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Abstract

Universities are promoting entrepreneurship incubation as a means of instilling an entrepreneurial mindset and
creation of business ventures among university students. This is necessitated by the bulging youth
unemployment among university graduates in the world and most sub-Saharan African countries. This initiative
aims at creating graduates who are job creators and not job seekers. Despite these efforts, youth unemployment
rates continue to rise among most graduates. Moreover, most university-incubated youth-led businesses have a
high failure rate with a majority of them not seeing a second birthday. To address this issue, the study sought to
examine the nature of incubated agribusinesses and their sustainability performance in seven selected
universities in Kenya. A multistage sampling procedure technique along with Cochran’s (1963) formula for
determining populations that are large and unknown were used to select 272 respondents whose businesses were
incubated at their universities. Using an index and descriptive statistics, University Incubated agribusinesses in
Kenya on average exist for only one year and five months. Results also revealed that the university-incubated
agribusinesses under study were 68.2% sustainable indicating a fair performance. They revealed a higher
performance in social sustainability (72.8% of its dimensional scores) as compared to economic and
environmental sustainability (65.2% and 70% respectively of their dimensional scores). To ensure the long-term
success of university-incubated youth agribusinesses, the study recommends that university business incubators
should assess the expectations of their participants before they enroll them. The study also suggests that
universities should create standardized policies, and procedures governing all stages of incubation. Moreover,
youths with university-incubated agribusinesses need to intensify their economic, social, and environmental
practices and strategies to ensure the holistic sustainability of their agribusinesses.
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1. Introduction

The unemployment rate among young people in Kenya keeps on increasing. For example; in the first quarter of
2021 it increased compared to the previous quarter of 2020 (World Bank, 2021). In the age group between 20
and 24 years and above, the rate stood at 16.3 percent. This was an increase from 15 percent in Q4 2020, while
in the age group between 15 to 19 years, the unemployment level grew to nearly 7 percent after reaching the
lowest level of 2.8 percent in Q4 2020 (Karmer, 2022). This makes youth unemployment one of the major
challenges in Kenya, a country where agribusinesses are a significant livelihood to many (World Bank, 2021).
According to Farah and Ali (2018), among the many causes of unemployment is the failure to align the education
curricula with skill demand by the labour market as well as the youth bulge. Consequentially, the government
and non-governmental organizations are trying to mitigate this problem through different interventions. One of
the interventions is incubating youths through entrepreneurship skills development and the provision of start-up
capital (Ferreiro et al., 2018). Business incubation provides the support and resources necessary to help new
ventures succeed in their growth and maturity stages. Incubation centers create an environment where
entrepreneurs receive intensive, personalized attention from management consultants, business executives, and
other experts in their fields of interest (Mason & Brown, 2014). Since universities play a crucial role in youth
skill development, some of the incubation centers are located in universities.

The importance of the university-sponsored business incubator stems from the potential of linking talent,
technology, capital, and know-how to leverage entrepreneurial talent, accelerating the development of new
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technology-based firms, and speeding up the commercialization of technology (Aebischer, 2015; Hassan, 2020).
The goal is to produce entrepreneurial graduates with the potential of creating more job opportunities. Despite
these efforts, youth unemployment rates continue to increase, as most incubated and supported youth-led
businesses fail to sustain themselves (Donkor, 2021; International Labour Office, 2012; Mwobobia, 2012). By
studying the nature of incubated agribusinesses and their sustainability performance in the selected universities,
this article suggests ways of sustaining incubated youth agribusinesses to maximize their benefits.

Literature defines incubated agribusinesses as small and medium-sized start-up enterprises/businesses in the
agriculture value chain (Ferreiro et al., 2018; Hassan, 2020). These incubated businesses are sponsored by public
entities, nonprofit organizations, universities, and private corporations through their respective incubators
(Valero et al., 2021). The incubators set selection processes to evaluate, recommend, and select businesses to be
incubated (Ramkissoon-Babwah & McDavid, 2014). Every incubated business venture evolves through stages in
the process: innovation or seed (conception of the idea for the business venture), start-up (establishment of the
business entity, products and services), growth, and maturity (established place in the market and begins to
expand the customer base), as well as decline and existence (Cooper & Dunkelberg, 1986; Danna & Porsche,
2008; Eliakis et al., 2020; Tam & Gray, 2016). However, there is no frame of reference for judging whether the
incubated business is on or off track and no way to decide whether and to what degree it may need additional
resources. With this, incubated agribusinesses continue to face different factors that may favour or hinder their
success and sustainability as highlighted by Schwartz (2011).

Over time, research has identified several factors that influence the success of entreprencurial ventures. Access to
working capital, financing, and equity and debt capitalization has been considered most important to sustaining
start-ups (Berger & Udell, 1998; Corredera et al., 2021; OECD, 2014). Other studies have pointed out the role of
the region in enterprise success. If people work in regions of active entrepreneurship, they are more likely to
become entrepreneurs because of the role models and sources of assistance surrounding them (Contin-Pilart &
Larraza-Kintana, 2015; Rajchamaha & Prapojanasomboon, 2022; Roden & Stahle, 2017). In addition,
community support plays an essential role in sustaining startup business development. This is because not many
companies have graduated or left the incubators to leave the communities where they were incubated (Kee et al.,
2019; Stumbitz et al., 2018). Because of this, incubated businesses through incubators gain communities’
financial, moral, and public relations support.

