth 

potential of SMEs by restricting their customer base and revenue streams. The International Trade Centre (ITC) reports that SMEs often 

struggle to penetrate new markets due to a lack of market information, poor infrastructure, and competition from larger firms (ITC, 

2018). In Nigeria, this issue is compounded by inadequate transport and logistics infrastructure, which makes it difficult for SMEs to 

reach broader markets, both domestically and internationally (Akinyemi, 2016). 

 

In addition to the common global challenges, Nigerian SMEs face unique issues that affect their performance. One such challenge is the 

unreliable power supply, which significantly increases operational costs. A survey by the Nigerian Association of Chambers of 

Commerce, Industry, Mines, and Agriculture (NACCIMA) found that power outages lead to an average loss of 17% of annual sales for 

Nigerian SMEs (NACCIMA, 2019). Moreover, the high cost of alternative power sources, such as generators, further erodes profit 

margins. Another challenge is the limited access to skilled labor. The Nigerian education system often does not align with the needs of 

the industry, resulting in a workforce that lacks the necessary skills for many SME operations (Osalor, 2019). This skills gap hampers 

productivity and innovation, which are critical for the growth and competitiveness of SMEs. 

 

Accordingly, the literature showed that many factors are responsible for SMEs' performance (Ndubisi & Iftikhar, 2012). However, 

SMEs are constrained by a number of challenges and cannot improve their performance level (SMEDAN, 2021). Oyeku et al. (2014) 

argued that the performance of SMEs is solely the responsibility of an entrepreneur. Hence, developing an entrepreneurial mindset and 

intention is key to SMEs' performance. Notwithstanding, Oluwaseun et al. (2020) position the gains that having an entrepreneurial 

mindset such as opportunity recognition, risk-taking, and innovativeness, can offer entrepreneurs the ability to improve SME 

performance in a challenging environment. Perhaps, the inability of the SME owner/manager’s inability to display an effective 

entrepreneurial mindset could be responsible for the declining performance of SMEs.  

 

Yet, Ukenna, Makinde, Akinlabi, and Asikhia (2019) pointed out that among the many possible reasons responsible for the failure of 

SMEs is the mindset of those whose responsibility it is to manage the business. Hence, literature has established a link between 

entrepreneurial mindset – opportunity recognition, risk-taking, innovativeness, and SME performance (Nielsen, Christensen & Storvang, 

2021); as well as entrepreneurial intention and SME performance (Changalima, Ismail, & Amani, 2025; Karimi, Ngina & David, 2023; 

Panigrahi, Shrivastava, & Nudurupati, 2024). 

 

Jemal (2020) recommended further research on the effect of an entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance. Similarly, Karimi, Ngina, 

and David (2023) and Ebdane and Samar (2019) recommended testing the effect of entrepreneurial intention as either a mediator or 

moderator in the stream of entrepreneurial mindset and SME performance research. Therefore, this study intends to examine how 

entrepreneurial intention moderates the effect of entrepreneurial mindset opportunity recognition, risk-taking, and innovativeness on 

SME performance in Delta State. 
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2.1 Literature Reviews 

2.1.1 The Concept of SME Performance 

According to literature, SMEs performance is a heterogeneous concept that is globally recognized as key to survival (Alvarez-Torres et 

al., 2019). Ndesaulwa (2016) defines the term performance as a systematic process that comprises the actual output or results of an 

organization measured against its intended outputs (organizational goals and objectives). Likewise, Vivian and Ihinmoyan (2022) 

contend that SMEs performance is viewed by scholars differently, using financial and non-financial indicators, as well as subjective and 

objective measures.  

 

Yet, scholars have conceptualized SMEs performance in relation to business success (Oluwaseun et al., 2020), growth (Lombardi et al., 

2020), sustainability (Ajor & Joy, 2020), and sustained competitive advantage (Farery & Nyang’au, 2021). Furthermore, Santos and 

Brito (2012) believes that superior financial performance is a way to satisfy investors and can be represented by profitability, growth 

and market value where profitability measures the ability of a firm in the past to generate returns and growth demonstrates its ability in 

the past to increase its size. Therefore, the performance of small and medium enterprises is viewed as their ability to contribute to wealth 

creation through enterprises start-up, survival and growth (Vivian & Ihinmoyan, 2022; Sirilli, 2004). 

 

There is no universal definition for SMEs due to countries differences in economic development, types of business engaged and sector 

of operation – service or manufacturing (Jemal, 2020; Ofosuaa et al., 2015). Also, Iorakpen (2014) noted that number of employees, 

financial strength, sales value, relative size, initial capital outlay and types of industry are common criteria used in defining SMEs. 

According to United Nations industrial development organization a medium enterprise has 20 to 99 workers in manufacturing firm and 

exporting companies (Adalessossi & Uktu, 2015).  

 

Literature showed that common indicators of SMEs performance involve profitability, market value, sales, customer and investor 

satisfaction (Ummah, 2019), business expansion, business size as well as realization of corporate objectives (Lombardi et al., 2020). 

Also, Tanveer et al. (2013) have identified the dimensions of performance measurement as: growth, profit, size, liquidity, success/failure 

and others. Similarly, Zairi (1994) categorized performance measurement into four, namely: (1) Profit which include: return on assets, 

return on investment and return on sales (2) Growth in term of: sales, market share and wealth creation (3) Stakeholder satisfaction 

which include customer satisfaction and employees’ satisfaction and (4) competitive position which include: overall competitive position 

and success rate in launching new product.  

 

In the same way, Farery and Nyang’au (2021) have measured performance using indicators that comprised of profit and sales growth, 

stake holder’s satisfaction, competitive position and success in launching new products. Still, Cubin (2019) have measured SMEs 

performance in terms of accomplishment of strategic objectives. On the other hand, Vivian and Ihinmoyan (2022) have adopted a 

different measures of performance that include sales per employee, export per employee, growth rates of sales, total assets, total 

employment, operation profit ratio, and return on investment. 

 

2.1.2 The Concept of Entrepreneurial Mindset 

Scholars have defined entrepreneurial mindset differently. For instance, Farery and Nyang’au (2021) defined entrepreneurial mindset 

as a specific state of mind which orientates human conduct towards entrepreneurial activities and outcomes. While, Shane (2015) has 

described entrepreneurial mindset as ability of entrepreneurs to perceive opportunities and use existing resources in new ways to exploit 

such opportunities. Yet, Kato and Miyake (2020) maintained that entrepreneurial mindset is interpreted as a person's perception of 

starting a business, having an attitude that dares to take risks with his own abilities. 

 

On the other hand, Pihie and Sani (2013) claimed that entrepreneurial mindset is a concept that portrays the innovative and energetic 

search for opportunities of entrepreneurs in order to facilitate actions aimed at exploiting opportunities. Hence, establishing an 

entrepreneurial mindset is important to sustain the competitiveness of business organizations (Thompson, 2014). However, Daspit et al. 

(2023) defined entrepreneurial mindset as a cognitive perspective that enables an individual to create value by recognizing and acting 

on opportunities, making decisions with limited information, and remaining adaptable and resilient in conditions that are often uncertain 

and complex. 

