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Abstract
This study draws on institutional theory to examine the role of institutional envi-
ronments in the formation of entrepreneurial venture creation decision among uni-
versity students. The aim was to determine how the institutional context influences 
individual entrepreneurial capability, and mindset for entrepreneurial career. We 
adopted an exploratory qualitative approach, using a combination of purposive and 
snowballing sampling techniques. A total of 30 interviews were conducted among 
university students, and stakeholders across three geopolitical zones in Nigeria. The 
findings reveal that prevailing societal values and norms have significant influence 
on entrepreneurial mindset among the youth. The majority of student respondents 
ascribe high social values and preferences for career opportunities in the formal sec-
tors, rather than an active interest in launching new ventures. In addition, respond-
ents report high uncertainty avoidance, concern for class structure, job security and 
ascription orientation, all of which impact the cognitive frame and mindset for entre-
preneurial career.
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Introduction

The important contribution of entrepreneurial activities to economic development 
in both developed and developing nations has led to considerable studies on how 
to promote entrepreneurship among youths. Entrepreneurs create wealth by launch-
ing new business ventures, providing goods and services as well as alleviating pov-
erty within the local communities and the nation in general (Ahn, 2015; Aidis et al., 
2006; Falco & Haywood, 2016; OECD, 2019). Regardless of the demonstrated 
importance of entrepreneurship to economic growth and poverty alleviation, there is 
limited empirical evidence on entrepreneurial behaviour and venture creation deci-
sions among youths in the Sub-Saharan Africa. Importantly, the role context plays 
in the emergence of entrepreneurial mindset and venture creation decisions among 
youths in Sub-Saharan Africa still need to be understood.

Nigeria is one of the largest economies in Africa and with youth unemployment 
population at 14.2% (World Bank, 2020). The potential of entrepreneurial engage-
ment, through training, education and information, has been recognized as a desir-
able way to integrate the youth population into the labour market for economic 
development (Ahmed et al., 2017; Baluku et al., 2019; Jabeen et al., 2017; Kabongo 
& Okpara, 2010)). Various measures and policy interventions have been launched 
by governments, intergovernmental and non-governmental institutions to promote 
youth entrepreneurship in Africa. However, with the continued high unemployment 
rates among its youthful population, it appears that most of these measures have had 
little impact.

To date, entrepreneurship research has not thoroughly examined the process 
whereby institutional determinants impact entrepreneurial mindsets and actions of 
university-educated youths towards venture creation. Several institutional environ-
ment studies suggest that institutional environment influences entrepreneurial action 
and economic activities by generating and reproducing certain cognitive assump-
tions taken for granted by the members of the society (Baumol, 1990; Busenitz et al., 
2000; Urban & Kujinga, 2017; Welter & Smallbone, 2011). While these studies 
improved our understanding of how institutions shape entrepreneurial action, there 
is still considerable knowledge gap in institutional and cultural factors influencing 
venture creation and opportunity-driven start-ups among highly educated youth in 
developing countries. As such, we consider the question: what institutional environ-
ments impact individual entrepreneurial mindset among Nigerian youths? First, we 
acknowledge that entrepreneurial emergence as a process does not occur in isola-
tion. Also, we argue that institutional environments differ in dimensions and provide 
different contexts that lead to different aspirations and entrepreneurial or economic 
activities. Consequently, we explore the extent to which the regulative, normative 
and cultural-cognitive environments affect individual entrepreneurial orientation 
and new venture creation among Nigerian youths.

Scott’s (2001) institutional theory offers a valuable paradigm to explore how for-
mal and informal institutional environments affect entrepreneurial mindset and ven-
ture creation among youths. In this study, we contribute to existing studies on insti-
tutional context and extend its direction to capture the complexity and heterogeneity 
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of the institutional order (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Greenwood et al., 2011; Li 
et  al., 2019; Zilber, 2013) under context-sensitive and pluralistic conditions. Fur-
thermore, exploring new venture creation among youths from the lens of institu-
tional context and individual entrepreneurial mindset helps extend existing research 
on entrepreneurial emergence and venture creation within developing economies.

