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ABSTRACT
Y outh unemployment is a major challenge in Kenya which is largely attributed to the mismatch
between the education curriculum and the job market demands. With the hope of combating
the problem, Universities are promoting entrepreneurship incubation to instil an
entrepreneurial mindset to create student-led agribusiness ventures. This is done through
University Incubation Programs (UIPs). Despite this acknowledgement, most University-
Incubated Student-led Businesses (UISBs) have a high failure rate and low sustainability. To
address this issue, the study sought to examine drivers of participation in incubation programs
and their influence on the sustainability of agribusinesses in selected public and private
universities in Kenya. Specific objectives were; to characterise student-led incubated
agribusiness, to determine drivers of motivation of student entrepreneurs, and to determine the
factors influencing UISBs. Data for this study was collected using a multistage sampling from
272 respondents using a semi-structured questionnaire. Objective one was analysed using
descriptive statistics, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was used for objective two while
Structural Equation Model under the Partial Least Square method (PLS-SEM) was used for
objective three. Results from the descriptives revealed that UISBs on average exist for only
one year and five months where the majority do not survive their first year of operation. The
majority of these students join UIPs to develop their businesses (40.7%) and have business
management challenges which is also the major reason why many agribusinesses failed
(39.7%). Furthermore, results from PCA revealed that most university students participate in
UIP out of a need rather than seeing it as an opportunity, a component support with an alpha
value of 0.823. These components, along with concerns about the stigma of failure, and
personality, were analyzed using PLS-SEM. This analysis revealed positive and significant
relationships between necessity motivation factors and personality/behavioural factors towards
the sustainability of UIBs (p=0.000). On the other hand, opportunity motivation factors had no
significant relationship to the sustainability of agribusinesses (p=0.831). To ensure the long-
term success of UIBs, the study suggests that training programs should focus on necessity
motivation factors since they significantly influence the sustainability of UIBs. In addition,
policymakers should consider interventions that reduce unemployment, such as

institutionalizing UIPs.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study
The number of entrepreneurial businesses in Kenya is growing at a fast rate (Njuguna,

2016). In 2019, Kenyan start-ups raised Sh43.5 billion ($428.91 million), with companies in
Fintech and Agritech topping in terms of the destinations of the investment (Ngige, 2020).
Studies have shown that incubators are a major tool for enterprise growth in various world
economies (Tiren, 2020). Business incubation provides the support and resources necessary to
help new ventures succeed in their growth and maturity stages. They also 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).

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 (Donkor, 2021; International Labour Office,
2012; Mwobobia, 2012).According to the International Business Innovation Association
(InBIA), business incubation is a process that provides space, mentoring, and support services
to high-potential entrepreneurs as they develop their ideas into viable and feasible businesses.
More than a third of Kenya’s youth eligible for work have no jobs in a general business
environment where the government struggles to tackle the country’s acute unemployment
problem (Alushula, 2020).

The unemployment rate among young people in Kenya increased in the first quarter of
2021 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 per cent, up from 15 per cent in Q4 2020,
while in the age group between 15 to 19 years, the unemployment level grew to nearly seven
per cent after reaching the lowest level of 2.8 per cent in Q4 (Karmer, 2022). This makes Youth
unemployment among the major challenges being faced in Kenya (World Bank, 2021).

The current youth unemployment situation has forced the government and non-
governmental organizations to mitigate this problem by incubating youths through
entrepreneurship skills and providing start-up capital on certain occasions (Ferreiro et al.,
2018). Despite these organisations providing funding and support to youth agribusinesses,
many funded and supported agribusinesses tend to cease or fail the moment the project funding
stops, while others, even after incubation, fail to start (Yoshino & Taghizadeh, 2016).

These incubators have been set and are being set in both the communities and also in
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the higher institutes of learning with the aim of reaching a larger number of youths.
Unfortunately, there is no organisational body or an institution to highlight the specific number
of incubators in the communities and also in the higher institutions, leaving out information on
the number of incubators within the country, which is also noted by Wachira (2017). Literature
focuses more on institutional/ university incubators than the community-based incubators
(Donkor, 2021; Hassan, 2020; Mwobobia, 2012; Sekiziyivu, 2021). Despite this, this study still
focuses on university-based incubators.

The interest in the university-sponsored business incubator stems from the potential of
the concept that holds out the possibility of linking talent, technology, capital, and know-how
to leverage entrepreneurial talent, accelerating the development of new technology-based
firms, and speeding up the commercialization of technology. These facilitate the creation of
job creators other than job seekers and more skilled personnel needed in the job market
(Hassan, 2020; Segosebe et al.,, 2020). Universities are one such parent organization for
incubators that can be a pivot joint in the mitigation of unemployment in the country
(Aebischer, 2015).

University incubators further assist start-up businesses under incubation in specific
dimensions such as objectives, organizational design, governance and policy guidance,
institutional support, staffing, funding sources, technologies and entrepreneurs-targeted
operational policies and services provided (Wulung, ef al., 2014). In this, incubators as startups
supporting organizations need a clear view of their sustainable business model (Tang et al.,
2021). This is also because the government and the nongovernment organizations have invested
much money to incubate and support youths through universities to enable them to become job
creators and equip them with entrepreneurship skills to combat the problem of unemployment
amongst youths in Kenya (ILO, 2012).