 

Accordingly, scholars have described entrepreneurial mindset in terms of entrepreneurial orientation (Karimi, Ngina & David, 2023), 

entrepreneurial behavior (Amir, Burhanuddin & Priatna, 2018), and entrepreneurial attitude (Suheryanto & Ie, 2023). While, 

entrepreneurial mindset as orientation is manifested through innovation, creativity, business alertness and risk taking (Njeru, 2012). On 

the other hand, entrepreneurial mindset as attitude, according to Choe et al. (2020) has several dimensions that involves achievement, 

personal control, innovation and opportunity recognition. Yet, entrepreneurial mindset as behavior, according to Amir et al. (2018) is 

conceptualized in terms of opportunities responsiveness, innovativeness, risk taking and persistence in doing business. 
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Jemal (2020) pointed out that acquiring an entrepreneurial mindset requires re-learning and self’s motivation to take risk, and become 

creative and innovation. Thus, cultivating an entrepreneurial mindset requests functioning entrepreneurial orientation that prepares 

emerging leaders with ability to cope with ambiguity and face complexity in organization (Xu, 2020; Victor, 2018). Entrepreneurial 

mindset also requests enthusiasm for opportunity (Suvittawat, 2019), being passionate in seeking new opportunities as well as pursuing 

best opportunities (Jael, 2017). Hence, mindset dimension includes willingness and eagerness in identifying new opportunities and 

exploit it which provides competitive advantage and help to achieve business success. 

 

Notwithstanding Ahimbisibwe et al. (2023) interpreted entrepreneurial mindset based on personality traits as well as cognitive view. 

While, the personality traits involve factors that distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs. However, the cognitive focused on 

predispositions of entrepreneurs, or cognition that resides in mind and makes some individuals able to identify and exploit opportunities; 

while, others don’t. Hence, cognitive predispositions influence entrepreneurs’ responses to external environments, risk preferences, 

recognition of emerging opportunities and how to best exploit them, which ultimately affects their strategic choices and leads to 

enhanced performance and business growth. 

 

In contrast, Ahimbisibwe et al. (2021) asserted that entrepreneurial mindset is a multidimensional concept composed of a deliberative 

mindset and an implemental mindset. While, deliberative mindset is the pre-decisional phase, which is characterized conditions that 

individuals use to evaluate the feasibility of all competing ideas or business opportunities. However, implemental mindset is the post-

decisional phase characterized by ability of individuals to initiate actions, seize the most feasible opportunities and implement the 

selected goal. 

 

Consequently, Karimi, Ngina and David (2023) defined entrepreneurial mindset as willingness and eagerness to identify new 

opportunities as well as exploiting them leading to a competitive advantage which subsequently help to achieve business success. Hence, 

entrepreneurial mindset is conceptually associated with features like alertness, opportunity recognition, risk taking propensity, 

entrepreneur belief and value as well as entrepreneur innovation which all enhance entrepreneur superior performance (Arokodare, 

Kuforiji, Makinde & Asikhia, 2020). 

 

In addition, Vivian and Ihinmoyan (2022) defined entrepreneurial mindset as the feelings and belief of a particular ability to think out 

of the box. Scholars have also described entrepreneurial mindset as that ability to repeatedly initiate new product or service ideas, 

reconverting all resources into new uses, bringing new ideas from many sources. Ideas must be generated, resources assembled, the new 

product or services produced and delivered to users (Lackéus, 2016). Hence, entrepreneurial mindset is considered a holistic perception 

of generating novel ideas, evaluating opportunities and risks, as it portrays the innovative and energetic search for opportunities and 

facilitates actions aimed at exploiting opportunities (Susilo, 2014). The next section are the reviews of entrepreneurial mindset 

dimensions (Opportunity Recognition, Risk-Taking, and Innovativeness). 

 

2.1.2.1 Opportunity Recognition 

Farery and Nyang’au (2021) described the concept as necessary skills that help entrepreneurs to identify and harness new opportunities. 

Also, Shane (2013) defined opportunity recognition, as entrepreneurs’ ability to identify and tap such opportunities. In addition, Lyngsie 

and Foss (2017) defined opportunity recognition as entrepreneurs’ ability to access information and willingness to act upon information 

in terms of risk and attitude. Hence, one having entrepreneurial skills is key to the growth and progress of any business enterprise, as 

numerous opportunities are harnessed by those entrepreneurs who could identify them to start or improve their businesses and 

subsequently, their welfare (Shuka, 2015). 

 

The study of Farery and Nyang’au (2021) established that opportunity recognition had significant positive relationship with performance 

of women owned micro and small enterprises. Also, Jemal (2020) found that seeking opportunity as one of the parameters of 

entrepreneurial mindset affects positively and significantly the performance of SMEs. Equally, Amir, Burhanuddin and Priatna (2018) 

found that opportunities responsiveness had a positive and significant effect on business performance. However, the findings of 

Suheryanto and Ie (2023) revealed that opportunity recognition has an insignificant effect on the performance of SMEs. Hence, the 

study formulate the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis One: Opportunity Recognition has no significant effect on SME Performance in Delta State. 

 

2.1.2.2 Risk-Taking 

Farery and Nyang’au (2021) and Deakins and Freel (2012) defined risk taking as readiness of entrepreneurs to pursue opportunities and 

act boldly without knowing the consequences, despite uncertainty around the eventual success. Risk taking, may also be viewed as 

process of devoting huge amount of resources to projects in anticipation of high returns, despite high possibility of higher failure 

(Mahmoud & Hanafi, 2013). In addition, Oluwaseun et al. (2020) and Wioeniewska, Tarczyñska, and Papiashvili (2015) define risk-

taking as the tendency of a firm to engage in highrisk projects with the aid of managerial preferences who choose bold actions to achieve 

a firm’s objective. Hence, risk-taking in entrepreneurship refers to the willingness of entrepreneurs to take calculated business-related 
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risks, develop emotional resilience and invest resources in business opportunities in anticipation of high returns (Musawa & Ahmad, 

2018; Kazemi & Madandar, 2012). 

 

In a study, Jemal (2020) found that risk taking as one of the parameters of entrepreneurial mindset affects positively and significantly 

the performance of SMEs. The study of Alvarez-Torres et al. (2019) also, found that companies that manifest greater degree of risk-

taking have a positive effect on their firm performance. Correspondingly, the study of Farery and Nyang’au (2021) established that risk-

taking had significant positive relationship with performance of women owned micro and small enterprises. Likewise, Amir et al. (2018) 

found that risk taking had a positive and significant effect on business performance. Additionally, the study of Ajor and Joy (2020) 

revealed that a positive significant relationship exists between the risk-taking mindset and organizational sustainability. On the other 

hand, Ebdane and Samar (2019) found that risk-taking does not significantly contribute to sustainable growth of micro, small, and 

medium enterprises. Therefore, the study formulate the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis Two: Risk-Taking has no significant effect on SME Performance in Delta State 

 

2.1.2.3 Innovativeness 

Oluwaseun et al. (2020) define innovativeness as a firm’s propensity to experiment new ideas in order to activate a process that results 

in new products, services, or technological development. Also, Hoque et al. (2018) defined innovativeness as experimentation of new 

ideas or creativity efforts in response to new opportunities which results in new products and services. Hence, innovativeness may 

include fostering a spirit of creativity, supporting research and development (R&D) and experimentation, developing new processes, 

introducing new products/services, and technological leadership (Balla et al., 2018; Lumpkin & Dess, 2001); as well as improving the 

existing product, process and method, in order satisfy customers and improve performance (OECD 2017; Guiné, Ramalhosa, & Valente, 

2016). The next section is the review of entrepreneurial intention as moderator for the study. 