We suggest that formal and informal institutional context dimensions play signifi-
cant roles in influencing entrepreneurial processes, activities and mindsets for ven-
ture creation and productivity among Nigerian youths, and African youths in gen-
eral. We advocate this multi-dynamic approach as it considers a comprehensive set 
of institutional and contextual factors as well as seeks to explain that entrepreneurial 
activities do not occur in isolation. In practical context, we argue that certain con-
ditions within social, political and economic environments positively contribute to 
impacting entrepreneurial activities of a society. Likewise, weaknesses within insti-
tutional environments could prevent enabling conditions for entrepreneurial mind-
sets and business start-ups.

In the next section, we provide an overview of the literature and theoretical fram-
ing that informs our study. We introduce the concept of entrepreneurial mindset, 
institutional environments and highlight the influence of institutional contexts on 
entrepreneurial mindset and venture creation. The subsequent sections present the 
methodology, key findings, contributions and recommendations for policy makers.

Overview of entrepreneurship literature

Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behaviour are traditionally associated with all 
enterprising activities; the creation of new business organizations, or new ventures. 
The concepts cover, a form of self-employment, as well as expansion of existing 
businesses by individuals or groups of people (Bosma et  al., 2012). In a broader 
sense, entrepreneurial behaviour relates to personal characteristics, the mindset, 
individual willingness for risk taking, creativity and innovative thinking capacity, 
and decision-making for venture creation (Jabeen et al., 2017).

Entrepreneurial attitude and mindset have been used to describe the process or 
level of individual self-awareness and capacity development for creative, innovative 
thinking and decision-making towards venture creation and entrepreneurial action 
(Ogunsade et al., 2018). Entrepreneurial attitude as a behavioural or self-awareness 
construct has also been described as ‘entrepreneurial orientation’ (Pearce et  al., 
2010), individual ‘entrepreneurial perspective’ (Kuratko, 2005), entrepreneurial 
‘personal capabilities’ (Laukkanen, 2000), ‘entrepreneurial mindset’ (McGrath & 
MacMillian, 2000), and entrepreneurial ‘traits and individual characteristics’ (Ron-
stadt, 1987). Pearce et al. (2010) refer to entrepreneurial attitude (orientation) as a 
construct that describes unique and interrelated behaviours characterized as inno-
vativeness, risk taking, pro-activeness, autonomy and competitive aggressiveness. 
Thus, at the individual level, entrepreneurial mindset and orientation is conceptual-
ized as individuals’ disposition, attitudes, capacity, values and behaviours towards 
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engaging in entrepreneurial activities, either in existing firms or creating new 
ventures.

At the individual level, entrepreneurial attitudes provide understanding of entre-
preneurial behaviours and thoughts of individual entrepreneurs within specific envi-
ronmental contexts (Haynie et al., 2010). We conceptualize entrepreneurial attitude 
or mindset as individual predispositions towards creativity innovativeness, and will-
ingness to act, mobilize resources for new ventures even under conditions of uncer-
tainty (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000; Pearce et  al., 2010). Thus, entrepreneurial 
mindset involves a set of distinct but related behaviours and orientations towards 
opportunities, and capacity to adapt thinking in decision-making processes (Haynie 
& Shepherd, 2007).

McGrath and MacMillan, (2000) submitted that facilitating the development 
of entrepreneurial behaviour requires understanding of the nature and factors that 
lead to entrepreneurship. They further claimed that the development of individual 
entrepreneurial mindsets and capacity, and how it contributes to the economic and 
sociopolitical development is key to ensuring that the right mechanisms are put 
in place to foster entrepreneurial activities. Gartner (1985) further asserts that the 
framework for new venture creation integrates four major perspectives; characteris-
tics of individuals starting ventures, types of organizations created, the environment 
surrounding new ventures and the process by which new ventures start. Implicitly, 
being entrepreneurial depends upon considerations that lie beyond the boundaries 
of new venture creation and characteristics of individuals starting ventures. In other 
words, entrepreneurial behaviour begins with the environments, individual aware-
ness, and intentions, perceptions or mindset to exploit and take opportunities. That 
is, all activities, effort or education directed to fostering and developing self-reliant, 
enterprising or entrepreneurial minded people. Consequently, entrepreneurial mind-
set and education plays a critical role in fostering entrepreneurial culture among 
young people.