Tagraf and Akin (2009), as well as Xie et al. (2021) also identify a significant correlation between business
success and entrepreneurship characteristics, which include, among others, the need for achievement,
innovativeness, proactive personality, generalized self-efficacy, stress tolerance, need for autonomy, locus of
control, and risk-taking. With the help of these traits, an entrepreneur can focus their efforts on developing a
radical idea that will lead to the founding of a business (da Silva et al., 2019). In addition, in its early stages, the
success or failure of incubated and supported agribusinesses squarely depends on the sole ability of the owner(s)
(Adisa et al., 2014; Mbogo, 2011; Nair & Blomquist, 2019). This is because incubated agribusinesses are small
businesses characterized mostly by individual ownership and operation whereas sometimes, they are
group-owned and operated businesses. The operations are micro within a small area with a low financed base,
have fewer than 100 employees, and have relatively little impact on their industry (Muhindi & Ngaba, 2018;
Yashino & Taghizadeh, 2016). With the question of defining the characteristics of university-incubated
agribusiness and their sustainability performance, this study examined university-incubated agribusinesses in
three sections that are; social economic, agribusiness characteristics, and business incubation characteristics. On
the same note, agribusiness sustainability is described as the ability of an agribusiness to maintain its objectives
while standing on its own, as well as posting a positive cash flow without compromising resources for future
generations. This was examined as social, environmental, and economic sustainability. The rest of this article is
organized as follows: 1.1 Theoretical Framework; 2. Methodology; 2.2 Analytical Framework; 3. Results and
Discussions; 4. Conclusion; and 5. Recommendations.

1.1 Theoretical Framework

The study relied on the concept of Corporate Sustainability, which was proposed by Chang et al. (2017). This
theory encompasses adopting business strategies and activities that meet the needs of the enterprise and its
stakeholders while also protecting, sustaining, and improving the human and natural resources that will be
required in the future. To operationalize this concept, the study employed the Triple Bottom Line (TBL)
approach, which was developed by Elkington (1997). This approach suggests that an organization can facilitate
its movement toward sustainable development by integrating TBL management, which includes three
dimensions social, environmental, and economic/financial. The study aimed to ensure the overall sustainability
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of the incubated and supported agribusinesses, taking into account their effect on the green environment and
society while ensuring their economic sustainability.

2. Methodology

The study was conducted in seven selected Kenyan universities with youth business incubators. There is no
central organization or association for university-based business incubators in Kenya. Thus, a list of all public
and chartered private universities as provided by the Commission for University Education was obtained and
then checked for the major universities in Kenya. These were further verified as to whether or not the individual
universities had an incubator that has existed for three years and above with youths venturing into agribusiness in
place. According to web searches and confirmatory inquiries, the study purposively selected the seven
universities, as indicated in Table 1. These universities consisted of both public and private chartered universities,
even though private universities’ strategic orientations are utterly different from those of public universities.

Using Cochran’s (1963) formula for determining populations that are large and unknown to determine the
sample size:

1’1:Z2

p(lez p) (1)
where, n is the sample size, 2% is the Z-score of 95% from the table which is 1.96, e is the margin of error
(confidence interval) of +/-5%, p is the estimated proportion of an attribute that is present in the population
(standard deviation). According to Israel (1992), p = 0.2 is used in situations where a majority of the population
may not have the attribute of interest. A smaller number of incubated businesses may last for more than three years
when they are not sustainable and may exist by name or in debt but not as a business that can stand on its own
(Wedig & Wiegratz, 2018). Thus, 272 respondents were determined for the study. The 272 respondents were
distributed equally between the seven selected universities of Kenya, with a minimum of 39 respondents from
each university. However, since the study considered only agribusinesses, some of the universities were not in a
position to provide a complete number of 39 respondents (students incubated in agribusiness). Therefore, the
study maximized universities with a more significant number of university-incubated agribusinesses.

Table 1. Distribution of respondents

S/n Universities Incubators Number of Percentage
respondents

1 University of Nairobi C4DLab 19 6.9

2 Kenyatta University Business Incubation and Acceleration Centre 50 18.4

3 Jomo Kenyatta University JKUAT industrial Park 40 14.7

4 Egerton University CoELIB and AGLEAD 50 18.4

5 Strathmore University iLabAfrica Centre 39 143

6 Moi University PTRE Incubation Centre 40 14.7

7 Riara University Accelerating Entrepreneurship Support in Universities in Kenya (AESU) 34 12.5
TOTAL 2 100

Note. The numbers sampled, as indicated above, were retained after data cleaning.

Source: Author’s survey 2023.

2.1 Ethical Considerations

The investigation conducted was guided by moral principles and ethical considerations. To ensure that the study
was conducted ethically, the Egerton University Institutional Scientific and Ethics Review Committee granted
ethical clearance. Furthermore, the respective universities were contacted before reaching out to the students
who went through their incubation programs. Before collecting data, the incubates were informed about the
purpose of the study, and their consent was sought. The confidentiality of the information collected was highly
prioritized and all data was handled with the utmost care and responsibility.

2.2 Analytical Framework

In this study, descriptive statistics were used to characterize the social-economic, business-related, and business
incubation characteristics of university-incubated agribusinesses. The variables used were both continuous and
categorical. The descriptive statistics employed in this analysis included mean, standard deviation, frequency
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distribution, discrete frequency distribution, percentages, and cross-tabulations using custom tables. Additionally,
inferential statistics, such as the t-test, were used to test the significance of the variables and provide deeper
insights into the data. Overall, this approach provided an understanding of the agribusinesses under study and
their key characteristics.