 

An empirical study by Alvarez-Torres et al. (2019) found that companies that manifest high level of innovativeness have a positive 

effect on their firm performance. Similarly, Jemal (2020) found that innovation as one of the parameters of entrepreneurial mindset 

affects positively and significantly the performance of SMEs. Again, Amir et al. (2018) found that innovativeness had a positive and 

significant effect on business performance. On the contrary, Suheryanto and Ie (2023) that innovation has an insignificant effect on the 

performance of SMEs. Still, Ebdane and Samar (2019) found that innovation has no significant effect on sustainable growth of micro, 

small, and medium enterprises. Yet, Vivian and Ihinmoyan (2022) had found an inverse relationship between innovativeness and 

performance of Tailors. Thus, the study formulate the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis Three: Innovativeness has no significant effect on SME Performance in Delta State. 

 

2.1.3 Entrepreneurial Intention as Moderator 

The intention of entrepreneurs has always been considered as a relevant field of entrepreneurial research (Ebdane & Samar, 2019), 

especially as it featured start-up behavior (Dahalan, Jaafar, & Rosdi, 2015), and growth intentions of entrepreneurs (Knockaert, Foo, 

Erikson, & Cools, 2015). Hence, entrepreneurial intention represents the desirability of a person to translates entrepreneurial activity 

and willingness develop a business or launch new business, as well as ability of a person to act on that willingness and its capability to 

do that action (Yousaf et al., 2021; Bae et al., 2014; Kolvereid & Moen, 1997). 

 

According to literature, SMEs performance is a heterogeneous concept that is globally recognized as key to survival (Alvarez-Torres et 

al., 2019). Ndesaulwa (2016) defines the term performance as a systematic process that comprises the actual output or results of an 

organization measured against its intended outputs (organizational goals and objectives). Likewise, Vivian and Ihinmoyan (2022) 

contend that SMEs performance is viewed by scholars differently, using financial and non-financial indicators, as well as subjective and 

objective measures.  

 

Yet, scholars have conceptualized SMEs performance in relation to business success (Oluwaseun et al., 2023), growth (Lombardi et al., 

2020), sustainability (Ajor & Joy, 2020), and sustained competitive advantage (Farery & Nyang’au, 2021). Furthermore, Santos and 

Brito (2012) believes that superior financial performance is a way to satisfy investors and can be represented by profitability, growth 

and market value where profitability measures the ability of a firm in the past to generate returns and growth demonstrates its ability in 

the past to increase its size. Therefore, the performance of small and medium enterprises is viewed as their ability to contribute to wealth 

creation through enterprises start-up, survival and growth (Vivian & Ihinmoyan, 2022; Sirilli, 2004). 

 

The effect of entrepreneurial intention on SME performance has been empirically tested. The study of Khan et al. (2023) empirically 

found that entrepreneurial intention has a significant effect on SMEs performance. Also, Ebdane and Samar (2019) have established the 

effect of entrepreneurial intention on the sustainability growth performance of SMEs as positive and significant. Additionally, the study 

by Cubin (2019) revealed that entrepreneurial intention has a significant impact on the performance of SMEs operating in the informal 

sector. Hence, the study formulate the following moderating hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis Five: Entrepreneurial Intention does not moderate the effect of Opportunity Recognition, Risk-Taking, and Innovativeness) 

on SME Performance in Delta State. 

 

3.1 Theoretical Framework 

Based on the theoretical review, this study will be underpinned by RBV supported by competency theory because the theories present 

a holistic view on the influence of entrepreneurial mindsets such as opportunity recognition, risk taking and innovation, as well as 

entrepreneurial intention on the performance of small and medium enterprises. 

 

3.1.1 Resource-Based View (RBV) 

This study is based on the resource-based view, which outlines that the resources and capabilities of the business are the fundamental 

factors for business performance (Seedee, Sulaiman, & Ismail, 2015). Similarly, the resource-based view is of great relevance in the 

context of small and medium scale businesses, because it contends that the long-term existence of small and medium enterprises largely 

is dependent on a business’ distinctive product offerings, and the growth of this uniqueness over time is by fostering the business’s core 

capabilities (Kelliher & Reinl, 2009). Hence, having entrepreneurial mindset and intention, result in proper utilization of tangible and 

intangible resources, which is also considered as means of achieving sustainable performance (Cubin, 2019).  

 

3.1.2 Competency Theory of Action Phases 

These competency attributes are observable, measurable and distinguishable between superior and other performers. An entrepreneur is 

expected to possess high level of competency in different dimensions like intellectual, attitudinal, behavioral, technical, and managerial 

aspects. Entrepreneurs are therefore permanently challenged to deploy a set of competencies to succeed in their owned small and medium 

enterprises. This underlying characteristics possessed by a person which result in new venture creation, and the survival and growth of 

SMEs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Conceptual Framework, 2025 

 

4.1 Methodology 

This study adopts quantitative research and cross-sectional survey design, as data will be collected and analyzed at once. The selection 

of a specific research design method should align with the research objectives, the type of data needed, available resources, ethical 

considerations, and the overall research approach. Researchers often choose methods that best suit the nature of their study and research 

questions to ensure that they collect relevant and valid data. Research designs can vary significantly depending on the research questions 

and objectives. 

 

Yet, Sharma (2010) described correlation research design as a type of research explores the associations between variables while the 

researcher has less of an influence on the variable being studied. However, Trochim, Donnelly and Arora (2016) defined descriptive 

research as process that involves collection and analysis of data, in order to describe the nature of a subject without influencing it in any 

way.  Hence, the overall aim is to describe phenomenon and discover new insights based on inferences or causal relationships. 
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Therefore, descriptive research design was appropriate for the research because the primary purpose of the study is: to investigate the 

effect of entrepreneurial mindset – opportunity recognition, risk taking and innovativeness on SMEs performance in Delta State; and 

test the moderating effect of entrepreneurial intention in the realm of entrepreneurial mindset and SMEs performance research. 

Accordingly, the questionnaire were used to contain both nominal, ordinal and 5 Likert scales. The nominal and ordinal scales are meant 

to collect demographic information of respondents. On the other hand, 5 Likert scale is designed to collect responses from respondents 

related to variables, using structured questions ranging from Strongly Agree (SA) = 1; Agree (A) = 2; Neutral (N) = 3; Disagree (D) = 

4; to Strongly Disagree (SD) = 5. 

 

Therefore, the population of this study consists of 39,664 SMEs in Delta State, Nigeria (SMEDAN, 2024). The sample size is 380 SMEs 

based on the sample size determination table of Krejcie and Morgan (1970). Notwithstanding, in line with Salkind's (1990) to avoid a 

low response rate, the sample size is increased by 50%, in order to avoid a low response rate, and thus, accounting for a total sample 

size of 570 SMEs. This study adopted a systematic sampling technique as it gives every element in the population equal opportunity to 

be chosen. 