The emergence of entrepreneurial activity and venture creation has been found 
to depend upon considerations that lie beyond boundaries of personality and char-
acteristics of individuals who start ventures (Baumol, 1990; Bosman et  al., 2012; 
Gartner, 1985; Valdez & Richardson, 2013). However, the role of context in the 
emergence of entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurship still needs to be under-
stood. This is especially important given the paucity of empirical evidence on 
developing countries contexts. Previous studies on venture creation have sought to 
explain how personal and national characteristics, and economic conditions impact 
entrepreneurial activities. For example, Lim et  al. (2010) show that various legal 
and financial systems, impact venture creation arrangements and decision for busi-
ness start-ups. Similarly, Valdez and Richardson (2013) showed that societal norms 
and values play an important role in determining opportunity or necessity entrepre-
neurship. Others have investigated socio-economic factor impact on, and cultural 
dimensions relationships, with entrepreneurial orientation (Kreiser et al., 2010; Lee 
& Peterson, 2000).

These studies reflect the key role of institutional context in the rate and mode of 
entrepreneurial activities. While these studies are informative, we are of the view 
that broader and more holistic considerations of all dimensions of institutional 
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environments is worth considering because individual behaviour or engagement 
can be better understood when studied within their context of occurrence (Welter & 
Smallbone, 2011). Furthermore, institutional environment research presupposes that 
venture creation does not occur in vacuum; it involves the link between enterprising 
individuals and environment in which it occurs (Shane & Venkatraman, 2000). The 
works of Baumol (1990), North (1990) and Scott (2001) have greatly contributed 
to the study of institutional context, suggesting how institutional environment (IE) 
plays a key role in facilitating entrepreneurial climate for new venture creation. In 
this context, we engage Scott’s (2001) proposition of regulatory, cultural-cognitive 
and normative environments to investigate their role in the formation of individual 
entrepreneurial mindset and new venture creation among educated Nigerian youths.

Institutional theory

Literature on institutional theory has provided various models for analysing entre-
preneurial activities and venture creation decisions. Institutional environment 
research investigates the processes by which the formal and informal social struc-
tures influence individual socio-economic activities, venture creation and other 
entrepreneurial behaviours (Busenitz et al., 2000; Urban & Kujinga, 2017; Welter & 
Kautonen, 2005).

Scholars define institutions in terms of structures and conditions that provide sta-
bility and meaning for social behaviour. Scott (2001) particularly noted that there are 
varying levels of analysis and application of institutional theory depending greatly 
on the focus of the investigation, and the unit of analysis whether micro or macro 
phenomena. He defined institutions as the structures that give stability and mean-
ing to social behaviour. Based on North (1990), Williamson (1994), and Powell 
and DiMaggio (1991), Scott modified the institutional approach and proposed three 
dimensions or pillars of institutions (regulative, normative and cultural cognitive).

Interaction of institutional environment, entrepreneurial mindset and venture 
creation

Institutional environment research presupposes that venture creation does not occur 
in vacuum, it involves the link between enterprising individuals and environment in 
which it occurs. The regulatory, normative and cultural-cognitive environments all 
come together to impact the emergence of entrepreneurial activities.

The regulatory environment and entrepreneurial mindset

The regulative dimension comprises of rules, laws, coercion, monitoring and sanc-
tioning activities (Scott, 2001). It is also considered the most formal of the three 
dimensions and includes government policies that provide support for new busi-
nesses, reduce risks to starting new ventures and enable entrepreneurial efforts for 
venture capital acquisition (Bruton & Ahlstrom, 2003). The implication of a positive 
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regulatory environmental condition to entrepreneurial venture creation is that it 
leverages certain oriented values and prevents other vices. Specifically, when gov-
ernment policies and other supporting mechanisms provide support and enabling 
environment for new venture creation, individual entrepreneurial orientation and 
propensity for risk/opportunity taking is enhanced.

The normative environment and entrepreneurial behaviour

The normative dimension denotes entrepreneurial competence and venture creation 
as a social obligation or duty. This dimension represents the informal institution that 
comprises societal norms, beliefs, values and assumptions that are shared within 
the society (Welter & Kautonen, 2005). It defines goals and indicates the extents to 
which society admire the values of autonomy, averseness to risk taking and accepts 
the value of innovation, creativity and legitimized entrepreneurial activity. The nor-
mative dimension is less formal than the regulative rules but leverage on ‘certifica-
tions or accreditations’ (Scott, 2001), and informal mechanisms like trust (Welter 
& Kautonen, 2005); however, it is important to note that societal norms, values and 
beliefs have been argued to impact on the level or mode of entrepreneurial activi-
ties within a country (Urbano, & Alvarez, 2014). The idea is that when members of 
societies have a common value and perception about entrepreneurial activities these 
values become legitimate and admired. While in some value systems, entrepreneurs 
are admired for their autonomy, creativity and initiative, but in others they are not.