Furthermore, the sustainability index of university-incubated agribusinesses was calculated. The purpose of the
sustainability index was to assess the economic, environmental, and social sustainability performance of these
businesses and to formulate dimensional scores of economic, environmental, and social sustainability (Bhanot &
Bapat, 2015; Singh et al., 2016; FAO, 2016). To compute the sustainability index, Likert scale statements were
used as adopted by Nangobi et al. (2023). According to Bhanot and Bapat (2015), the sustainability index is
calculated by adding up the scores of each dimension, which provides a measure of the overall competency of the
business relative to its competitors. In this study, the sustainability index dimensions were measured on a scale of
100 percent (Rahman, 2011; Singh et al., 2016). Whereby, each dimension is weighted based on its importance
(Nangobi et al., 2023; Rahman, 2011). The economic dimension took the highest weight score of 50% because it
facilitates all the activities in the business and is thus the heart of any business. The social and environmental
dimensions took equal weight scores of 25% because for any business to prosper, it must be accepted in society
and by all stakeholders at the same time, for agribusinesses largely depend on agriculture and environmental
performance.

To evaluate the economic sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses, youths whose agribusinesses
were incubated were assessed on strategies they apply to ensure the financial well-being of their agribusinesses.
These included: having productivity improvements, having organic expansions, having paying customers for
their products (market), proper management of business money and having working capital, being able to make
profits, having access to finance and market information, making savings, paying local tax, and considering free
yet effective marketing strategies.

To evaluate environmental sustainability, five aspects that depended on the strategies agribusinesses apply to
ensure that they live in harmony with their environment and their understanding of the relationship between the
environment and the agribusinesses were considered. These strategies included: identifying and understanding
the interdependence between business activities and the environment, designing and implementing effective,
sustainable production plans, using natural resources efficiently by employees, and proper waste management
during business operations. Lastly, the social dimension was evaluated by assessing eight aspects of strategies
startup businesses apply to ensure a positive relationship and well-being of the society in which they operate,
employees, and other stakeholders. These included among others: building active relations and trust with
stakeholders, resolving conflicts, and engaging the community in the social activities of the business.

The sub-scores for each dimension were thus computed based on the number of practices and strategies reported
by the university-incubated agribusinesses. These sub-scores were then used to compute the sustainability index
using Equation 2.

The sub-scores for each of the dimensions (sub;) were computed as follows;

Subi = gizl ;_: (2)

where, qi are pratices and strategies asked under each given dimension, U, is weight of the number of
practices and strategies asked under each given dimension, s, is number of practices and strategies reported in

university incubated youths’ agribusiness. These sub-scores were thus used to compute the sustainability index
as follows;

UIASI = ¥ Ujsub; 3)
where, UIASI = University Incubated Agribusiness Sustainability Index, Sub; is Sub-scores of the three
sustainability dimensions, i is sustainability dimensions (economic, social, and environmental) and, U is weights
of the respective dimensions.

The calculated University Incubated Agribusiness Sustainability Index was then used to assess the performance
of university-incubated youths’ agribusiness through descriptive statistics, such as mean estimation, and upper
and lower boundaries.

3. Results and Discussions

This section presents the categorical and quantitative characteristics of university-incubated agribusinesses as
represented by 272 respondents from the seven major universities surveyed in Kenya. These characteristics are
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presented in three sections: Socioeconomic, Agribusiness information, and Business incubation characteristics.
Furthermore, the constructs in the respective sustainability dimensions including economic, environmental, and
social sustainability are described. This aided in identifying the particular areas in the dimensions that may need
improvement. Then, using the sustainability index, the study characterizes the sustainability performance.

3.1 Social-Economic Characteristics of Student Entreprencurs

The study determined the socioeconomic characteristics of the incubates to better understand their demographics.
According to the findings, university-incubated businesses are owned by both male and female incubates, with
males making up the majority (59.1%). This suggests that male students are more inclined towards
entrepreneurial activities and have a higher desire to create their businesses as compared to their female peers.
These results are in line with previous research conducted by Shi and Wang (2021), which also indicates that
male students are more actively involved in entrepreneurship. However, it is worth noting that the difference in
participation rates between male and female students is relatively small (18.2%), which could be attributed to the
current emphasis on gender equality across all sectors (Acosta et al., 2021; Giroud & Huaman, 2019). Overall,
these statistics indicate that university incubation programs successfully encourage entrepreneurship with a mix
of gender participation, as highlighted by Hassan (2020).

Furthermore, the study shows that a significant number of student entrepreneurs were single (72.1%), while the
remaining (27.9%) were married. It is possible that the majority of students at universities are young and focused
on their careers, which could explain why marriage is not a priority for many. However, the results from the
cross-tabulation in Table 3 indicate that married individuals have a higher percentage of existing businesses than
their single counterparts. In other words, married individuals tend to have more responsibilities, which may
motivate them to invest more in businesses than single individuals (Kolvereid, 2018; Pfeffer & Ross, 1982).