However, it still stands as a challenge as many of the incubated agribusinesses fail to
start after being incubated, while others that start fail to continue the moment the support stops.
An enterprise over three years old is regarded as having achieved some measure of success
(Kaiburi et al., 2012). These studies in the literature are operationalized based on a generalized
concept of incubated businesses rather than the common business venture that employs a larger
number of people in the country; agribusiness. This is because agriculture-related businesses
dominate the Kenyan economy, accounting for 40% of the overall workforce (70% of the rural
workforce) and about 25% of the annual workforce. (Central Bank of Kenya, 2022).

Therefore, this study seeks to understand the drivers of sustainability of youth-led

incubated agribusinesses in selected universities of Kenya to contribute to the knowledge gap
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of why many of the incubated agribusinesses fail to start after being incubated while others that
start fail to continue the moment the incubation and support stops. Thus, this research will help
stakeholders such as the universities, government, and non-government organizations establish
effective and efficient policies that enable youth agribusinesses to sustain themselves even after

the funding and incubation period, hence creating a sustained source of income for the youths.

1.2 Statement of the Problem.

Youth unemployment is a problem in Kenya with a rate of 13.48% as of 2021
unemployment statistics where universities are the leading institutions channelling graduates
to the job market. In recent years, universities have come up with an alternative to create job
creators not, job seekers through business incubation. 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. Some of these agribusinesses fail to start while others discontinue the moment the
incubation support stops. There is limited empirical literature on the drivers of sustainability
of these supported youths’ agribusinesses. Thus, this research sought to understand the drivers
of sustainability of these agribusinesses as well as establish effective and efficient policies that

will enable student agribusinesses to sustain themselves.

1.3 General Objective.
To contribute to the sustainability of student-led agribusinesses and job creation in

university-led business incubators in Kenya.

1.3.1 Specific Objectives.
i.  To determine the nature of student-led incubated agribusiness in selected universities
of Kenya.
ii.  To determine the drivers motivating student entrepreneurs to participate in incubation
programs in the selected universities of Kenya.
iii. To determine factors influencing the sustainability of student-led incubated

agribusinesses in the selected universities of Kenya.

1.4 Research Questions
i.  What are the characteristics of student-led incubated agribusinesses in selected
universities of Kenya?
il. ~ What are the drivers that motivate student entrepreneurs to participate in incubation

programs in the selected universities of Kenya?
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iii.  What are the factors influencing the sustainability of student-led incubated

agribusinesses in the selected universities of Kenya?

1.5 Justification of the Study

Agribusinesses are key economic activities for a large number of people in Kenya.
However, most youths are not attracted to this sector and prefer white-collar jobs. Through
understanding the drivers of sustainability of incubated agribusinesses in the selected
universities of Kenya, this study contributes to increasing the diverse ways in which supported
and incubated youth agribusinesses can be sustained to maximize their benefits. For example,
findings from this study can guide business incubation projects in universities on the areas that
need improvement and attention to increase the sustainability of university-incubated
agribusinesses, hence increasing their sustainability performance. This contributes to
increasing employment, income generation to many youths, and improving living standards,
among others and hence poverty reduction as highlighted in Kenya Vision 2030 and fulfilment
of one of the National Youth Policy objectives of creating opportunities for youth to earn decent

and sustainable livelihoods.

1.6 Scope and Limitations of Study

This study focused on the three categories of drivers of sustainability of incubated
youth-led agribusinesses, which included stigma of failure, motivations, and personality/
behavioural factors. The sustainability of university-incubated businesses was determined as
the drivers that motivate youths to participate in the incubation programs as well as seeking to
determine the characteristics of incubated agribusiness in the Universities of Kenya. The study
was based on a few selected universities in Kenya which are incorporated as public and private
universities with business incubators. The universities considered in this study included the
University of Nairobi, Kenyatta University, Strathmore University Jomo Kenyatta University,
Egerton University, Moi University, and Riara University. The study considered only
university-based incubators and, therefore, did not include community-based incubators
despite their activities in agribusiness and solemnly depended on the information provided by
the respondents. Thus, the results may not be representative of all incubated agribusinesses in
Kenya. In addition, the study assumed the general characteristics of university incubators are
that they nurture innovative, early-stage businesses with high growth potential in the
agricultural value chain and did not consider individual incubator characteristics. On the same

note, measures of motivation and behaviour were based on the subjective opinions of the
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respondents. However, this limitation was addressed by using Principal component analysis to

establish dimensional groups.

1.7 Definition of Terms
Agribusiness: These are business ventures that are involved in the production, marketing,

processing and distribution of agricultural-related products and services.

Incubation: This is considered the preparatory process where youths are nurtured on how to
start and operate agribusiness. Skills development and training are given to youths in the

incubators at the universities.

Incubated Agribusinesses: These are small and medium-sized start-up businesses in the
agriculture value chain under the preparatory process where they are nurtured into feasible and

growing businesses to attain business maturity.

