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Abstract
The role of entrepreneurship in economic development is increasingly recognized by
policymakers and researchers. Entrepreneurship has been advanced as the panacea
for youth unemployment and wealth creation. However, studies on the determinants
of entrepreneurial intentions have been inconclusive. Building on the push-pullmooring model from the migration literature as a theoretical framework, this study
provides an integrative model for predicting entrepreneurial intentions amongst
young graduates. The survey data was drawn from a sample of 288 National Youth
Service Corp members (NYSC) in Anambra State, Southeast Nigeria, to test the
applicability of the model. The model was tested using Hierarchical regression. The
result confirms the predictive ability of the PPM model on entrepreneurial intentions.
Specifically, the result reveals that the pull factors (i.e, independence, autonomy,
opportunities exploitation e.t.c) and the mooring variables (i.e., government support,
personal attitude, self-efficacy e.t.c) significantly influence entrepreneurial intentions
with the mooring variables having the most influence. Therefore, the study
recommends the need for policy initiatives towards exposing these young graduates
to market opportunities through a mentor-protégé arrangement with successful
entrepreneurs during the NYSC programme and providing the necessary supports in
the form of funding.
Keywords: Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial intentions, Push-pull-mooring factors,
Migration, Nigeria

Background
The rise of youth unemployment and the slow pace of economic growth have attracted
the attention of researchers and policymakers towards developing policies that will foster
the spirit of entrepreneurship and facilitate new venture creation (Giacomin et al. 2011),
especially among young people. This is particularly due to the contributions of entrepreneurship in job creation and economic growth (Uhlaner and Thurik, 2007). Thus, understanding the motivation for entrepreneurial behavior is increasingly recognized
(Segal et al. 2005). Entrepreneurial behavior is precipitated on intentions to conduct such
behavior (Krueger et al. 2000). In other words, intentions are the best predictors of
behavior (Ajzen, 2002). However, there is no consensus on the theoretical explanations
for entrepreneurial intentions (EI; Solesvik 2013).
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Entrepreneurship refers to any attempt at creating new business or venture such as
self-employment, a new business organization or the expansion of existing business by
an individual, group of individuals or established businesses (Reynolds et al., 2001).
Entrepreneurship involves a complex and dynamic activity that requires cognitive processes such that individuals are able to think about future outcomes and determine the
desirability and feasibility of such outcomes (Hisrich et al. 2005; Segal et al. 2005).
Thus, individual idiosyncrasies exist in their rationale and social characteristics for new
business creation such that what may be an opportunity for one might be a necessity to
another (Giacomin et al. 2010). Furthermore, since the decision to form a new venture
is conscious and pre-meditated, intention-based studies of entrepreneurship behavior
provide a robust basis for understanding predictors of entrepreneurship behavior
(Ajzen 1991; Franke and Lüthje 2004). Davidsson (1995) add that studying entrepreneurial intentions avoid the biases that may occur from individual and situational factors that develop as a result of running an enterprise.
Previous studies have examined the determinants of entrepreneurial intentions from
the perspectives of necessity/opportunity driven or push/pull dichotomy (Jamali 2009;
Ismail et al. 2012; Giacomin et al. 2011; Caliendo and Kritikos 2009), triggers and barriers
(Fatoki and Patswawairi 2012; Giacomin et al. 2010) personality traits (Canedo et al. 2014)
theory of planned behaviour (Iakovleva et al. 2011) and Shapero’s entrepreneurial event
theory (Solesvik et al. 2012; Krueger et al. 2000). Additionally, attempts to develop an integrative framework for understanding determinants for entrepreneurial behavior is limited
(Solesvik 2013; Liñán and Chen 2006; Segal et al. 2005; Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2005).
However, such models are at best atheoretical or fragmented. More so, in spite of the plethora of studies examining entrepreneurial intentions, the results have been mostly mixed and
inconclusive (Segal et al. 2005).
Drawing on the push-pull-mooring (PPM) model from the migration literature
(Bansal et al. 2005; Moon 1995), this paper attempts to investigate the predictive factors
of entrepreneurial intentions using young graduates in Nigeria. Specifically, this study
seeks to examine the effects of push, pull and mooring factors on entrepreneurial intentions. The study argues that an understanding of the necessity-driven push factors (e.g.,
uncertainty of employment, dissatisfaction with life and democracy, poor academics
grade, social recognition) or opportunity driven pull factors (e.g., market opportunity,
independence and profit search) with the knowledge of the mooring variables (e.g., personal attitude, self-efficacy, social norms, risk tolerance, government support and finance)
might provide important information about entrepreneurship intentions.