Results presented in Table 2 highlight that student entrepreneurs pursuing higher degrees, such as undergraduate
degrees and postgraduate degrees, have a significantly higher participation rate in incubation programs (51.0%
and 19.2%) compared to those pursuing certificates and diplomas (16.3% and 13.5%). This could be attributed to
the fact that universities in Kenya offer a wide range of degree and postgraduate programs, while certificates and
diplomas are typically offered by TVETs (Technical and Vocational Education and Training) (Mohammad et al.,
2021). Moreover, the study finds that diploma students have a larger percentage of pre-existing businesses
(89.3%) than non-existent businesses (10.7%). Conversely, postgraduate students have the lowest percentage of
pre-existing businesses (67.5%), with 32.5% having non-existing businesses, an area that could be further
researched. These results are in line with Lackéus (2015), who suggests that education plays a crucial role in
entrepreneurial engagement, with most respondents affirming the positive impact of education on their
involvement in incubation as an entrepreneurial activity. Respondents agreed that their education helped them
develop an entrepreneurial mindset, equipped them with skills for their agribusiness, and demonstrated the value
of entrepreneurship in terms of starting a business.

Table 2. Social economic factors

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Male 161 59.1
e Femae moo 09
. Single 196 72.1
Mamalswtes o wamed 6 a9
Certificate 44 16.3
. Diploma 37 13.5
E tion level
ducation leve Degree 139 51.0
e Yostgraduate 2 B2
Yes 154 56.7
Selfemployedparents N ns w3
Business experience prior to incubation Yes 136 500
P P No 136 50.0

The data presented in Table 2 indicates that a significant proportion of the students who participated in the
incubation program had parents or guardians who were self-employed. On the other hand, a small percentage of
students had parents or guardians who were not involved in self-employment. Further analysis in Table 3 shows

63



jas.ccsenet.org Journal of Agricultural Science Vol. 16, No. 8; 2024

that students with self-employed parents or guardians had more existing agribusinesses as compared to those
without self-employed parents or guardians. This highlights the crucial role played by parents or guardians as a
social network influencing entrepreneurship among university students. Results affirmed this finding with a
majority of the respondents whose parents or guardians were self-employed acknowledging their parents’
significant contribution to their entrepreneurial journey. The students reported that their parents encouraged them
to start their businesses, provided them with business advice, and even gave them startup capital. Additionally,
some respondents mentioned that they gained valuable experience by working with their parents or guardians.
These findings are consistent with prior research by Ranwala (2016) that suggests that family background as a
social network can play a vital role in promoting entrepreneurship.

Findings further reveal a significant disparity of 50 percent in the number of students who join incubation with
prior business experience compared to those without any previous experience. The results in the custom Table 3
suggest that prior experience in business could potentially provide an added advantage to business existence and
performance. The data indicates that the majority of students who had previous business experience before
joining the incubation program had existing businesses in comparison to those who did not have any existing
agribusinesses (76.0% vs. 24.0%). On the other hand, students without prior business experience had fewer
operational agribusinesses than non-existing agribusinesses (74.0% vs. 26.0%). This shows a difference of only 2
percent. It is worth noting that having prior business experience equips individuals with the necessary knowledge
and skills to manage and operate a business effectively. The study also highlights that business management is
one of the primary reasons why many agribusinesses fail. Therefore, it is possible that students with prior
experience had a higher success rate in their agribusinesses due to their understanding of business management
principles.

Table 3. Characteristics of agribusinesses and status of business existence

Whether the business is still in existence or not

Indicators Category

Yes (%) No (%)
. Single 70.8 29.2
Moralses Maried o 60
Certificate 75.0 25.0
. Diploma 84.2 15.8
E tion level
ducation leve Degree 73.2 26.8
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Postgraduate 381 .48
Yes 75.8 24.2
Selfemplovedparens N 62 ws o
. . . . Yes 73.1 26.9
[Pushessesperiencebeloreinenbation  No ns 205
Business registered Yes 764 236
_____________ e Ne TS
2-3 100.0 0.0
4-5 67.7 323
Number of partners 6-7 40.0 60.0
8-9 333 66.7
___________________________________________ AbovelO 00 00 .
Ideation 11.6 273
. . Startup stage 33.9 36.4
fi
Stage after incubation Growth and establishment  43.8 273
Expansion 10.7 9.1
maturity 0.0 0.0

Lastly, results revealed that individuals who participate in university incubation programs possess several
entrepreneurial traits on average. These traits include being proactive, optimistic, innovative, and having an
internal locus of control, which means they believe their success or failure in business is determined by their
actions. Additionally, they exhibit self-efficacy, a high-risk-taking propensity, and decisional freedom, which
means they can independently decide what, how, and when to venture into business. These traits have the
potential to enhance entrepreneurship performance, as supported by various studies such as those conducted by
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Crowley and Jordan (2017), Ncokazi and Mpiti (2023), and Yangailo and Qutieshat (2022). However, the results
also revealed that most of these students tend to avoid competition, even though studies by Crowley and Jordan
(2017) suggest that competition can lead to increased business-level innovation.

3.2 Agribusiness Characteristics

This section characterizes university-incubated agribusinesses in two ways; first, it describes the nature of the
agribusinesses in terms of agribusiness existence and composition. Furthermore, the section examines
entrepreneurial traits in terms of the personality of incubated students in universities and their perception of
running their own businesses. This aided in giving an overall description of university incubation agribusiness in
terms of business existence and the personality and perception of their owners. With this, a clear description of
university-incubated agribusinesses was drawn.