The cultural‑cognitive environment

The cultural-cognitive dimensions of the institutional environments are shared con-
ceptions, the individual perception that constitutes the nature of reality, and the 
lenses through which meaning is interpreted (Scott, 2001). A basic premise from 
the cultural dimension to the understanding of entrepreneurship is that culture stems 
from the society and communities learn these shared characteristics through dif-
ferent stages of socialization process in the institutions (Urban & Kujinga, 2017). 
The cultural dimension also affects the general societal orientation and is deeply 
embedded in the functioning of societal institutions; its norms, values and percep-
tions (Hofstede, 2001). Culture, as a pattern of thought, is therefore related to per-
sonal cognitive orientation (Hoshino-Browne, 2012). The cultural-cognitive dimen-
sion thus explains the cognitive structures, the mindset and social knowledge that is 
shared by the people within a society, region and country. While the normative ele-
ments of the institution represent the collective sense, the cultural-cognitive dimen-
sion is the individual perception (Welter & Kautonen, 2005; Welter & Smallbone, 
2011).

Many studies lend support to the notion that cultural values impact entrepreneur-
ial behaviour and there is a growing body of literature supporting the argument that 
individualism and national culture influence a variety of economic behaviour (Hof-
stede, 2001). Hofstede (2001) explained that individual value systems are acquired 
and manifested in conscious and unconscious behaviours by drawing on his national 
culture dimensions (individualism–collectivism, power distance; uncertainty 
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avoidance, masculinity–femininity and long/short-term orientation). Lee and Peter-
son (2000) further suggest that cultural values and norms will most likely converge 
or conflict with the capacity of a society to develop and support entrepreneurship 
and small business creation. They argue that one of the challenges of new business 
ventures is uncertainty, and that cultures that embrace degree of uncertainty, low 
power distance, greater individualism, masculinity and achievement orientation 
tend to have more conducive climates for developing entrepreneurial mindset and 
capacity. It is acknowledged that substantial variations exist in entrepreneurial activ-
ity among different age groups and between region and countries, with cultural and 
social norms emphasized as the major strength and weakness of entrepreneurial sup-
port structures (Reynolds, 2009) (Fig. 1).

Methodology

To date, a number of studies on entrepreneurial behaviour and venture creation have 
employed the interpretivist paradigm despite their capabilities of uncovering the 
fundamental cause of a particular social issue, explaining the dynamics behind them 
and as such bridging the gap between theories and real-life occurrences (Kempster 
& Cope, 2010). In answer to the call for a broader contextual research on entre-
preneurship emergence, we chose a phenomenological perspective otherwise known 
as interpretivists philosophy (Saunders et  al., 2019; Yin, 2014). The interpretive 
paradigm exerts a dominant influence on inductive approach which aims at deeper 
understanding and explanation for social phenomenon rather than theory testing or 
generalization (Bryman, 2015). Following this principle, we adopted a predeter-
mined framework using Scott’s (2001) institutional theory. A predetermined concep-
tual framework allows the symbolic interaction, interpretation and engagement of a 
continuous process of understanding social contexts (Bryman, 2015).

Regulatory 
Environment

-Rules
-Laws

-Monitoring
-Sanctions

Cultural-Cognitive 
Environment

-Shared conceptions
-Individual 
perceptions

Normative 
Environment

-Societal norms
-Beliefs
-Values

-Assumptions

Entrepreneurial Mindset
- Innovativeness,

-Risk taking
-Pro-activeness

-Autonomy
-Capacity

-Opportunity                 

New Venture Creation
-Individual characteristic

-Organisational type
-New venture environment

-New venture process          

Fig. 1  Conceptual framework
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To explore the institutional factors that affect entrepreneurial mindset and entre-
preneurial activities among young people, we adopted an exploratory qualitative 
approach which is suited to gaining deeper understanding and determining the 
nature of a particular phenomenon or problem that is poorly understood (Saunders 
et  al., 2019; Yin, 2014). To this end, semi-structured interviews were conducted. 
The face-to-face interviews helped participants to express their opinion, experiences 
and meanings on ideas of business start-up and institutional factors that affect ven-
ture creation and entrepreneurial activities with the researcher.