Review of related literature
The push-pull-mooring factors and entrepreneurship intentions have rarely been studied. As noted earlier, most of the previous studies in the entrepreneurship intention
literature examined the push and pull factors, necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs,
triggers of entrepreneurship intentions and personality factors.
In studies examining the push and pull factors, Giacomin et al. (2007) examined individual’s entrepreneurship orientation from the perspective of push-pull dynamics and
find that younger people were motivated by both push factors – desire for independence and
pull factor- profit objective and social status, whereas old unemployed people are guided
solely by the lack of an employment. In addition, the authors find that non-unemployed old
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people become entrepreneurs out of ‘hobby’. Fatoki and Patswawairi (2012) investigate the
factors that motivate or hinder immigrant-entrepreneurs to pursue entrepreneurship from a
sample of 101 African immigrants in South Africa and found that immigrant entrepreneurs
were driven into entrepreneurship by both push and pull factors with unemployment
being the most important push factor. The authors add that the obstacles to the performance of immigrant-owned businesses include finance, weak markets, human capital and
lack of support.
In another stream of studies investigating, the psychological and personal factors,
Douglas and Shepherd (2002) examined the relationship between career choice and
peoples’ attitudes toward income, independence, risk, and work effort among a sample
of 94 alumni of an Australian university using conjoint analysis and found that people
with a positive attitude towards risk and independence demonstrate a strong intention
to be self-employed whereas the desire to be rich is not a significant predictor of
EI. Segal et al. (2005) In a related study, on the motivation to become an entrepreneur
among a sample of 114 undergraduate business students from a Florida University,
found tolerance for risk, perceived feasibility, and net desirability to significantly
influence entrepreneurial intentions. Ozaralli and Rivenburgh (2016), comparing
the antecedents of entrepreneurship intention among 589 Junior and Senior US
and Turkey students, found that both U.S and Turkey students demonstrate a low
level of EI. U.S students were found to be risk averse towards entrepreneurship
while Turkish students find economic and political conditions to be unfavorable
for start-ups. In addition, they find a statistically significant relationship between
personality attributes of optimism, innovativeness, risk-taking propensity and entrepreneurial intention.
In an attempt to Integrate the factors that determines entrepreneurship intentions,
Iakovleva and Kolvereid (2009), attempted to integrate the TPB and SEE model into an
integrative model using data from 324 Russians University business students. In a series
of test including hierarchical regression analysis, the authors find that the intention to
become self-employed and start one’s own business is indirectly influenced by attitude,
subjective norm and, perceived behavioral control through the desirability-feasibility
construct. Solesvik et al. (2012) in a similar integrative study involving themes from
SEE and TPB, structural equation modeling and found that those with a higher level of
perceived desirability, perceived feasibility, positive attitude toward the entrepreneurship
and perceived behavioral control were more likely to report the formation of entrepreneurial intentions.

Entrepreneurial intentions
Typically, individuals have to choose between unemployment, self-employment, and
employment (Knight, 1921 cited in Verheul et al. 2010). Entrepreneurial intention connotes an individual decision to move from unemployment or salaried employment to
self-employment. The decision to be self-employed is considered voluntary, conscious
and intentionally planned (Krueger et al. 2000). According to Linan et al. (2013), entrepreneurial intentions (EI) is defined as a conscious awareness and conviction by an individual
with the intent to set up a new business venture and plans to do so in the future. It refers
to intentions to be self-employed or to start-up a business (Iakovleva and Kolvereid 2009).
For entrepreneurial intentions to eventuate, the motivation to pursue entrepreneurship, a
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perception of an ostensible entrepreneurial opportunity or the necessity to behave
entrepreneurially and access to the means to become self-employed must be present
(Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2005).
Previous studies examined entrepreneurial intentions based on the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 2002) and the Entrepreneurial Event Theory (SEE; Shapero 1982).
However, the factors that constrain or inspire entrepreneurial activity are rarely studied
(Brännback et al. 2007). Though, TPB accounts for the personal and social factors that
predict EI (Iakovleva et al. 2011), however, the TPB model does not deal with the possibility of intentions being obstructed by impediments that can be potentially controllable or
uncontrollable (Brännback et al. 2007).

Theoretical background
Entrepreneurship researchers have attempted to capture the antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions by adapting the Ajzen (1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour (Solesvik 2013;
Krueger et al. 2000; Liñán and Chen 2006), Shapero (1982) entrepreneurial event theory
(Krueger et al. 2000; Solesvik et al. 2012), or from the push or pull dichotomy (Verheul et
al. 2010; Giacomin et al. 2011; Caliendo and Kritikos 2009). Till date, there are no agreed
theories to explain EI (Solesvik 2013). Accordingly, researchers call for frameworks
grounded in well-established theories (Segal et al. 2005) to investigate EI. This study fills
this void by proposing an integrative framework based on the push-pull-mooring model
and the theory of planned behavior.