Results presented in Table 4 show that the agribusinesses under study had an average operating period of one
year and five months. Findings reveal that most of the respondents had businesses that were still active at the
time of data collection, as opposed to those that had closed down (75% and 25%, respectively) (Table 5). The
shortest duration of existence was two months, while the longest was four years. The findings also revealed that
a significant number of agribusinesses that failed closed down within a year after incubation, with some shutting
down even before a month had passed. The maximum time such businesses took to fail after incubation was
three years. This reveals that the majority of these incubated agribusinesses do not get to see their second
birthday and those that strive much to see it don’t get to see their fifth birthday. These findings are in line with
Jorgensen (2011), Kaiburi et al. (2012), and Mwobobia (2012), who contend that while the incubators seek to
develop entrepreneurship by providing complementary services that support and promote the skills and expertise
of the entrepreneur approximately half of all new entrants survive less than five years. It’s important to note that
these agribusinesses have provided employment opportunities, ranging from at least two employees to a
maximum of eight people, excluding the business owner(s). This indicates that most of the businesses are micro
businesses (Adisa et al., 2014; Mbogo, 2011; Nair & Blomquist, 2019).

Table 4. Information on agribusiness existence

Items N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Duration of business existence 272 1.424 0.913 0.167 4.000
Number of employees 272 1.550 1.699 0.000 8.000
Period of business closed 68 1.061 0.559 .0830 3.000
Duration of incubation 272 4.199 4.644 0.230 24.000

Based on the findings presented in Table 5, it can be observed that the ownership status of agribusinesses
incubated by universities are predominantly sole proprietorships, accounting for 72.6%. Partnerships and
corporations make up 25.5% and 1.9%, respectively. This trend may be attributed to the fact that most students
are more likely to join these incubation programs as individuals instead of groups or partners. Among the sole
proprietorships, it was observed that the majority of them were owned by male entrepreneurs. This could be
because males have a stronger desire to own businesses as compared to their female counterparts, which is also
noted in a study conducted by Shi and Wang (2021) that suggests that male students are more involved in
entrepreneurial activities compared to their female counterparts. The study also revealed that partnerships usually
involved a range of 2 to 8 partners, with a range of 4 to 5 partners being the most common type of partnership,
accounting for 66.7% of the total. Furthermore, mixed-gender partnerships were found to be the majority,
accounting for 81.8%, while single-gender partnerships were less common, with only 9.1% male and 3.6%
female. This indicates the active participation of both male and female students in incubation programs, which is
consistent with the results of Tiren’s (2020) research, which also found active participation of both genders in
incubation programs.

The study further found that 41.0% of the agribusinesses had already started before joining the incubation
program. Meanwhile, 35.9% started during incubation, and 23.1% started after their incubation. This suggests
that most students who join the incubation programs want to improve their businesses and have high
expectations from these programs. It remains to be seen whether these students achieve their expectations from
the incubation programs. On the other hand, for some, incubation programs act as a kick-start for their
businesses.
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Results in Table 5 reveal that a significant number of agribusiness understudy face various challenges, with
business management being one of the most prominent. Among the aspects of business management mentioned
included; loss of customers, consistent losses without profits, difficulties in managing cash flow, and sticking to
a business plan, with many struggling even after completing the program. This indicates that most students with
incubated businesses lack knowledge about managing the daily activities and operations of their businesses,
including finance, operations, marketing, and human resources. These findings are consistent with the research
conducted by Tiren (2020), which identified business management as a significant challenge facing incubated
businesses in Nairobi. Furthermore, findings revealed that respondents whose agribusinesses were not in
existence attributed the closure of their businesses to issues such as difficulty in loan repayment, business
management challenges, lack of funds to run business operations, and acquiring a white-collar job. Some
students also felt that they did not receive enough consultation time during the incubation, while a few believed
they did not learn much from the incubation process. Notably, most of these challenges align with those
identified by Tiren (2020) in her study on incubated businesses in Nairobi.

Table 5. Agribusiness characteristics

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Business Existence Yes 204 75:0
No 68 25.0
Business registration Registered 1o 40.4
Not registered 162 59.6
""""""""""""""""""""""""" Sole proprietorship 198 726
Business ownership Partnership 69 253
Corporation 5 1.9
Cooperative 00 00.0
) ) Males 115 57.8
Sex of Sole proprietorships Females 23 409
""""""""""""""""""""""""" 233 s
4-5 49 66.7
Number of partners 6-7 15 20.4
8-9 4 5.6
10 and above 3 3.7
"""""""""""""""""""""""" Females 4 55
Sex composition of a group Males 9 12.7
Both male and female 61 81.8
"""""""""""""""""""""""" Started during incubation 73 359
Time of starting business Existed before incubation 84 41.0
Started after incubation 47 23.1
"""""""""""""""""""""""" Had no money to run a business 21 310
Reason for closing business Lost .customers 4 52
Making losses, no profit 16 24.1
Had management challenges 27 39.7

Source: Author’s survey 2023.