 

The data was analyzed by using SPSS version 22 and PLS-SEM, to run preliminary analysis, descriptive statistics, and inferential 

statistical analysis, in order to establish causality between variables. This conforms to the suggestion of Hair et al. (2019) and Pallant 

(2011) on the adoption of the method in analyzing causal effects among variables, especially in management research. 

 

In this study, all the measurement that measure the research variables were adopted from the prior studies. Hence, the measures for 

opportunity recognition involve six (6) questions adopted from Farery and Nyang’au (2021). The measures for risk taking involves five 

(5) questions adopted from Khan et al. (2023). The measures for innovativeness involves three (3) questions adopted from Alvarez-

Torres et al. (2019). The measures for entrepreneurial intention involves six (6) questions adopted from Khan et al. (2023). The measures 

for SMEs performance involves five (5) questions adopted from Khan et al. (2023). 

 

Table 1: Pilot Study 

Variables Dimensions Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

SMEs Performance _ 5 0.86 

 

Entrepreneurial Mindset 

Opportunity Recognition 6 0.89 

Risk-Taking 5 0.77 

Innovativeness 3 0.80 

Entrepreneurial Intention _ 6 0.88 

Source: Survey, 2025 

 

Reliability refers to the extent to which a measure is free from random measurement errors (Smithson, 2005). If measures have low 

reliability, they will limit the statistical power to predict relationships. Alpha was developed by Lee Cronbach in 1951 to provide a 

measure of the internal consistency of a test or scale; it is expressed as a number between 0 and 1. As the estimate of reliability increases, 

the fraction of a test score that is attributable to error will decrease. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient greater than 0.7 suggests that the 

instrument is reliable (Cronbach, 1951).  

 

Accordingly, the reliability of the research instruments (that is the questionnaire) was tested by carrying out a pilot test. This means 

administering the questionnaire to thirty (30) managers / owners of SMEs in Delta State. The reliability of the content of the research 

instrument is evaluated through the Reliability test with the application of SPSS version 22. The outcome of the analysis demonstrated 

high reliability level of the questionnaire above 0.7. 

 

5.1 Analysis and Results 

This section discussed response rate, data analysis, statistical findings and interpretation of results. The PLS-SEM was used for 

assessment of measurement model, and structural model to establish causal effect between independent and dependent variables, and as 

well, test the effect of moderator on such relationships. 

 

Based on the sample size, this study distributed 570 questionnaires to the owners and managers of SMEs in Delta State, Nigeria. 

Interestingly, 421 questionnaires were properly completed and returned. While, 149 questionnaires were not returned. Accounting for 

valid response rate of 74% and 26% of unreturned questionnaires. 
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The descriptive statistics involves analysis of demographic information of respondents and mean and standard deviation of variables. 

Descriptive statistics analysis showed that most of the people who responded to the survey are male (357), accounting for 85.2% of the 

total respondents. While, female respondents were 62, accounting for 15.8% of the total respondents. About the age respondents, 147 

respondents are within age bracket 31 – 40 years, 135 respondents are within age bracket 18 -30 years, 75 respondents are within age 

bracket 41 – 50 years, and lastly, 62 respondents are above 51 years of age, accounting for 35.1%, 32.2%, 17.9% and 14.8% of the total 

respondents. 

 

Regarding educational qualification, the results showed that 147 respondents have Diploma or NCE, 75 respondents have PhD, 73 

respondents have Masters, 62 respondents have Bachelor Degree, and 62 respondents have other types of educational qualifications, 

accounting for 35.1%, 17.9%, 17.4%, 14.8% and 14.8% of the total respondents. 

 

In terms of business sectors, 77 respondents engage in Agricultural businesses, 74 respondents operate in Hotel and Tourism sector, 73 

respondents deal in Clothing and Textile material, 62 respondents operate a Tailoring and Fashion Design shops, 61 respondents operate 

in Food and Beverage industry, and 36 respondents operate in Leather and Shoes subsector. Yet, 36 respondents engage in other type 

of business activities. 

 

5.2 Partial Least Square – Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) Analysis  

This section presented the statistical analysis using PLS-SEM. Accordingly, Hair et al. (2018) contend that this technique is 

contemporary method of analyzing complex model, establishing cause-and-effect, and testing of relationship among independent and 

dependent (exogenous and endogenous) variables, and testing effect of intervening (mediating or moderating) variables. Accordingly, 

the research model was operationalized as a reflective model with arrows pointing at the items/indicators. Also, this section provided 

in-depth discussion on assessment measurement model, structural model and predictive relevance. Figure 2 provided general overview 

of the research model. 

 
Figure 2: Reflective Research Model 

 

5.2.1 Measurement Model  

According to Hair et al. (2014), measurement model is assessed through a number of criteria which include evaluation of individual 

item reliability, determination of convergent and discriminant validity, as well as evaluation of internal consistency reliability. Figure 3 

demonstrated graphical measurement model assessment. 
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Figure 3: Measurement Model 

 

5.2.1.1 Individual Item Reliability 

On a general note, this type of reliability is established based on the weight of outer loadings that satisfy the acceptable cutoff above 0.6 

(Hair et al., 2018). Based on this criteria, the result of individual item reliability indicated high level of consistency, with strong outer 

loadings greater than 0.6. Also, Table 2 demonstrated that all questions used in this study to measure the latent variables loaded strongly. 

Therefore, all the items measuring the research constructs could be described as reliable. 

 

5.2.1.2 Internal Consistency Reliability 

The reliability was assessed through statistical evaluation of size of Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient and composite reliability, as both are 

considered a good measure of testing reliability of instrument that measure the latent variables, with acceptable cutoff of 0.6 and above 

(Hair et al., 2018). Based on certified criteria, the result of internal consistency reliability demonstrated that each of latent variables have 

acceptable coefficient which exceeding the cutoff point of 0.6. Accordingly, Table 2 highlighted that SME performance, opportunity 

recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention have adequate internal consistency, with Alpha and composite 

reliability of 0.975 and 0.982, 0.961 and 0.971, 0.884 and 0.904, 0.985 and 0.990, and 0.929 and 0.946, respectively. 

 

5.2.1.3 Convergent Validity 

This type of validity was evaluated through statistical consideration of level of average variance extract (AVE), as it has been described 

as a good measure of testing validity of instruments, with acceptable cutoff greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2014). Based on certified criteria, 

the results in Table 2 highlighted that each of latent variables have acceptable validity level, which exceeded the cutoff of 0.5. Hence, 

SME performance, opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention have AVE of 0.931, 0.894, 0.655, 

0.971 and 0.779, respectively. 