Push pull mooring migration model

In sociology and human geography, migration involves “the movement of a person (migrant) between two places for a certain period of time” (Jackson 1986). According to the
PPM model, migrants’ decision to move from one geographical location to another is influenced by a push, pull and mooring factors (Bansal et al. 2005; Fu 2011). Push factors represent expulsive factors at the origin that provides a reason to leave, such as poverty,
unemployment, low social status, political repression, rapid population growth, poor marriage prospects, lack of opportunity for personal development, natural disaster and landlessness (King 2012; Bansal et al. 2005). The pull factors represent attraction at the destination
that pulls people towards them (Fu, 2011). King (2012) add that pull factors include better income, job prospect, better education, welfare system, good environment and living conditions and, political freedom. Push factors are typically
examined as negative factors at the origin while pull factors are examined as positive factors at the destination (Bansal et al. 2005). The mooring variables represent
personal, social factors or cultural variables that either facilitate or inhibit the decision to
move (Fu, 2011). The mooring variable accounts for the complexity of migration decisions
capable of holding potential migrants back or facilitating their movement to their desired
destination (Moon 1995). Mooring variables include cost, cultural barriers, political
obstacle, life stage and personality (King 2012).
The push-pull-mooring model has been applied with strong predictive power in consumer switching literature (Bansal et al. 2005), career commitment (Fu 2011) and online
games (Hou et al. 2009).
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Theory of planned behavior

Entrepreneurship researchers have demonstrated the robustness of Ajzen's (1991) Theory of Planned Behavior in explaining entrepreneurial intentions (Kolvereid, 1996;
Krueger et al. 2000; Liñán and Chen 2009). According to TPB, broad attitudes and
personality trait have an indirect effect on behavior by influencing intentions (Solesvik
2013). Intentions are based on three antecedents; attitude towards the behavior, social
norm, and perceived behavioral control. Attitude towards behaviour refers to the degree of positive or negative evaluation of performing a behaviour, social norm relates to
social pressure from significant others such as family, friends, and other individuals
who would approve or disapprove of one’s behaviour (Liñán and Chen 2006), perceived
behavioural control reflects the relative ease or difficulty of performing a behaviour and
is akin to self-efficacy. Krueger et al. (2000), posit that TPB shares similarities with
Shapero’s Entrepreneurial Event theory (SEE), According to Krueger et al. (2000), perceived desirability in SEE corresponds with both attitude and subjective norm constructs
of TPB. Also, SEE’s perceived feasibility overlaps with perceived behavioral control in TPB
and are both conceptually associated with self-efficacy (Bandura 1997). However,
entrepreneurial intentions involve an individual readiness to behave entrepreneurially when the means and the opportunity or necessity to do so exists simultaneously (Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2005). Accordingly, the push and pull dynamics
need to be considered as triggers to entrepreneurial intentions (Buenstorf 2009).

Research model and hypotheses
This study proposes an integrative framework based on the push-pull-mooring (PPM)
model by converging theoretical concepts from the push-pull theory and Theory of
Planned Behaviour. The TPB behavior identifies personal, social and cultural factors
that served as the mooring variables in the PPM model.
The push-pull- model (PPM) and entrepreneurial intentions
The push-pull theory has been in the entrepreneurship research domain since the seminal work of Gilad and Levine (1986). The push-pull theory of entrepreneurship shares
some semblance with the push-pull-mooring model of human migration. Giacomin et
al. (2007) corroborating this analogy posit that “... creation of new firms subtends the
movement of individuals in salaried employment or unemployment towards
self-employment [emphasis added]” (p.4). Thus, entrepreneurship can be conceptualized as an individual’s intention to move or migrate from unemployment or
salaried-employment to self-employment. Following the push-pull-mooring model of
the migration literature, the intent to pursue an entrepreneurial career path is influenced by negative factors such as dissatisfaction with a current job, life or one’s current
state, the difficulty of finding employment, difficult economic conditions, social recognition, or inflexible work schedule which moves individuals into self-employment
(Segal et al. 2005). These negative factors are regarded as the push factors at an individual’s current state analogous to his or her origin. The push effect occurs when conflicts
exist between an individual actual state and the ideal state forcing him/her into
self-employment (Uhlaner and Thurik 2007). Push effects are associated with some levels
of dissatisfaction with an individual current situation in life (Thurik and Dejardin 2012;
Noorderhaven et al. 2004) and have been found to motivate entrepreneurship behavior
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(Giacomin et al. 2011). Push theory shares a number of conceptual similarities with some
construct of the push factors from migration literature.
On the other hand, the pull theory refers to attractions at the destination which move
individuals into self-employment or entrepreneurship by seeking independence, wealth,
and self-fulfillment (Gilad and Levine 1986). “The pull factors are those where an individual is attracted primarily by the prospect of founding a business” (Ritsilä & Tervo,
2002, p.2). Migration literature defines the pull factors as attractions at the destination
that moves migrants towards them (Moon 1995). The ‘destination’ is entrepreneurship.
The fortuitous circumstances perceived to be present in becoming entrepreneurs would
spur the intent to become self-employed. Pull factors has been found to impact on
entrepreneurial motivation (Giacomin et al. 2011; Ismail et al. 2012). Pull variables
identified in the entrepreneurship literature includes independence, profit search, and
market opportunity (Giacomin et al. 2011; Caliendo and Kritikos 2009).
Notwithstanding the push or pull factors towards entrepreneurship, certain factors
make entrepreneurship desirable (e.g., cultural and social norms) and feasible (e.g.,
availability of skills) (Hisrich et al. 2005; Segal et al. 2005). These personal, social or cultural factors account for variation in entrepreneurship perceptions (Giacomin et al. 2011).
Furthermore, the complexity of entrepreneurial decision cannot be fully captured by the
simplicity of the push and pull theory (Verheul et al. 2010). Hence the push or pull entrepreneur differ with respect to factors that facilitate or mitigate the decision to behave
entrepreneurially (Verheul et al. 2010; Bansal et al. 2005). These factors that ‘facilitates or
hinders’ conceptually corresponds to the mooring variables in the PPM migration model.
Mooring variables relate to personal, social or cultural factors that can either hold
potential migrants to their original destination or facilitate migration to a new destination (Fu 2011; Bansal et al. 2005). Mooring variables include obstacles such as
family attachment, personal anxiety, and cost of moving (Bansal et al. 2005). From
the entrepreneurial perspective, mooring variables have been implicitly examined.
For instance, Krueger et al. (2000) argue that a strong intention to start a business
might suffer a long delay due to immediate circumstances such as marriage, childbearing, finishing school, a lucrative or rewarding job or earthquake. In addition,
Luthje and Franke (2003) argue that entrepreneurial intentions are shaped by an
individual perception of barriers as well as support to start-up. Thus, mooring variables in the context of entrepreneurship will include personal attitude, subjective
norm, self-efficacy, risk tolerance, finance and government support.
In other words, the factors that influence an individual into pursuing an entrepreneurial career path is analogous to what influences people to migrate from one destination to another in the migration literature. Next, a detailed discussion on the push,
pull and mooring factors are presented.