3.2.1 The Personality of Incubated Students in Universities and Their Perception of Running Their Own
Businesses

The findings further shed light on the optimistic outlook of university students towards entrepreneurship, despite
the inherent risks involved. According to Lifian et al. (2011), such positive attitudes can significantly boost
entrepreneurial intentions. The findings also indicate that a vast majority of the students possess a certain level of
risk tolerance when it comes to starting their own business. This suggests that most of the students seeking
incubation have a clear understanding that running their own business comes with risks and are willing to take
these risks. Moreover, the majority of respondents view failure as an opportunity to learn and start afresh, and
they believe that managing a business is not overly hindered by administrative procedures. These results
demonstrate a favorable perception of starting and managing a business among university students, as
emphasized by Lifian et al. (2011).
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Furthermore, the majority of respondents in the study exhibited a positive perception towards access to financial
support and operating a business for a long time. They disagreed with the notion that it is difficult to manage
one’s own business for a long time due to a lack of financial support. This suggests that most students do not
perceive access to finances as a barrier to running their own business. Moreover, the study found that most
students had a positive perception of access to information as they did not agree that it is difficult to obtain
sufficient information on how to manage their business efficiently. Overall, the study indicates that youth who
seek university incubation have a positive perception towards running their own business. However, some
respondents exhibited a negative perception towards running their businesses, indicating that some individuals
run their businesses in fear of failure and with a try-and-error mentality.

3.3 Business Incubation Characteristics

This section describes the incubation stages and processes through which university-incubated agribusiness go
through. It further explores reasons why university students choose to participate in university incubation

programs. This provides an overview of the incubation process with an understanding of the services provided to
university-incubated agribusinesses.

3.3.1 The Incubation Process

As per the results in Fig. 1 and as described by Eliakis et al. (2020), and Tam and Gray (2016), the majority of
young entrepreneurs tend to join university incubation programs during the ideation and startup stages. The
entrepreneurs progress through various stages, although some don’t show any progress in their business stages,
either before or after joining the program. This indicates that there might be times when the incubation process
doesn’t create an impact, which could be due to the services being provided by the incubation program to the
participants being irrelevant or they do not meet the needs of the participants. However, results further reveal
that the majority of the respondents reported an increase in their business performance after going through the

pre-incubation and incubation phases, while only a few reported to have gone through the post-incubation and
acceleration stages.

Agribusiness Stage prior to joining Agribusiness stage after incubation (current
incubation stage)

140 100
120 80
100

—_—
80 60
60
20
[ 20
° . ]
0

Ideation stage . Startup stage . Growth and establishment

Expansion maturity

Number of

respondents
Number of
respondents

Figure 1. Stage of business before and after incubation

The survey also revealed that most of the respondents joined the incubation program to develop their
agribusinesses (40.7%). Others joined to obtain financial support, make business connections, acquire a
workplace, or change the type of business. These findings are consistent with those of Lose et al. (2017) in their
study as reasons why youths participate in business incubation programs. Most students join university
incubation programs through various means such as applications, obligations, invitations by friends, or
recommendations. However, it is important to mention that these incubation programs are not open to everyone
at the universities but only to those who are able to access application calls or are able to seek out these
incubation programs and also meet the criteria of selection to a given call. Despite this, the results in Table 6
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reveal that the majority of the respondents were not affected by the requirements of their respective university
incubators. Most of them stated that the requirements prepared them for a serious entrepreneurial journey ahead
(59.9%), and others mentioned that they did not have any requirements but still joined the incubation program.
This highlights the importance of having requirements before entrance, as it not only helps to select appropriate
candidates for the incubation process but also gives participants a valuable perception of taking it seriously. It is
also worth noting that university incubators have a certain level of leniency when it comes to entrance into their
incubation programs.

Table 6. Characteristics of agribusiness incubation

Variable Category Frequency  Percentage (%)
Get financial support 95 28.2
Acquire place of work 4 1.1
Reason for joining the incubation program Develop own business 137 40.7
Make business connections 86 25.6
Change the type of business 15 44
Application 153 56.3
L . School requirement 29 10.6
Process of joining incubation o .
Invitation from a friend 81 29.8
Recommended 9 34
Ideation stage 166 61.1
Startup stage 80 29.3
The business stage prior to incubation Growth and establishment 26 9.6
Expansion 0 0.0
Maturity 0 0.0
Pre-incubation 175 64.4
. . Incubation 73 26.9
Stages of incubation went through . .
Post-incubation 13 4.8
Acceleration 11 3.8
Ideation stage 40 14.9
Startup stage 116 42.8
Business stage after incubation Growth and establishment 92 33.7
Expansion 24 8.7
Maturity 0 0.0
Being in a group 93 28.6
. L . Requirement as individual 106 324
Requirements for joining incubation .
Student requirement as graduate 36 11.1
Being a continuing student 91 27.9
. L Yes 105 38.5
Requirement effect on joining
No 167 61.5
Requirements were too many wanted to quit 14 6.6
. L Too easy join felt easy to join 27 13.2
Effects of requirement on joining i . .
Didn’t have any of the requirements but I joined 42 20.3
Prepared for a serious journey 123 59.9

According to research conducted by Ahmed et al. (2020), university students who participated in incubation
programs received a range of valuable services from their respective incubators. Among the services provided,
skills development and training were the most common, with 68.3% of respondents citing this as the primary
service they received. In contrast, financial and production support was less common, with 25.4% and 6.2% of
respondents receiving these services, respectively. When it comes to financial support, the majority of
respondents indicated that they received soft loans, while others received grants or were connected to financial
services. Some were even assisted in saving up for capital. For those who received production support, the most
common services were being connected to the market or provided with working space. Others received
assistance with intellectual property or machinery. Additionally, the table also indicates that the majority of
respondents who received support from incubators cited skills development and training as their primary service.
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Specifically, 37% received training in business ideation and starting up a business, 23.2% in financial
management, 17.8% in marketing, 15.4% in leadership, and 6.5% in proposal writing and grant-winning.
However, the least common service provided was production support, which may explain why many incubated
students indicated business management as a challenge. These findings suggest that there may be a need for
more production support among students who are incubated in universities. Moreover, it highlights an area for
further research to investigate why incubators may focus more on training in business ideation and starting up a
business rather than providing all aspects of incubation to their trainees.