 

Table 2: Construct Reliability and Validity 

 
Items 

Outer 

Loadings 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

Entrepreneurial 

Intention 
ENTPRIN1 0.781 0.929 0.946 0.779 

 ENTPRIN2 0.777    

 ENTPRIN4 0.947    

 ENTPRIN5 0.957    

 ENTPRIN6 0.934    

Innovativeness INNV1 0.982 0.985 0.990 0.971 

 INNV2 0.993    

 INNV3 0.981    

Opportunity 

Recognition 
OPR1 0.945 0.961 0.971 0.894 

 OPR2 0.940    

 OPR3 0.941    

 OPR4 0.957    
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Risk Taking RTK1 0.873 0.884 0.904 0.655 

 RTK2 0.838    

 RTK3 0.796    

 RTK4 0.889    

 RTK5 0.624    

SME Performance PF1 0.943 0.975 0.982 0.931 

 PF2 0.958    

 PF3 0.972    

 PF4 0.986    

 

5.2.1.4 Discriminant Validity 

Contrary to other forms of validity, discriminant validity is evaluated by means of employing most common criteria, which involved 

Fornell-Larcker and Cross-Loading criteria, as both are considered a good measure of testing validity of instruments. Based on this 

criteria, each of the latent variable and individual items that measure the constructs must load highly in their own constructs, and should 

reflect same pattern in rows and columns. Accordingly, the result showed that the latent variables loaded strongly in their own constructs. 

Similarly, Table 3 highlighted that the strong loadings were visibly observe appearing in various columns and rows of the constructs. 

Hence, the discriminant validity is achieved. 

 

Table 3: Fornell-Larcker Criterion 

 
Entrepreneurial 

Intention 

Innovativen

ess 

Opportunity 

Recognition 

Risk 

Taking 
SME Performance 

Entrepreneurial 

Intention 
0.883     

Innovativeness 0.836 0.986    

Opportunity 

Recognition 
0.752 0.799 0.946   

Risk Taking 0.806 0.706 0.646 0.810  

SME Performance -0.311 -0.348 -0.404 -0.343 0.965 

 

Likewise, using the cross-loading criterion the result in Table 3 showed that all the items that measure the latent variables have loaded 

strongly in their own constructs both in columns and rows. Hence, the discriminant validity is achieved. 

 

Table 3: Cross Loading Criterion 

  
Entrepreneurial 

Intention 

Innovativ

eness 

Opportunity 

Recognition 

Risk 

Taking 

SME 

Performance 

ENTPRIN1 0.781     

ENTPRIN2 0.777     

ENTPRIN4 0.972     

ENTPRIN5 0.975     

ENTPRIN6 0.934     

INNV1 0.924 0.982    

INNV2 0.937 0.993    

INNV3 0.907 0.981    

OPR1 0.689 0.751 0.945   

OPR2 0.744 0.762 0.940   

OPR3 0.658 0.696 0.941   

OPR4 0.756 0.814 0.957   

PF1 -0.294 -0.325 -0.395 0.873  

PF2 -0.287 -0.340 -0.407 0.838  
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PF3 -0.321 -0.341 -0.371 0.796  

PF4 -0.299 -0.337 -0.386 0.889  

RTK1 0.615 0.449 0.373 0.624  

RTK2 0.464 0.275 0.280 -0.168 0.943 

RTK3 0.389 0.210 0.192 -0.136 0.958 

RTK4 0.558 0.395 0.343 -0.213 0.972 

RTK5 0.836 0.915 0.857 -0.399 0.986 

 

5.2.2 Structural Model  

The structural model entails evaluating the effect of exogenous variables on endogenous variable, using B, t-statistics and p-value. Yet, 

coefficient of determination and effect size were utilized, in order to determine the effect of exogenous variables on the endogenous 

variable. The details of this assessment is shown in Figure 4 and Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. 

 
Figure 4: Structural Model  

 

5.2.2.1 Direct Effect 

The direct effect of entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance is assessed based on B, t-statistics and p-value. Accordingly, the 

results in Figure 4 and Table 4 showed that opportunity recognition has a significant effect on SME performance (B = -0.318, t-value = 

6.997, p-value = .000). Suggesting that an increase in opportunity recognition will lead to an improvement in SME performance in Delta 

State. Hence, H1 which stated that opportunity recognition has no significant effect on SME performance in Delta State, lacks statistical 

support. Yet, the study found that risk taking has a significant effect on SME performance (B = -0.296, t-value = 6.221, p-value = .000). 

Signifying that when entrepreneurs are averse to risk, take greater risk that will eventually lead to an improvement in SME performance 

in Delta State. Thus, H2 which stated that risk taking has no significant effect on SME performance in Delta State, is not statistical 

supported. 

 

Correspondingly, the study established that innovativeness has a significant effect on SME performance (B = -0.767, t-value = 4.006, 

p-value = .000). Highlighting that an increase in innovativeness will lead to an improvement in SME performance in Delta State. Hence, 

H3 which stated that innovativeness has no significant effect on SME performance in Delta State, is not supported statistically. 

Additionally, the study found that entrepreneurial intention has significant positive effect on SME performance (B = 0.633, t-value = 

3.071, p-value = .000). Accentuating that an increase in entrepreneurial intention will lead to an improvement in SME performance in 

Delta State. Hence, H4 which postulated that entrepreneurial intention has no significant effect on SME performance in Delta State, 

lacks statistical support. 

 

Table 4: Path Coefficients 

  
Original Sample 

(O) 

Standard Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 
P Values 

Entrepreneurial Intention -> 

SME Performance 
0.633 0.206 3.071 0.001 
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Innovativeness -> SME 

Performance 
-0.767 0.191 4.006 0.000 

Opportunity Recognition -> 

SME Performance 
-0.318 0.045 6.997 0.000 

Risk Taking -> SME 

Performance 
-0.296 0.048 6.211 0.000 

 

5.2.2.2 Coefficient of Determination 

Coefficient of determination is evaluated using value of R square (R2), which can be described as small, medium or large (Cohen, 1988). 

As shown in Table 5, opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention explained 49.5% variance of 

SME performance. Hence, the R2 is substantial. 

 

Table 5: R Square 

  R Square 
R Square 

Adjusted 

SME Performance 0.495 0.487 

 

5.2.2.3 Effect Size 

The purpose of evaluating effect size is to determine the amount of effect exogenous variables exerted on endogenous variable, using 

the level of the f square (f2), which according to Cohen (1988), can be described as weak, moderate and substantial. As shown in Table 

6, opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention moderate effect on SME performance. Hence, the 

f2 ranges from 0.017 to 0,034. 

 

Table 6: f Square 

  
SME 

Performance 

Entrepreneurial Intention 0.025 

Innovativeness 0.017 

Opportunity Recognition 0.034 

Risk Taking 0.034 

 

5.2.2.4 Moderating Effect 

The moderating effect of entrepreneurial intention on the relationship between opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and 

SME performance, is assessed using B, t-statistics and p-value. Accordingly, Table 7 showed that that entrepreneurial intention has a 

significant moderating effect on the relationship between opportunity recognition and SME performance (B = -0.111, t-value = 1.826, 

p-value = .034). Hence, H5 which postulated that entrepreneurial intention does not moderate the effect of opportunity recognition on 

SME performance in Delta State, is not supported.  