The push factors

The push factors include dissatisfaction, unemployment and social recognition.
Unemployment is a principal factor in the migration literature. Most migrants move
due to un(der)employment. In entrepreneurship research domain, unemployment impacts new firm formation. Unemployed individuals are pushed into self-employment
when they are faced with choosing between unemployment and self-employment
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(Ritsilä and Tervo 2002). Unemployment has been found to have a positive and a
negative impact on entrepreneurship (Thurik et al. 2008).
According to Bansal et al., (2005) Dissatisfaction with factors at the origin is emphasized in the migration literature as reasons for migration. Accordingly, from an
entrepreneurship perspective, dissatisfaction has been confirmed as a motive for
self-employment (Huisman and De Ridder, 1984). Arguing from a macro perspective, Thurik and Dejarin (2012), suggest that an individual may consider
self-employment when his/her personal values and belief differs from that of the
society; especially when such society is culturally non-supportive of entrepreneurship. Previous research has examined dissatisfaction with previous work, dissatisfaction
with life, dissatisfaction with democracy and found a strong correlation with
self-employment (Brockhaus 1980; Noorderhaven et al. 2004). Sarasvathy (2004) add that
those who are unemployable for lack of education or poor academic performance may be
pushed into self-employment.
King (2012) identified social recognition or low social status as a push factor in migration studies. In the context of entrepreneurship, Giacomin et al. (2011) classified social
recognition as a push factor. Following social legitimation argument, Individuals with low
social status will be pushed into entrepreneurship to obtain prestige or become socially recognized especially when a culture supports entrepreneurship (Thurik and Dejardin 2012).
Singh et al. (2011) found a significant relationship between the desire for social recognition
and entrepreneurship amongst female entrepreneurs in Nigeria. Similarly, Giacomin et al.
(2011) found young people to be pushed into entrepreneurship by the search for social
recognition.

The pull factors

The pull factors are usually considered in the light of the desire to become independent, a
motivation to search for profit or wealth and, the perception of a market opportunity.
The desire for Independence is predominantly a motive for self-employment (Verheul et al.
2010; Van Gelderen and Jansen 2006). Independence in the context of entrepreneurship
refers to a willingness to be free from external control in decision making and typically represented by the desire for autonomy, having no boss and creating one’s own job (Giacomin et
al. 2011; Caliendo and Kritikos 2009). Independence describes an individual desire for freedom, control, and flexibility (Zellweger et al. 2011). Independence is analogous to political
freedom from the migration literature (King 2012) though, from a macro-perspective.
Therefore, the desire to be independent as perceived in entrepreneurship is an attraction towards pursuing an entrepreneurial career path. Previous studies have found the
desire for independence to be positively related to entrepreneurial intentions (Douglas
and Shepherd 2002; Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2005).
Profit search relates to rent-seeking tendencies of individuals. Extant literature has
demonstrated the pursuit of profit in terms of earning big money, increasing income,
building equity or personal wealth as antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions with inconsistent results (Singh et al. 2011; Giacomin et al. 2010; Giacomin et al. 2007). People
would typically desire to become entrepreneurs to increase their income and financially
independent. Migration literature also emphasizes the pursuit of better income as an
attraction for migrants (King 2012; Bansal et al. 2005). Fitzsimmons and Douglas (2005)
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report that individuals with stronger positive attitudes toward income exhibit higher
entrepreneurial intentions.
The perception of market opportunities is a critical part of entrepreneurship such that
an entrepreneur searches for new or better solutions than those given in the actual
market environment (Lee et al. 2005; Buenstorf 2009). It is the existence of opportunities in
a market that act as an incentive at the destination – entrepreneurship – which attracts
people into seeking self-employment. However, the ability to identify these opportunities
are related to human capital (i.e, education or previous experience). Gatewood et al. (1995)
found the identification of market opportunities as the reason offered most for start-ups.