Furthermore, findings reveal that a significant number of university-incubated youths had a negative response
towards the facilities they used during their incubation period. This suggests that these facilities were either not
helpful or were inefficient, as reported by the respondents. Additionally, most respondents had unfavorable
feedback about the mode of training used and the exhibition participation during incubation. However, they had
a positive response towards the topics of training studied, indicating that the training was efficient and helpful.
Interestingly, despite the positive revelations stated in a research study by Ahmed et al. (2020) regarding
mentorship training and legal services, most respondents did not use these services.

This reveals a need for improvement in these specified areas by the various university incubators. The findings
presented in Table 7 provide insights into the reasons why university students participate in incubation programs
and the benefits they receive from such programs. A cross-tabulation reveals that the majority of respondents
reported acquiring valuable skills in resource management, networking, and funding, as well as having access to
working space and enjoying the overall process. However, it is worth noting that a significant number of
participants did not achieve their initial objectives for taking part in the incubation program, as indicated in Table
7 presented in a matrix form. This suggests a potential lack of alignment between the expectations of the
incubators and the incubates.

Table 7. Reason for joining incubation and gains received

Actual gains from incubation (%)

Gettin; Gettin
Items 'g Getting Business Resource X & Had
working . business
funding development management . Fun
space connections
to get financial support % within reason for joining 16.9 14.0 27.0 20.8 15.7 5.6
to acquire a place of work % within reason for joining 26.8 17.1 22.0 19.5 12.2 24
Reason for joining . o L
. . To develop my own business % within reason for joining 11.9 12.6 28.7 21.8 18.8 6.1
an incubation program
to make business connections % within reason for joining 12.8 9.6 26.2 235 18.7 9.1
to change the type of business % within reason for joining 15.6 12.5 21.9 21.9 15.5 12.5
Total % of Total 14.4 12.4 26.9 21.9 17.5 6.9

3.4 Description of the Constructs in the Respective Sustainability Dimensions
3.4.1 Economic Sustainability

According to the findings, the average mean score of the constructs that constitute economic sustainability was
3.265, indicating that these agribusinesses are performing well in this dimension. Using this average mean to
make decisions, the study further examined individual items to evaluate their performance, revealing that most
agribusiness owners are transparent in their financial dealings, maintain proper records, and have savings set
aside for their businesses. They are also making profits while taking advantage of market opportunities and using
efficient marketing strategies to sell their products. The study also found increased productivity, as evidenced by
more products being produced, which is a positive indication of the economic strategies adopted to sustain these
agribusinesses. However, the study identified some areas where these agribusinesses need improvement.

Most of them lacked the working capital to run their businesses daily, did not use modern technology to
maximize their production, and did not have organic expansion in terms of increasing employees or acquiring
new equipment. They also did not consider using used equipment to minimize expenses. Additionally, many
agribusiness owners revealed that they do not pay local taxes for their businesses, despite the Kenya Revenue
Authority indicating a minimal 1% tax rate of gross turnover. This could be due to the lack of financial literacy
programs for SMEs in Kenya, which is crucial in bringing about growth (Lusimbo, 2016; Solomon, 2021).
Overall, the study highlights the economic strengths and weaknesses of university-incubated agribusinesses and
suggests areas where improvement is necessary to ensure their long-term sustainability and success.
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3.4.2 Environmental Sustainability

Based on the findings, the average mean of the environmental sustainability constructs used to evaluate each
particular item is 3.496. This suggests that most individuals with university-incubated agribusinesses possess a
good understanding of how their businesses are dependent on the environment. They claim to use natural
resources efficiently, manage waste properly, and can adapt to climate change in their agribusinesses. However,
it is important to note that these agribusinesses are startups and may have minimal environmental impact. As a
result, their owners might not be fully aware of their impact on the environment, which means that they may not
put in much effort to ensure their environmental sustainability. Therefore, it is crucial to educate such startups on
their environmental impact and ways to mitigate it (Huang et al., 2020). Moreover, there is still room for
improvement in terms of sustainable production plans. Many of these agribusinesses do not currently have a plan
that balances their environmental impact with their operations. Therefore, it is recommended that these startups
should develop sustainable production plans to ensure their operations are environmentally sustainable.

3.4.3 Social Sustainability

According to the findings, it can be inferred that university-incubated agribusiness owners have fostered positive
relationships with their stakeholders and gained their trust. The average mean used to evaluate each particular
item is 3.642. This suggests that most individuals with university-incubated agribusinesses show no
discrimination among their employees and other stakeholders who are directly influenced by their agribusinesses.
They establish democratic rules, when necessary, among their employees whereby the majority agreed that
democratic leadership and management enforce compliance with internal rules and among business partners.
They also follow social norms in their communities, indicating that their agribusinesses are well-accepted.
However, the study revealed a low level of shared vision with their stakeholders, suggesting that the majority of
these individuals have business visions limited only to the owners and less information for other stakeholders
who may be interested in their businesses. This could be because most of these agribusinesses are startups that
depend on their owners to survive with no or a minimum number of employees (Adisa et al., 2014; Mbogo, 2011;
Nair & Blomquist, 2019). Therefore, not many stakeholders are involved in such businesses. Additionally, the
study found that the majority of these individuals do not engage in community activities as businesses, while
their employees are not from the respective communities where their agribusinesses are located. This may be
because most business startups depend on family members, and therefore, employing workers from the business
locality may seem expensive. Moreover, others depend on the owners for every operation. Lastly, they revealed a
low capability of resolving internal conflicts within their agribusiness. Overall, these findings suggest there is
still room for improvement in terms of shared vision, community engagement, and conflict resolution.