Data collection

Data were collected from a total of 30 respondents; 24 university-educated youths 
(final year students, and recent graduates undertaking national service) and 6 stake-
holders drawn from universities, ministry of youth development and the local gov-
ernment authority. Participants were identified using a combination of purposive 
and snowball sampling techniques (Saunders et  al., 2019). Participant selection 
was based on respondents having peculiar characteristics; knowledge and ability to 
respond to questions and contribute meaningfully to the issue.

In order to drive meaningful participation and engagement from the participants, 
and to make the interviewees comfortable and relaxed, we conducted our interviews 
within the universities open spaces, parks, reading spaces, classrooms, offices and 
outside of normal lecture periods. The interview questions were designed to obtain 
a wide range of views into the institutional factors that affect venture creation and 
entrepreneurial activities among young people in Nigeria and the area where sup-
port is needed to foster venture creation. For example, issues concerning the rising 
rate of youth unemployment, new business start-ups and challenges, entrepreneurial 
skills and education, mentoring and supports, institutional supports, cultural and 
normative issues with self-employment, the role of family, religious society and that 
of the government were investigated. Most of the interviews spanned between 35 
and 50 min. The researchers sought for permission and consent to have the conver-
sation recorded, which was also complemented by note taking. In the quest for valid-
ity, respondent feedback, probes and clarification were adopted where necessary 
(Taylor & Bogdan, 2016). Table 1 provides summary information on participants.

Data coding and analysis

Our analysis involved the transcription and coding of all interviews using thematic 
analysis. Following Braun and Clarke (2006), the transcribed data were reviewed 
and cross-referenced with interview notes, in a quest for validity. Manual coding 
was adopted in the process of reducing, organizing and analysing respondents’ state-
ments. First, the manuscripts were read line by line to generate codes, new ideas and 
identify recurrent themes. At this stage, the main research questions or expectation 
in relation to theory and concepts were set aside to allow open or emic coding of the 
manuscripts (Saldana, 2016). Included in Table 2 is an example of coding system 
generated from the respondent’s statement.
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Second, using Scott’s (2001) theory of institutional environment and subsequent 
work of Busenitz et al., (2000), all codes were further refined and sorted into similar 
themes by means of a theory-led codes. The iterative nature of the coding process 
involved a rigorous, systematic break down of relevant codes into categories. For the 
purpose of consistency, we jointly reviewed the coding system and aggregated all 
relevant codes into themes to form the fulcrum of our research objectives (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006).

Statements were categorized under the regulative environment if they referred 
to situation concerning laws, policies, regulations affecting ease of doing business, 
getting capital, infrastructure and grants. Respondents made various statements as 
lack of capital, electricity, internet, funding, unpredictable economic environments, 
ineffective government policies and institutions in the regulative environment as 
obstacle to their entrepreneurial mindset and business start-ups. For statements to 
be included in the normative coding framework, respondents had to describe fac-
tors like, preference for salary jobs, beliefs in risk taking or autonomy, expectation, 
trends and superstitions.

Finally, statements coded as cultural cognitive included references to starting 
ventures, skills, opportunities training or knowledge, market knowledge, education, 
mentoring and risk perceptions. Evidence drawn from the thematic analysis offers 
relevant and fresh insights into the mindset of young people and how the regula-
tive, normative and cultural-cognitive environments act as enablers or barriers to the 
entrepreneurial mindset. Table 3 provides representative excerpts from the theory-
led codes and subsequent classification of statements into regulative, normative and 
cognitive themes.

Empirical findings

We explore what institutional environments impact the formation entrepreneurial 
mindset and venture creation among Nigerian youths. This was done by focussing 
on the context of institutional environments. Empirical evidence drawn from the the-
matic analysis of semi-structured interviews offers relevant and fresh insights into 
the mindset of young people and how the regulative, normative and cultural-cogni-
tive environments act as enabler or barriers to the entrepreneurial mindset.

A number of interesting and important findings emerged from the study that 
encapsulates the thrust of this study. These findings are interesting because they 
reveal and illuminate the complex but dynamic role of institutional context in 
the formation of entrepreneurial mindset and the rate or mode of entrepreneurial 
engagement within the society. The findings are discussed under three main themes.