Mooring factors

Personal attitude depends on the perception of the outcome resulting from a target
behavior (Brännback et al. 2007) such that if possible outcomes are expected, favorable attitudes are developed. Thus, attitude predicts behavior through intentions
(Krueger and Carsud, 1993). The significant effect of attitude towards entrepreneurship on
entrepreneurial intentions is well documented (Solesvik et al. 2012; Franke and Lüthje 2004;
Krueger et al. 2000).
Bansal et al. (2005), emphasizes the central role of significant others in facilitating or
mitigating behavioral intentions. Subjective norm measures an individuals’ perception
of important people in their lives and in some cases with their motives to comply.
Branback et al. (Brännback et al. 2007) add that subjective norm provides a guideline
for culturally desirable behaviors. Therefore, entrepreneurship decision is embedded in
the subjective norm. A number of studies reported a significant relationship between
subjective norm and entrepreneurial intentions (Liñán and Chen 2009; Ozaralli and
Rivenburgh 2016).
Self-efficacy is concerned with the judgment of an individual’s capability to successfully
execute behavior required to produce a certain outcome (Bandura 1998). Self-efficacy is
related to task effort and performance, persistence, tenacity, resilience and emotional reactions in the face of failure (Bandura 1997, 1998). From the entrepreneurship perspective,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the strength of a person’s belief in his/her capacity to successfully perform the roles and tasks of an entrepreneur (Chen et al. 1998). According to
Lee et al. (2005), self-efficacious individuals are likely to perceive entrepreneurial
environment positively and make the best out of the situation. In other words,
high self-efficacy persons are likely to exercise control over entrepreneurial events,
while a person low in self-efficacy may not be willing to exert extra effort in the
face of obstacles and setbacks (Fu 2011). From the perspective of PPM, a person
low in self-efficacy will not migrate, even when the push and pull forces are
strong. Armitage and Conner (2001) concluded that self-efficacy is more strongly
correlated with intention and behavior.
Risk tolerance refers to a tendency to take or avoid risks. Characteristically, risk tolerance is often associated with entrepreneurship (Ozaralli and Rivenburgh 2016). There is
evidence to suggest that the more tolerant a person is to risk, the more likely that person
will want to be self-employed (Douglas and Shepherd 2002; Franke and Lüthje 2004). A
recent study found a negative correlation between risk tolerance and entrepreneurial
intention for US and Turkey students (Ozaralli and Rivenburgh 2016).
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Government support and availability of finance have been examined as environmental factors that facilitate or impede entrepreneurial intentions (Franke and
Lüthje 2004). In developing countries, the presence of opportunities may be mitigated by an unconducive environment (Singh et al. 2011) that manifest as
high-level bribery and corruption, restrictive entry regulations, significantly
low-level of financial services and higher risk aversion by commercial banks (Georgios
2014). The perception of these contextual factors moderates the attitude-intention relationship (Franke and Lüthje 2004). These environmental factors have been found to have
a negative impact on self-employment (Smallbone and Welter 2001). The conceptual
model is shown in (Fig. 1) below.
In sum, much of the variables identified as push, pull or mooring variables that facilitates or impedes entrepreneurial intentions corresponds with the migration literature.
Accordingly, the following is hypothesized:
H1: Push factors will have a strong and positive relationship with EI.
H2: Pull factors will have a strong and positive relationship with EI.
H3: Mooring variables will have a positive and significant influence on EI.

Method
Data for the study was obtained via survey. Survey data were collected from a random sample of National Youth Service Corp (NYSC) members in Anambra State,
Southeast Nigeria. NYSC members are unique data set for this kind of study. They
are groups of fresh young graduates from various universities and colleges of
higher learning across the country, with diverse background posted for a
mandatory One year National Service within a state in Nigeria. During the One
year, young graduates undergo Para-military training and are afterward deployed to
various establishments (including schools, multinational companies, private and
public enterprise) to serve for a monthly allowance (allowee). The NYSC program
enables its participants to acquire the spirit of self-reliance and encourage them to
develop skills for self-employment independent from the training received from
their respective schools. Therefore, an NYSC member is equipped to pursue a paid
employment or an entrepreneurial career path. Following Kueger et al. (Krueger et
al. 2000), our sample consists of subjects with diverse career intentions and attitude towards entrepreneurship.