 

Similarly, the study established that entrepreneurial intention has a significant moderating effect on the relationship between risk taking 

and SME performance (B = 0.101, t-value = 1.847, p-value = .033). Hence, H6 which asserted that entrepreneurial intention does not 

moderate the effect of risk taking on SME performance in Delta State, is not supported. Furthermore, the study found that entrepreneurial 

intention has a significant moderating effect on the relationship between innovativeness and SME performance (B = -0.172, t-value = 

2.277, p-value = .012). Hence, H7 which asserted that entrepreneurial intention does not moderate the effect of innovativeness on SME 

performance in Delta State, is not supported.  

  

Table 7: Path Coefficients 

  
Original 

Sample (O) 

Standard Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Value

s 

Moderating Effect 1 -> SME 

Performance 
-0.111 0.061 1.826 0.034 

Moderating Effect 2 -> SME 

Performance 
0.101 0.055 1.847 0.033 

Moderating Effect 3 -> SME 

Performance 
-0.172 0.076 2.277 0.012 
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5.2.3 Predictive Relevance  

Predictive relevance is evaluated in order to show the predictive power of the exogenous variables on endogenous variable. Accordingly, 

Figure 5 showed that opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention have a strong predictive influence 

on SME performance. 

 
Figure 5: Predictive Relevance 

 

Additionally, the results in Table 8 showed that the model has a Crossvalidated Redundancy (Q2) value of 0.169. Suggesting that 

opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and entrepreneurial intention have a strong predictive power on SME performance. 

 

Table 8: Construct Crossvalidated Redundancy 

  SSO SSE 
Q² (=1-

SSE/SSO) 

Entrepreneurial Intention 2095 2095   

Innovativeness 1257 1257   

Opportunity Recognition 1676 1676   

Risk Taking 2095 2095   

SME Performance 1675.9 1391.9 0.169 

 

6.1 Findings and Discussion 

6.1.1 Findings 

Based on the outcome, the three (3) hypotheses on the direct effect of entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance (H₀₁, H₀₂, and H₀₃) 

were rejected, as opportunity recognition, risk taking and innovativeness have direct significant effect on SME performance. In the same 

vein, the four (4) hypotheses on the direct effect of entrepreneurial intention on SME performance, as well as moderating effect of 

entrepreneurial intention on the relationship between opportunity recognition, risk taking, innovativeness and SME performance (H₀4, 

H₀5, H₀6, and H₀7) were rejected. Hence, entrepreneurial intention has a significant effect on SME performance, and as well, 

entrepreneurial intention has significantly moderated the effect of opportunity recognition, risk taking and innovativeness on SME 

performance. The summary of findings is shown in Table 9. 

 

 

 

Table 9: Decision Table  

Hypotheses Findings Decision 

H1 Opportunity Recognition has no significant effect on SME 

Performance in Delta State. 

Not Supportive Rejected 

H2 Risk-Taking has no significant effect on SME Performance in Delta 

State. 

Not Supportive Rejected 
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H3 Innovativeness has no significant effect on SME Performance in Delta 

State. 

Not Supportive Rejected 

H4 Entrepreneurial Intention has no significant effect on SME 

Performance in Delta State 

Not Supportive Rejected 

H5 Entrepreneurial Intention does not moderate the effect of Opportunity 

Recognition on SME Performance in Delta State. 

Not Supportive Rejected 

H6 Entrepreneurial Intention does not moderate the effect of Risk-Taking 

on SME Performance in Delta State. 

Not Supportive Rejected 

H7 Entrepreneurial Intention does not moderate the effect of 

Innovativeness on SME Performance in Delta State. 

Not Supportive Rejected 

 

6.1.2 Discussion 

The research findings provided great insights on the effect of entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance. This is evident particularly 

as the study found support on the significant effect of opportunity recognition on SME performance. Thus, research objective one has 

been achieved and research question one has been answered. Similarly, the study found that risk taking has a significant effect on SME 

performance. Signifying that SME performance is dependent on ability of entrepreneurs to take calculated risk and stimulate SME 

performance. Hence, research objective two has been achieved and research question two has been answered. The finding is similar to 

Muddat et al. (2021) who established that a positive effect exists between risk willingness and business performance. 

 

Correspondingly, the study findings underscore the role of innovativeness as an important factor that boost the performance of SMEs. 

Therefore, research objective three has been achieved, and research question three has been answered. Equally, the study has established 

a significant effect between entrepreneurial intention and SME performance. Accentuating that an increase in entrepreneurial intention 

will lead to corresponding increase in SME performance in Delta State. Hence, research objective four has been achieved, and research 

question four has been answered. The finding is similar to Aghazadeh, and Zandi (2022) who reported that international opportunity 

recognition and innovativeness exert significant effect on international growth. 

 

Additionally, the study has empirically established that the effect of entrepreneurial intention as a moderating variable on the relationship 

between opportunity recognition and SME performance is significant. Hence, research objective five has been achieved, and research 

question five has been answered. Likewise, the study statistically established that entrepreneurial intention has significantly moderated 

the effect of risk taking on SME performance. Hence, research objective six has been achieved and research question six has been 

answered.  

 

Nonetheless, the study empirically found that entrepreneurial intention has significant moderated the effect of innovativeness on SME 

performance. Therefore, research objective seven has been achieved, and research question seven has been answered.  

 

The findings implied that propensity to venture into risky activities and predisposition to recognize opportunities, can greatly contribute 

to better SME performance. Yet, the outcome demonstrated that entrepreneurs who think critically are committed to changes, as they 

perceive better opportunities and use their mental ability to sustain competitiveness in market place (Herndon, 2021). Suggesting that 

entrepreneurs can hone creative abilities, transform their thinking ability, and turn capabilities, as well as imaginative concept into new 

product, to realize organizational benefits (Venkataraman, 2019). In contrast, entrepreneurs who lack ability to brainstorm, generate 

new ideas and think critically, cannot realize meaningful organizational benefits of their investment. In general, sustainable business 

growth and performance were motivated by entrepreneurial mindset conceptualized in terms of propensity to risk taking, courage to 

spot opportunities and ability to satisfy customers through launch of unique product offering (Van Kleef et al., 2021; Hantman & 

Gimmon, 2014).  

 

Therefore, profitable opportunities are harnessed through predisposition of entrepreneurs to risk taking (Zainol et al., 2018; Wambugu 

et al., 2015). On the other hand, business failure occurs from risk aversion behavior of entrepreneurs and inability to sight and threats in 

market environment (Nuvriasari et al., 2020; Rauch et al., 2009). Accordingly, Kalsom and Ab Rahim (2015) and Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) established that familiarity of operating environment, willingness to take risks, and invest in identified opportunities, can lead to 

better performance and organizational success (Moudry & Thaichon, 2020; Nasuredin et al., 2016). Similarly, Yusof and Tahir (2021) 

and Salaudeen and Sauri (2020) found that business performance is significantly influenced by proclamation of entrepreneur to 

opportunity identification. Suggesting that entrepreneurs must be ready to seize opportunity, think strategically, and take profitable 

initiatives, for them to succeed in marketplace (Owoseni et al., 2020; Reuschke & Houston, 2020). Hence, owners/managers of SMEs 

should explore new business opportunities, be willing take risk and courageous to venture into growth oriented projects (Jain & 

Khandelwal, 2020). 