3.4.4 Sustainability Performance

The sustainability performance of university-incubated youths’ agribusiness in terms of their economic,
environmental, and social sustainability, as per the index description, is shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Sustainability performance of university-incubated businesses

Variable Dimension weights (%) Mean Dimension performance (%) Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Economic Dimension scores 50 0.326 66 0.059 0.100 0.443
Environmental Dimension scores 25 0.175 68 0.034 0.050 0.250
Social Dimension scores 25 0.182 72 0.034 0.050 0.250
Sustainability Index of Youth’s 100 0.682 68 0.111 0.200 0.922

University incubated businesses.

Based on the results in Table 8, the agribusinesses under study have an average sustainability score of 68.2%.
The social dimension of these agribusinesses performed with an average of 72.8% in comparison to its
dimensional weight of 25%. This implies that students who participate in university incubation programs for
their agribusinesses strive to create an inclusive environment for all employees and stakeholders. They also
follow democratic rules when managing their employees and respect the social norms within which their
agribusinesses operate. However, there are still areas for improvement in the social dimension which are
discussed previously. Furthermore, the environmental dimension of these agribusinesses followed with an
average score of 70% in comparison to its dimensional weight of 25%. This dimension focuses on
comprehending the interdependence between business activities and the environment, implementing sustainable
production plans, managing waste and natural resources responsibly, and adapting to climate change. Lastly, the
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economic dimension followed with an average performance of 65.2% out of 50% of its dimensional weight. This
dimension includes productivity improvements, organic expansions, maintaining business records, making
savings, paying local taxes, and considering marketing strategies. Results revealed that some constructs of this
dimension have fair performance while others need improvement. The sustainability performance of
university-incubated agribusinesses is depicted in Figure 2 below.

Sustainabilty performance of university incubated agribusinesses

0.8
0.68
0.7
0.6
0.5
04 033
0.3
0.18
02 0.17
O. 1 -
0
1 2 3 4
Economic sustainability means Social sustainability means
Environmental sustainability means II Sustainability index means

Figure 2. Sustainability Performance

Source: Author’s survey 2023.

4. Conclusion

This study indented to define the characteristics of university-incubated agribusiness and their sustainability
performance. Results from descriptive statistics revealed that the majority of these businesses exist for one year
and five months and on average fail within one year after incubation. Business management is one of the major
reasons for the failure of these businesses. The majority of these agribusinesses are sole proprietorships with
most of them being incubated for four months while others for a very short period of even one week. These
university incubated agribusinesses are owned by male students where a significant proportion of these students
had parents or guardians who were self-employed. These student entrepreneurs possess several entreprencurial
traits on average such as being proactive, optimistic, innovative, and having an internal locus of control, meaning
that they believe their success or failure in business is determined by their actions. In addition, majority of these
student entrepreneurs had already started their agribusinesses before joining the incubation programs, suggesting
that most of these students join the incubation programs to improve their businesses and have high expectations
from these programs however, the results further suggest a potential lack of alignment between the expectations
of the incubators and the incubates.

Furthermore, results of the sustainability index developed using TBL approach described, revealed that
university-incubated agribusinesses have a sustainability performance of 68% in general, with a higher
performance in social sustainability as compared to economic and environmental sustainability. However, every
dimension revealed areas of weakness in its respective dimensional strategies. Thus, a lot of effort is needed to
acquire a holistic sustainability performance of university-incubated agribusinesses in all three aspects of
sustainability dimensions.

5. Recommendations

(1) Standardizing the stages and time of business incubation as well as assessing the expectations of student
entrepreneurs. University business incubators should create standardized policies and bodies governing all
university periods and stages of incubation which students interested in business incubation have to take and go
through at their respective universities. This will minimize the identified challenge of having not enough time for
consultations during the incubation and being incubated for a very short period. In addition, university incubators
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should consider assessing the expectations of their participants before they enroll them for the two parties
(student and incubator program) to have the same vision for starting the incubation program.

(i1) On the same note university business incubators should incorporate business management modules in their
modules of training. This will aid in minimizing the effect of business management challenges on the
agribusinesses, a major challenge identified in the study and the common reason why many universities
incubated agribusinesses close. In addition, university incubators should consider services such as mentorship,
legal services, exhibitions, and business management modules in their modules of training given to the
participants of university incubation programs as the study identified that the majority of respondents never
actually receive such services.

(ii1) Building incubation structures that incorporate the TBL framework; the framework considers and gives an
overall outlook on all the factors of sustainability. The performance of the economic sustainability dimension
and practices that can encourage social and environmental sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses
should be given close attention by the university business incubators. Likewise, youths with university-incubated
agribusinesses should intensify their economic, social, and environmental practices and strategies as well as
improve their personality to ensure the holistic sustainability of their agribusinesses. Equal attention should be
given to all factors.
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