Pull

mooring

Push
Fig. 1 Conceptual model

EI
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Sample and procedure
Data to test the model and hypotheses were drawn from a random sample of 288 respondents from NYSC secretariats in Anambra State, Southeast Nigeria. Copies of the
questionnaire were self-administered to the respondents using trained interviewers.
The survey was completed anonymously during the NYSC members’ weekly Community Development Programme meeting in February/March 2016.
For the pre-test, data was collected from a convenience sample of 54 undergraduates
in their final year enrolled in a Management course at a Federal University also in
Southeast Nigeria. To assure content validity, senior academics in marketing and Entrepreneurship Department reviewed the items that were based on relevant previous studies.
The questionnaire designed was then subsequently modified and before administering to
respondents.
Measurement
All variables in the hypotheses were assessed with a multi-item scale. Multi-item scale
covers a broad range of meanings to cover a construct; measures more response category and makes it easy to compute the internal consistency of a construct (Hoeppier
et al. 2012). The constructs were measured using scales adapted from previous studies
(e.g., Liñán and Chen 2009; Giacomin et al. 2011; Noorderhaven et al. 2004)
Dependent variable

Entrepreneurial intentions were set as the dependent variable. Six intentions based
items adapted from Linen and Chen (2009) was used to measure entrepreneurial intentions. The items were measured on a five-point Likert-scale ranging from 5 strongly
agree to 1 strongly disagree. The items were then loaded to test its reliability using
Cronbach alpha.
Independent variables

The antecedents of entrepreneur intentions were measured using three independent
variables: push, pull and mooring variables adapted from previous studies. The push
factors which are circumstances that force an individual to establish a business are
mostly related to employment e.g. lay off, job insecurity, job dissatisfaction, and unemployment. Accordingly, this study operationalized the push factors based on, unemployment, dissatisfaction with life, dissatisfaction with democracy, social recognition
and poor academic grades (reverse coded). Measurement constructs were adapted from
Giacomin et al. (2011), Noorderhaven et al. (2004) and self-developed for this study
based on themes from the literature. The pull factors which are fortuitous circumstances that make entrepreneurship or self-employment attractive were operationalized
as a market opportunity, autonomy, and profit search. The measurement constructs
were adapted from Giacomin et al. (2011). Mooring factors are personal, social and cultural factors responsible for differences in individual reactions to various combination
of pull and push factors. Much of the entrepreneurial intentions models have been examined based on the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen 1991) or Shapero’s Entrepreneurial Event Theory (Shapero, 1982). These models have been used to predict EI by
accounting for personal, social and cultural factors that can lead to the creation of new
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firms (Iakovleva et al. 2011). Accordingly, mooring effect is operationalized as subjective norm, self-efficacy, and risk tolerance, attitude towards entrepreneurship, financial
resources, and government support. All items are Likert-scale type ranging from 5
strongly agree to 1 strongly disagree.
Control variables. Four variables were included to account for the effect of individual
characteristics on EI. They include sex (0-male, 1-female), age (in years), entrepreneurship education (1-yes, 0-No) and entrepreneurial parent (1-yes, 0-No).

Results
Principal component analysis

Principal component analysis with varimax rotation and reliability analysis was performed to assess the validity and reliability of the measures. Factor loadings below 0.4
were set as benchmark and Cronbach alpha > 0.7. All 38 – items converge on 7 factors.
Factor 1 consists of items initially measured as personal attitude and subjective norm
variables converging into one and label perceived desirability (Krueger et al. 2000;
Brännback et al. 2007). Factor 2 consists of availability of finance and government support variables, therefore, label environmental factors; factor 3 consists of dimensions
measuring pull factors (i.e, profit search, independence and market opportunity) therefore labeled pull factors. Factor 4 is labeled self-efficacy; factor 5 labeled dissatisfaction
and factor 6 label social recognition both pertaining to push factors. Finally, factor 7 is
risk tolerance variables. Three items were excluded from the measures. The cumulative
explained variance is 75%. Cronbach’s alpha for the dimensions was reliable. The summary of the factor analysis and reliability test is shown in Table 1 below.

Hypotheses testing

Multiple hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to test the hypotheses. Multiple
regression analysis tests the causal relationship between dependent and independent
variables by accounting for the difference in the predictive power of additional variables
included in the model and enable a researcher to account for the effect of control variables. In the present study, the authors account for the effect of control variables in relation to the variables of interest. The confidence level is set at 95% (p < 0.05).
Therefore, the null hypotheses are rejected if p < 0.05, otherwise the alternate hypotheses is accepted.
In model 1 (r2 = .06, p < .01), the effect of control variables on entrepreneurial intentions was examined. Only entrepreneurship education (β = 0.20, p < 0.05) had a positive
and significant effect on entrepreneurial intentions and explains 6% of the variance in
the dependent variable. Model 2 (r2 = 14, p < 0.05) incorporates the push-pull-mooring
variable in addition to the control variables. The result shows that for the Pull factors
the beta co-efficient equals .193, and p-value is less than 0.05, therefore, the null hypotheses is rejected and the alternate accepted. It is therefore, concluded that the pull
factors significantly influence entrepreneurial intentions among young graduates; thus,
supporting Hypothesis 2. Similarly, the p-value for the mooring variables (β = .231,
p < .0.001) is less than 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate accepted and conclude that the mooring variable significantly influences entrepreneurial
intentions among young graduates. Thus, supporting Hypothesis 3. In addition, the
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Table 1 Factor Analysis and Cronbach alpha
1
A career as an entrepreneur is attractive to me