Normative institutions

Findings from the study firmly establish that normative institution affects the entre-
preneurial mindset and behaviour of many universities educated youths towards 
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the viability of self-employment. The findings highlight that cultural values and 
social expectations within the context of the study impact individual entrepreneurial 
mindset and disposition for entrepreneurial engagement among youth participants. 
An example of the societal expectation and norms acting as constraint to individ-
ual entrepreneurial orientation and venture creation among the university-educated 
youths in Nigeria can be linked to the influence and expectations of friends and fam-
ily. Family and friends expect certain behaviour from the educated members of the 
society. In Nigeria, university degree or education conferred certain skills and capa-
bilities that place people within a socio-economic class in the society. Consequently, 
societal norms, values, beliefs and expectation largely influence what is admired, the 
job culture, occupation and orientation. Some of the interviewees reported that soci-
ety respects youths that were successful in the family, particularly when they have 
formal employment and can contribute in one way or the other to the family.

The society wants and respect successful youth, you have a job with the 
Oil Company or telecom and help your family; the culture of business is 
not yet there (R12),
we have the culture, only the societal expectation from graduates are high, 
as a graduate you are expected to be doing great, have good job, car and 
not in the local market or shop (R03)

The expectations placed on graduates by family members are so high that failure to 
meet this gap generally leads to frustration and for some individuals, crime. It is an 
expectation within the society that after university education the living standard will 
change by being gainfully employed and to start planning for marriage, for some 
youths it is their turn to assist their younger siblings through schools. This is exem-
plified in the quotes below:

I don’t think trades or crafts is common with young graduates, graduates 
are skilled in the management of organization and leadership in corporate 
offices (R05)
The normal thing is to finish from the university and get a job with the 
government or bank, have your own car and think of marriage not starting 
a business (R15)
Youths value easy life, because after several years of struggling in the uni-
versity, when you eventually finished from the university getting a job or 
go for MBA to rise to the top in corporate environment should be next 
thing not thinking of raising capital and looking for customers (R13)

Evidence from the responses shows that the societal norms do not ascribe 
high values to entrepreneurial activities. This in turn has a negative impact on 
entrepreneurial mindset among university-educated youths. It also accounts for 
rising rate of joblessness among the youth. There is also a significant differ-
ence between the expectations of students in the university in terms of the living 
standard, job opportunities in the labour market and the reality after graduation.
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Cultural‑cognitive institutions

Evidence from the study reveals that cultural orientation within the normative and 
cultural-cognitive environment affects entrepreneurial mindset and the desirability 
of venture creation among educated youth. The findings also revealed that many 
educated and young university graduates in Nigeria do not see self-employment as 
the first option as they prefer to go for salary employment rather than starting a busi-
ness of their own. For example, when we asked participants to comment if they per-
ceive starting a business as an attractive option or a last resort; and if they prefer to 
step-up a business and get things going rather than wait for a graduate job? Some of 
the responses of the interviewees offer deep insights into their individual entrepre-
neurial mindset, and how entrepreneurial ready the youths are:

I think starting a business will be a last option for me, because the business 
environment is tough, and I think I need to work first gather some experiences 
is very important, what is point of starting a business and closed or fold up 
after a year or two (R24)
The last option, as a law student I need to practice and get some work experi-
ence for 7 to 10 years, then I would set-up my own law firm. In Law profession 
experience count a lot, so I think working a firm before setting up your busi-
ness is very important (R4)

Analysis of the findings reveals that the prevailing societal values that the young 
people find themselves express high uncertainty avoidance, concern for class struc-
ture, job security and ascription orientation which affect the cognitive frame of 
the educated youth to starting a venture. The findings underscore how underlying 
values, norms and cultural orientation within the normative and cultural-cognitive 
environment affect entrepreneurial mindset and the desirability of venture creation 
among educated youth. This assertion is consistent with Scott’s (2001) contention 
that the perceived norms within a sociocultural context impact individual value sys-
tems and entrepreneurial orientation in formation of new ventures.

This demonstrates that the normative and cultural-cognitive environments influ-
ence the societal orientation. They are manifested in institutions, its norms, values, 
perceptions and socialization when they are deeply embedded within the social sys-
tem (Hofstede, 2001).