 

However, the findings contradict that of Mostafiz et al. (2021) who asserted that the IOR process positively impacts the non-financial 

performance of the firm. There is an insignificant direct relationship between IOR process and financial performance. Complimenting, 
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the IOR process complements financial performance through the non-financial performance of the firm. Creating international foothold, 

global reach, and reputation through new opportunities help the firms to enhance their overall profitability. A similar positive association 

between opportunities and performance of early internalised firms have been reported by Mostafiz et al. (2019). The importance of 

correct IOR process for export manufacturing firms is crucial, especially at the early stage of the market expansion (Chandra et al., 

2012).  

 

This study has identified a significant relationship between non-financial performance and the financial performance of export 

manufacturing firms. As indicated earlier, the international entrepreneurial capability has an indirect effect on the non-financial 

performance of export manufacturing firms through IOR process.  

The result is consistent with Makhloufi et al. (2024) who claimed that entrepreneurial opportunities inspire entrepreneurs to allocate 

sufficient capabilities to respond to market conditions and achieve and maintain business growth (Patel, 2019). Thus, recognising 

opportunities requires long entrepreneurial experience to enable entrepreneurs to comprehensively follow, observe and explore 

entrepreneurial markets (Lim et al., 2021) so that they can create, deliver and respond to customer needs and perceptions. Teece (2016) 

claims that in an effort to maintain superior EP, OR is the key driver for recognising the valuable capabilities needed to successfully 

generate unique sources of competitive advantages through entrepreneurial market exploitation. In addition, Li et al. (2020) argued that 

there are deficiencies in the OR for EP. Meanwhile, another study by Kim et al. (2018) stated that a brilliant entrepreneur with sufficient 

competencies always grasps profitable opportunities, leading to superior EP. Alternatively, the primary goals of entrepreneurs are 

survival and business growth.  

 

Accordingly, Mangenda Tshiaba et al. (2021) claimed that entrepreneurial OR assists entrepreneurs in tracking market demands, product 

position and delivered value, and these are significant influencers of an EP’s sustainability. Firms could fulfil market needs through 

innovative resource integration to deliver superior and unique value (Clark and Ramachandran, 2019). Hence, opportunity refers to an 

entrepreneur’s ability to recognise market needs and deliver value. Mangenda Tshiaba et al. (2021) pointed out that OR positively 

moderates and strengthens the relationship between dynamic capabilities and EP, further implying that OR empowers entrepreneurs’ 

capabilities to achieve EP and firm performance. Hasan and Almubarak (2016) examined the mediation effect of OR and found that it 

plays a vital role in the relationship between entrepreneurial goals and EP. Others (Bagheri, 2017; Ploum et al., 2018) believed that 

entrepreneurs’ self-made strategies succeed in the OR. 

 

Again, the finding is consistent with  prior studies who considered innovativeness as one of the most important determinants of 

competitive advantage. Innovativeness is argued as an important strategic orientation for firms to achieve long-term success (Noble et 

al., 2002; Chen et al., 2009), significant effect on venture performance (e.g. Baum, 1995; Rauch & Frese, 2000) and growth (Brännback, 

1999). Zaltman et al. (1973), Hurley & Hult (1988) and Hult et al. (2004) suggested that innovativeness is the initiation process of 

innovation which in turn represents the notion of openness to new ideas. Van de Ven (1986) considers innovativeness as the 

organization’s culture to recognize the need for new ideas and actions. Grissemann et al. (2013) considered innovativeness as an 

“attitudinal dimension” of innovation. As a result, this study considered innovativeness as the attitude, values and beliefs and being 

open-mind by individuals and or firms to the change.  

 

Within tourism SMEs context, there are relevant and comprehensive studies that empirically show the influence of innovativeness on 

firm performance (see e.g. Grissemann et al., 2013; Tsai & Yang, 2013; Tajeddini, 2010; Tajeddini & Trueman, 2012; Domi, 2018). 

Hult et al. (2004), Tsai & Yang (2013) in their empirical findings confirmed innovativeness as a crucial factor to enhance firm 

performance. Tajeddini & Trueman (2012) concluded that if managers and employees are innovative or open to new ideas they are more 

likely to enhance firm performance in tourism sector. Although these positive relationships, on the other side, several other studies have 

found that innovativeness has no direct effects on firm performance (see e.g., Terziovski, 2010; Grissemann et al., 2013).  

As a result, Tsai and Yang (2013) have argued, even that innovativeness is assumed to enhance performance, the empirical researches 

have not yet achieved a consensus on that. In addition, studies on innovativeness-firm performance relationship, are still in its infancy 

(Tajeddini, 2010). In this line, the lack of sufficient empirical results to support the positive relationship between innovativeness and 

SMEs performance reinforces the need to replicate such studies to a new sample for a developing country. However, the finding is 

contrary to Domi et al. (2019) who found that innovativeness does not affect SMEs performance directly, its significant effects are 

indirect, through the mediation role of innovation behavior. Regarding innovation behavior, the results indicate that the more tourism’s 

SMEs innovate in terms of ICT, cooperation (associations, networks etc.), the more their performance will positively increase. 

 

The finding is consistent with Subagja et al. (2022) who reported that innovative mindset of SMEs leads to a consideration that a business 

innovation should provide relative advantage. This characterizes DOI theory. The experience of SMEs running a business slowly makes 

an innovation breakthrough even though it is relatively small. This condition, according to innovation diffusion theory, is measured in 

terms of economy, social achievement, comfort, and satisfaction. Also, the result is dissimilar with that of Jun et al. (2021) suggest that 

a market development strategy is more important than a technology development strategy for an innovative organization to achieve high 

business performance. The findings concurred with Rahaman et al. (2021) who reported that risk-taking, has a significant influence on 
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SME performance. claiming that the business owners love to attempt some daring tasks in order achieve optimum growth. Hence, small 

firm owners, they believe that business decisions followed by risky elements would get them better financial attainment. 

 

The outcome is consistent with Riswanto et al. (2020) who established that there was a positive correlation between variables, and 

different patterns of technological innovation had a significant impact on industrial performance. Also, the results show that value 

creation includes creating value for customers through products and services, and marketing and technology activities have the greatest 

impact on innovative performance. Innovation includes innovative strategies, management innovation, and uses new methods to carry 

out activities. Still, the study found that innovativeness had the ability to mediate the influence between market orientation and marketing 

performance. 

 

Yet, the result is in agreement with Rahaman et al. (2021) who claimed that innovativeness, has an important impact on SME 

performance. The findings are consistent with prior studies. Introducing innovation in designing and crafting products results in driving 

business gain (Zahra & Garvis, 2000). During the conversation, respondents described that they always come up with new and innovative 

designs in their business product portfolio so that their SME products could remain differentiated in the market. They reward their 

employees every three months for their novel and innovative thinking, and this strategy got them a lot of financial gains such as 

accelerating SME business growth and sales. 