2

3

4

5

6

7

0.85

If I had the opportunity and resources, I would like to start a business

0.81

People I care about would approve of my intentions to become an
entrepreneur

0.72

Most people who are important to me would approve of me
becoming an entrepreneur

0.70

Being an entrepreneur gives me satisfaction

0.67

Being an entrepreneur implies more adv. than disadvantage. to me

0.48

Amongst various options, I would rather be an entrepreneur

0.54

It is difficult to start a business, due to lack of available finance

0.89

Government do not provide sufficient support for start-ups

0.86

It is not easy to obtain start-up capital

0.85

Banks are not willing to give loans to start-ups

0.68

Government laws do not encourage new businesses

0.67

The process of starting a new business is complex

0.42

I need to make big money

0.82

I want to create my own job

0.76

There are opportunities I need to exploit

0.75

I need to be personally independent

0.67

I wish to be financially secured

0.66

I want to have flexible time to spend with family and other interest

0.59

I want to be my own boss

0.54

I have business ideas I must realize

0.49

I have product and services I need to develop

0.46

It mainly depends on me whether I reach a goal or not

0.81

If I get what I want, it is the result of my endeavor and personal
commitment

0.81

Most of what happens in my life is up to me

0.63

When I plan, I make sure to actualize my plans

0.58

I am dissatisfied with life in this country

0.78

I am dissatisfied with govt. and democracy

0.76

I perceived that employment opportunities are limited

0.62

Discrimination and unfair employment practices are high

0.53

I wish my academic grades were better

0.77

I feel my social status need improving

0.75

I may consider starting a business so I can be socially recognize

0.52

I feel I need to be self-employed to boost my prestige

0.41

I do not enjoy taking risk

0.86

I am not likely to start a business when there is a risk it might failure

0.78

Cronbach alpha (α)

.87

.86

.88

.70

.74

.64

.72

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
Rotation converged in 15 iterations

mooring variables had the strongest impact on entrepreneurial intentions as indicated by
the higher beta coefficient. However, for the push factor (β = .012, p > 0.05) the p-value is
greater than 0.05, therefore the null is accepted and the alternate rejected. It can therefore
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be concluded that there is no significant effect of the push factor on entrepreneurial intentions. Thus, hypothesis 1 is not supported. Though model 2 explains 10% of the variation
in entrepreneurial intentions, the overall model is a good fit and improves significantly
from model 1 (F = 3.18, p < 0.05) (Table 2). The summary of the result is presented in
Table 2.
A follow-up analysis was also conducted to test the effect of the factors independently
on entrepreneurial intentions using linear regressions. The model accounts for 35% of
the variance in entrepreneurial intentions. Five of the factors including perceived desirability, dissatisfaction, and self-efficacy and risk tolerance were found to be significant
predictors of entrepreneurial intentions. Pull factors and social recognition was found
to be insignificant. Pull factors lost its predictive power in this model once control variables were excluded. The results are shown in Table 3. In sum, young graduates are
more likely to behave entrepreneurially once the mooring variables are strong and the
pull factors towards entrepreneurship are also strong.

Discussion
This study investigated determinants of entrepreneurial intentions from the perspective
of push-pull-mooring migration model. The model was tested using 288 Youth Corp
members (young graduates) in Nigeria. The result shows that the model is a good fit.
Though the model had low predictive power when compared with other competing
models (e.g., TPB, Ajzen, 1991; SEE, Shapero 1982), it provides a theoretical justification for the inclusion of many predictors of entrepreneurial intentions into a unifying
model (Bansal et al. 2005). The pull and mooring factors were the only significant predictors of entrepreneurial intentions. The push factors were found to have an insignificant influence on entrepreneurial intentions. The mooring factors had the strongest
influence on entrepreneurial intentions. In other words, the environmental factors (finance availability and government support), perceived desirability (subjective norm and
personal attitude), risk tolerance and self-efficacy are important determinants of
Table 2 Hierarchical regression model for PPM and entrepreneurial intentions
Model 1