In addition, we equally found the lack of effective enterprise awareness cam-
paigns, entrepreneurship education and training account for the cognitive obstacle 
to individual entrepreneurial mindset and venture creation among young people. It 
is important to note that, innovative and creative activities are specific tools which 
entrepreneurs can exploit as opportunity for business start-up. However, from the 
responses of the interviewee it is apparent that many of the youths have one or two 
entrepreneurial skills, but they think less of converting them into a vocation or 
engaging the ideas into venture creation. These findings emphasize lack of entre-
preneurial orientation or legitimacy for entrepreneurial engagement as career option 
among the educated youth in Nigeria. We believe that when a society or social sys-
tem supports and values creativity and independence by giving legitimacy to venture 
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creation, that society is most likely to take opportunities within the environment. 
The general belief among the university-educated youths points to the fact that 
entrepreneurial mindset is yet to penetrate the educated community in Nigeria. The 
university traditions and education system are yet to take the challenges of entrepre-
neurship by developing student’s entrepreneurial mindset and competencies to cope 
the challenges of uncertainty, ambiguity within the business environment. Develop-
ing skills and competencies that recognize and make sense of business opportuni-
ties even in chaotic turbulent business environments is important to the formation of 
entrepreneurial mindset and venture creature.

Regulative institutional environment

In exploring regulative environments, analysis of the findings suggests that eco-
nomic recession, unstable economy policies, couple with infrastructural problem 
like unstable electricity affects entrepreneurial activities and also constitute a major 
problem to business creation among Nigerian youths. In addition, to issues of ven-
ture capital, the cost of doing business in Nigeria also pose a significant challenge 
for small business start-ups; for example, there are few government grants and the 
unethical process of accessing bank loans equally exacerbates the problem.

Institutionally, the prevailing business environment affects the propensity and 
the amount of risk an individual will take in terms of new investment or venture 
creation. The business environment in Nigeria constitutes many challenges to busi-
ness creation and survival. Although Nigeria was among the top 10 most improved 
economies on ease of doing business for 2018/19, the regulatory environment still 
ranks significantly below the general desirable average—139/190 (World Bank, 
2020). This and other variables within the environment may negatively affect indi-
vidual mindset and propensity of business start-up among youths in Nigeria. Finally, 
institutional context could encourage and provide opportunities for venture crea-
tion through government support, shared values, beliefs, group norms, socialization 
and ecosystem that is more inclined and supportive of entrepreneurial activities. On 
the other hand, the institutional environments can also negatively impact individual 
entrepreneurial orientation and inclination for business creation among young peo-
ple when the dominant environment, supports, culture and world view within the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem are not inclined towards entrepreneurial venture (Lee & 
Peterson, 2000; Valdez & Richardson, 2013).

Theoretical and practical implications

This research provides important contributions to the entrepreneurship literature. 
First, the study contributes to the ongoing debates on the need for more contextual 
and empirical research to explain how contextual factors such as values and norms 
affect the emergence and mode of entrepreneurship activities and venture crea-
tion (Welter & Smallbone, 2011). We, therefore, contribute to the existing studies 
on institutional context and we extend its direction to capture the complexity and 
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heterogeneity of the institutional order (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Greenwood 
et al., 2011; Zilber, 2013) under context-sensitive and pluralistic conditions such as 
Sub-Saharan Africa. Exploring new venture creation among youths from the lenses 
of the institutional context and individual entrepreneurial mindset provides a holistic 
framework to explore how the regulatory, normative and cultural-cognitive dimen-
sions of institutional theory impact on individual entrepreneurial mindset and subse-
quent venture creation among the Nigerian youth.

Second, the study extends existing studies on entrepreneurial process and venture 
creation decision which have focussed mainly on entrepreneurial intentions. There-
fore, our findings underscore and resonate with the theoretical position that entre-
preneurial process and venture creation does not occur in isolation and that there 
is a need to foster entrepreneurial mindset and how underlying values, norms and 
cultural orientation within the normative and cultural-cognitive environment affect 
entrepreneurial mindset and the desirability of venture creation among educated 
youth. It is equally important to note that the studies on entrepreneurial mindset and 
institutions at individual level of analysis may offer a promising theoretical develop-
ment into venture creation process apart from the intention theory. Venture creation 
does not occur in isolation, and it involves the link between enterprising individuals 
and the environment in which it occurs (Shane & Venkatraman, 2000). Therefore, 
providing support and enabling environment that enhances individual entrepreneur-
ial mindset and propensity for creativity, risk taking and taking opportunity becomes 
very important for research.