 

Moreover, the findings corroborated the study of Cubin (2019) who empirically found that entrepreneurial intentions significantly impact 

the business performance of the informal sector. The finding is in congruence with that of Hossain and Al Asheq (2019) who claimed 

that risk taking and innovativeness possess a positive significant effect on SME performance 

 

This is in line with assertion that entrepreneurs and SMEs usually categorise the situations in business as highly or less risky (Kreiser, 

2013). Moreover, it is widely accepted that small enterprises are more likely to take risks in uncertain environments with the intention 

to seize opportunity in respective markets. However, it is to be noted that risk-taking behaviour involves the huge resource commitment 

that is grounded in the entrepreneur’s expectation to gain increased returns and other associated benefits (Shihab, Wismiarsi, and Sine, 

2011). Moreover, entrepreneurs take calculated business-related risks whenever it comes to making investments in new ventures or tap 

uncertain market (Le Roux and Bengesi, 2014). In this process of assessing risk so as to make informed decisions, SMEs need to gather 

the relevant information.  

 

The findings of Tang and Murphy (2012) have suggested that SMEs do not usually invest in new ventures due to perceived high-risks. 

However, those who invest willingly, intend to generate huge profits and enhance the growth of their firms. Yet, increased 

competitiveness reflects the attitude of SMEs towards risk-taking in order to deal with their competitors. Fadda (2018) stated that for 

this purpose, SMEs monitor and counter the strategies of rivals continually. In addition, SMEs even imitate other organisations to 

achieve a competitive advantage and improve organisational performance. This implies that risk-taking behaviour is positively 

associated with the SMEs' performance.  

 

In accordance with the findings of Anlesinya, Eshun, and Bonuedi (2015), it was claimed that a significant correlation exists between 

profitability of SMEs and risk-taking behaviour. Also, Hamdan and Alheet (2020) posited that the notion of ‘innovation’ is of paramount 

importance for SMEs. Generally speaking, innovation is professed to be a phenomenon that encapsulates the diffusion, production, and 

translation of knowledge into improved and new products and services. The process of innovation also involves the development of new 

techniques of production and processes (Bigliardi, 2013). The innovativeness of a firm reflects on their propensity to support 

experimentation, new ideas, novelty, and creativity in processes to develop new and improved products and services. 

 

As mentioned earlier, innovation allows SMEs to gain competitive advantage as it involves the exploitation of firm’s existing resources 

by enabling the firm to become first-mover and leader in the marketplace. Eggers et al. (2013) further mentioned that, in order for SMEs 

to optimise their chances for relishing first-mover benefits, SMEs are required to combine the innovativeness and proactiveness. This 

combination of EO dimensions facilitates firms in coming up with novel and innovative solutions that are supposed to be breakthrough 

in the market (Wang, Hermens, Huang & Chelliah, 2015). 

 

The finding is similar to Fiernaningsih et al. (2024) who reported that entrepreneurial intention significantly influenced SME 

performance. Specifically, entrepreneurial intention has a path coefficient of –0.722 on SME performance, at significant level of p-value 

< 0.05. These results highlight the necessity of enhancing entrepreneurial intentions to boost SMEs’ resilience and performance. 

 

Subsequently, Anwar et al. (2024) proclaimed that sustainable entrepreneurial intentions significantly influence business performance. 

Asserting that companies with sustainability orientations tend to recover better and have better long-term performance due to the value 

created by resonating with a rapidly growing consumer market seeking ethical and environmentally aware practices. Hence, sustainable 

firms seeking long-term stability attract ethical investors and have relatively lower operational risks because their fundamental 

orientation is towards long-term stability and sustainability. Similarly, sustainably led entrepreneurs have been empirically proven to be 
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more likely to provide innovative solutions, reduce waste, and have better operational efficiency, leading to generally good business 

performance. 

 

7.1 Conclusion  

Based on the research outcome, the study comes up with the following conclusion: Having entrepreneurial mindset is key for SMEs’ 

managers/owners to achieve superior performance. The performance of SMEs is greatly enhanced by the ability of managers to recognize 

and take advantage of entrepreneurial opportunities. The ability of managers to take calculated risk taking, irrespective of amount of 

uncertainties can greatly enhance the performance SMEs. 

 

Innovativeness in form of unique product offering and development of distinctive competencies is critical for SMEs to achieve superior 

performance. Entrepreneurial intention could go a long way in enhancing SME performance. Entrepreneurial intention can greatly 

facilitate the relationship between entrepreneurial mindset and SME performance. The effect of opportunity recognition on SME 

performance is further strengthened by entrepreneurial intention. The effect of risk taking on SME performance is to greater extent 

reinforced by entrepreneurial intention. The effect of innovativeness on SME performance is inclined to entrepreneurial intention.  

 

8.1 Recommendations  

Based on the outcome, the study recommended that: Managers should see entrepreneurial mindset as opportunity for them to achieve 

superior SME performance level, as it encompassed the ability to spot entrepreneurial opportunities in the market environment, take 

calculate risk and become more innovative in terms of product offering and setting competitive price. Managers must understand that 

entrepreneurial intention can go a long way in enhancing SME performance, as it symbolized assertiveness of entrepreneurs to succeed 

and profit from their investments by creating something of value, identifying market niche and reaching out target customers. 

 

The managers must also recognize that the effect of entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance, is greatly enhanced by entrepreneurial 

intention. Hence, entrepreneurial intention inspires opportunity recognition effort, reinforces risk taking activities, and supports firms’ 

search for innovative products, in order to achieve superior performance. Policy makers like SMEDAN can assist managers of SMEs to 

reshape their entrepreneurial mindset and intention, in order to increase competitiveness and performance, by searching for better 

opportunities, targeting underserved markets and investing more in creativity and innovation. 

 

9.1 Contribution to Knowledge 

This study has contributed to knowledge by proving useful information on the effect of entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance. 

Similarly, the study provided important insights on the moderating effect of entrepreneurial intention on the relationship between 

entrepreneurial mindset and SME performance. Firstly, the study contributed to the body of literature by testing the effect of various 

dimensions of entrepreneurial mindset such as opportunity recognition, risk taking and innovativeness on SME performance. Secondly, 

this study succeeded in testing the effect of entrepreneurial intention as moderator on entrepreneurial mindset and SME performance 

relationship. Thirdly, the study contributed to literature by testing the model in the context of SMEs located in Delta State, Nigeria.  

 

Furthermore, the study provided empirical evidence on the way entrepreneurial mindset dimensions drive the performance of SMEs in 

developing country context. Equally, the study provided empirical evidence on the way entrepreneurial intention strengthened the effect 

of entrepreneurial mindset on SMEs. Lastly, the study provided valuable insights by testing the moderating effect of entrepreneurial 

intention on entrepreneurial mindset and performance using samples of SMEs operating in service and manufacturing sectors.  

 

10.1 Suggestion for Further Studies  

The following suggestions were made for further studies: Future study can broaden the scope by testing the model in a different research 

context, within or outside Nigeria. Future research can investigate the effect of entrepreneurial mindset on SME performance by 

integrating other dimensions like implemental and automatic mindset. 

 

Future research can investigate the model in a new setting by collecting data from diverse group of respondents, like middle level and 

top level managers. Further studies can be carried out by modifying the questionnaire and sourcing of more items from entrepreneurial 

mindset and SME performance literature. Further studies can test the model by focusing specifically on SMEs operating in a particular 

sector like manufacturing or services, etc.  
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