Model 2

Age

.066

.029

Dependent variable
Entrepreneurial Intentions
Control Variables

Sex

−.004

.003

Entrepreneurship Education

.197**

.225***

Entrepreneurial Parents/Relatives

−.092

−.092

Independent Variables
Push factors

.012

Pull factors

.19**

Mooring variables

.231**

R2

.06*

.14**

Adjusted R

.03

.10

F

2.1199

3.177

2

p < 0.1, p < 0.05,

*

**

p < 0.001

***
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Table 3 Linear regression model for entrepreneurial intentions
β

p

Perceived desirability

0.33

0.00*

Environmental factors

−0.31

0.000*

Pull factors

−0.11

0.121

Dissatisfaction

0.195

0.009*

Self-efficacy

0.277

0.000*

Social recognition

−0.007

0.917

Risk tolerance

−0.193

0.007*

Dependent variable
Entrepreneurial intentions
Independent variables

entrepreneurial intentions. This emphasizes the importance of the mooring factors in
facilitating or impeding entrepreneurial decision. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first study to empirically examine mooring factors in the context of entrepreneurship research; most of the sub-components examined as the mooring factors have been
empirically verified in extant literature as earlier mentioned. The findings of this study
corroborate earlier findings with regard to the sub-components. For instance, personal
attitude, subjective norm (or perceived desirability) supports Segal et al., (2005), Solesvik et
al., (2012) and Iakovleva et al., (2011) while Franke and Lüthje (2004), confirms the impact
of environmental factors (availability of finance and government support).
Second, the significant effect of pull factors lends supports to previous studies
(Giacomin et al. 2011; Ismail et al., 2012). This confirms the importance of independence
or autonomy (Douglas & Shepherd, 2005) and to some extent opportunities exploitation
and profit motives in the decision to behave entrepreneurially (Giacomin et al. 2011;
Caliendo and Kritikos 2009). The tendency to be ‘pulled’ into an entrepreneurial career
seems plausible when an individual has received entrepreneurship education.
Finally, the effect of push factors was insignificant. This result lends support to previous findings (Ismail et al., 2012). However, following reports of higher entrepreneurial
activities in developing countries due to unemployment and ‘dissatisfaction’s (Iakovleva
et al. 2011), It was expected that the push factors will predict EI. A plausible explanation could be that previous studies examined job dissatisfaction and unemployment as
‘push factors’ with a significant contribution to self-employment (Ritsilä and Tervo
2002; Brockhaus 1980). Job dissatisfaction was not measured in our dataset since young
graduates do not have a job yet. In addition, further analysis of the factors under investigation reveals a significant effect of dissatisfaction and unemployment on EI when
entrepreneurship education is excluded using standard regression. This emphasizes the
importance of entrepreneurship education in the decision to be self-employed. Hence,
the perception of employment and dissatisfaction only act to push individuals towards
entrepreneurship when entrepreneurship education is lacking.

Conclusion
Policymakers are making a concerted effort towards increasing entrepreneurship supply
by encouraging students to opt for an entrepreneurial career path after graduation. This
study provides some insights towards policy directions for increasing the supply of
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entrepreneurs. The impact of entrepreneurship education on EI shows the need for continuous monitoring and advancement of entrepreneurship development programmes. The
strength of the mooring factors in predicting EI emphasizes the need to improve governmental support and provide easy access to finance for young graduates. Furthermore, it is
very important that entrepreneurship is culturally imbibed by enabling a connection between young graduates and successful entrepreneurs in a mentor-protégé relationship. This
may increase the self-efficacy of potential entrepreneurs and also engender a positive attitude towards entrepreneurship. It may also be worthwhile for policymakers to start deploying willing graduates (or students) to entrepreneurial ventures (including informal business
sectors) across all trades during the mandatory one year NYSC program to enable the development of necessary human capital and business networks necessary to initiate and
manage their enterprise when it eventuates. These crops of young graduates may also be
empowered at the end of their service year with substantial seed capital to start-up.
Pull factors predicts EI when entrepreneurship education are controlled for evidencing
the impact of entrepreneurship education on opportunity recognition, desire for autonomy
and profit search. When entrepreneurship education is absence, unemployment, dissatisfaction with life, government and democracy drive EI. In other words, the perception of limited employment opportunities, discriminatory employment practices, and dissatisfaction
with life, government and democracy are significant predictors of EI when entrepreneurship education is lacking. Accordingly, encouraging self-employment through modifying
entrepreneurship education to include classroom teachings and on-the-job training may
increase entrepreneurial self-efficacy and to the greater extent of new venture creation.

Limitations and suggestion for further studies
The PPM model of migration provides theoretically robust bases for including a number
of predictors into a model. However, only the most common predictors of entrepreneurial
intention are included in the model. Future studies might consider including other dimensions into the PPM model. In addition, the PPM model accounts for the effect of moderation of the mooring variables on the push/pull factors, the application of a robust and
sophisticated statistical method such as the structural equation modeling (SEM) is recommended to test this effect. While the study controlled for some factors such as sex, age,
entrepreneurship education, entrepreneurial parents, these factors are possible mooring
variables that can be examined using the SEM. Lastly, the study examined the entrepreneurial intent of young graduates (National Youth Service Corps members) of only a state
in Nigeria. This limits the generalizability of the findings of this study. It is recommended
that the model is further tested using a larger sample size from diverse cultural settings.
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