Third, the study also aligns with the need for smaller sample to explain how the 
dimensions of institutional environment affect venture creation (Valdez & Richard-
son, 2013), for the reason that, most studies with institutional perspectives tend to 
be comparative in nature making use of national survey. However, this study being 
explorative in nature provides depth and understanding of how contextual factors 
impact the entrepreneurial orientation and mindset of educated youth as regards the 
viability and desirability of self-employment and new venture creation in Nigeria. 
Additionally, on the question of which dimension of institutional environment affect 
individual entrepreneurial mindset and venture creation among educated youth in 
Nigeria. We found evidence that the informal institutions in the normative and cul-
tural -cognitive environment have the strongest impact on entrepreneurial engage-
ment among young people.

An important implication of this study is that the cultural-cognitive and norma-
tive environments play a major role in influencing entrepreneurial behaviour and 
show how shared beliefs, schemas and ascription orientation affect the cognitive 
frame of the educated youths to starting a venture in a developing country and par-
ticularly in Nigeria. Scott (2001) asserts that institutional environments are social 
structures, ‘schemas, rules, norms and routines’ that when they have become estab-
lished within a society or group act as influential guidelines for social behaviour. 
The cognitive frame through which receive, store and make use of information 
becomes very important in fostering venture creation and start-up among youths.

As a policy implication, the study also offers important practical insights where 
government can focus investment and effective policy to improve entrepreneurial 
capacity and engagement of the Nigerian youths. This can be achieved through 



187

1 3

Entrepreneurship Education (2021) 4:169–190 

policy mix of initiatives that promote or focus on institutional factors that impede 
entrepreneurial activities of educated youth and by institutionalizing individual 
entrepreneurial engagement as a sustainable career path through a massive entrepre-
neurial skills development, education and mentoring (Baluku et al., 2019; Kabongo 
& Okpara, 2010). We are of the opinion that the enterprise culture and creativity 
among the educated youths can be tapped for the gains of wealth creation and devel-
opment, if necessary, interventions are adapted to the prevailing context. We believe 
that effective entrepreneurial knowledge, education and training as well as the exist-
ence of mentoring and support centres across the states for the youth population 
will have significant and positive effect on the capacity and perceived desirability for 
entrepreneurial engagement and business start-up.

The university traditions and education system should take the challenge of entre-
preneurship by developing student’s entrepreneurial mindset and competencies 
to cope the challenges of uncertainty, ambiguity within the business environment. 
Developing skills and competencies that recognize and make sense of business 
opportunity even in a chaotic turbulent business environment is important to the for-
mation of entrepreneurial mindset and venture creature.

Educational and cultural policies are necessary in driving this new order. Poli-
cies that will promote and raise awareness on the benefits of entrepreneurial career 
will bring about the needed change in the sociocultural and normative environment. 
These value-driven criteria constitute a very important part of the cognitive pro-
cess of entrepreneurial mindset and orientation among the educated youth. Finally, 
society needs to give legitimacy for business start-ups as a career option. Likewise, 
the development of youth centres where ideas and resources for business develop-
ment can be shared will definitely be of great help in harnessing the potentials of our 
youths for greater socio-economic development (see Appendix Table 4).

Conclusion and recommendations for future studies

We conclude that issue of venture creation and development of entrepreneurial 
mindset within a society and particularly among young people is a very important 
issue that needs the attention of all stakeholders. Though there is no single best way 
to promote entrepreneurship, it requires a deep understanding of the context in terms 
of the regulative, normative and cultural realities within the society. Therefore, gov-
ernment, intergovernmental and non-governmental institutions need to work in syn-
ergy by giving adequate attention and resources towards youth entrepreneurship.

Finally, our findings indicate that individual entrepreneurial mindset and ori-
entation among young educated people remained latent and untapped. This, how-
ever, does not deny evidence of spatial variation in enterprise culture and individ-
ual entrepreneurial mindset. This means that the predisposition for entrepreneurial 
engagement and self-employment among Nigerian youths sparsely varies within the 
regional sociocultural institutional context in Nigeria. Future research can be under-
taken to investigate the spatial variation in entrepreneurial culture using a larger 
sample comprising of all the geopolitical regions of Nigeria.
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