Motivation: According to the study, youth’s willingness to exert effort in the creation process
of an agribusiness to make the agribusiness work by participating in incubation programs at

the universities. This will include necessity motivation and opportunity motivation.

Support: According to the study, these are grants, soft loans, and work equipment given to

youths to enhance agribusiness and termed as financial and production support in the analysis.

Sustainability: Within the study context, sustainability is considered as the agribusiness's
continued operation after leaving the incubator's protection. That’s to say, a fine line between

the three dimensions: the economic, environmental, and social health of a youth agribusiness.

Drivers of sustainability: These are factors directly or indirectly influencing the performance

of economic, social, and environmental sustainability of incubated youth agribusinesses.

Unemployment: This is a situation where a person fails to acquire an activity that can earn

him a living before or after incubation and support.

University: This is a high-level educational institution in which students study for degrees and

academic research is done and where incubators are found according to the study.

Youths: Youth is a person aged between eighteen (18) years and thirty-four (35) years but,

according to the study, one studying at the university.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Concept of Business Incubation.

In this era of economic liberalization, Small and medium-sized firms (SMEs) are crucial
for developing countries (OECD, 2017). According to research by the European Business and
Innovation Centre Network (2013) and Leitao et al. (2022), business incubators are more
successful than other economic development initiatives, such as business creation and
attraction, including luring international companies. Established businesses build wealth for
economies by generating jobs, transferring technology, and commercializing new technologies
(Ferreiro et al., 2018). Hence, there is a need for attention to ensure their sustainability as well
as establishments.

There are several definitions for business incubation, but they all lead to the same
conclusion: a business incubation program is an economic and social program that offers start-
up businesses intense support and mentorship as they grow and succeed through business
assistance programs (Karambakuwa & Bayat, 2022; Kibai, 2018; Meru & Struwig, 2015). The
major objective is to create flourishing start-up businesses that will leave the incubators
independent and financially stable. However, all these definitions in the literature, despite the
similarity in the concept, are in abroad view concept of business incubation without narrowing
down to one, and hence, this study will bridge the gap by defining youth-agribusiness
incubation in universities in particular.

Business incubators offer local, on-the-spot care and prognosis of business issues,
reducing the risk of new businesses failing in their early stages, especially given their
vulnerability (Jorgensen, 2011; Wachira, 2017). According to Mwobobia (2012),
approximately half of the new entrants survive for less than five years. This could be associated
with the presumption made by Schwartz (2011), who disregarded the long-term graduate
performance and sustainability of an incubated business. According to the literature, this long-
term challenge among incubated and supported businesses creates the need to understand the
drivers of sustainability of these incubated and supported businesses to understand their
dynamics and how best they can be sustainable.

Almost all countries provide company incubation programs, especially those in
developing countries. For instance, more than 20 incubators in South Africa support business
owners in industries like horticulture, construction, chemicals, ICT, biotechnology, metal

fabrication, furniture manufacture, and platinum beneficiation. As many are currently being
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integrated into universities for efficiency and effectiveness. However, there are a few
incubators run by the private sector, such as Raizcorp, the majority get funding from the federal
government and, to a lesser extent, from state and local governments (Bergek & Norrman,
2008; Guerrero et al, 2020; InfoDev, 2019; Ssekiziyivu, 2021). These incubation programs,
therefore, vary widely in their sponsors (state, economic development group, university,
business, venture capital), objectives, location, sectoral focus, and business model (Kalidas &
Mahendran, 2016).

The interest in university-sponsored business incubators in this study stems from the
potential of universities to be well equipped with the resources to parent new ventures in that
they provide all the needed equipment and a host of other facilities that can be shared with the
incubators (Wachira, 2017). This idea suggests that it may be possible to combine talent,
technology, capital, and expertise to harness entrepreneurial talent, hasten the creation of new
technology-based businesses, and hasten the commercialization of technology as well as the
sustainability of these entrepreneurial ventures (Yasin & Gilani, 2022).

Salem (2014) agreed that university business incubators (UBIs) are the most effective
kind of incubators among all other types. Student entrepreneurs benefit from university
incubators to create links with businesses and create their businesses by joining those
incubators. Wachira (2017), in his study on the role of university-based business incubators
strategy on enterprise growth, only identifies 6 university-based business incubators, leaving
out many more university-based business incubators in universities like Egerton University,

among others, while Ngige (2020) lists 16 startup incubators.

2.2 Concept of Business Sustainability

The phrase "sustainable development" has gained a lot of traction in today's political
and economic discourse. Almost all governments have committed to sustainable development
by fusing social coherence, environmental quality, and economic welfare (Giuliodori ef al.,
2022; Li et al., 2021; O’Connor et al., 2016). However, the question of what happens to
incubated and supported firms after they have left the protective environment of their
supporting incubator organizations still stands as not many answers are given to it yet.
According to the estimates given by the National Business Incubation Association, it is
astonishing to find the fact that incubators have been established for more than half a century
and that they are approximately 7,000 incubators in operation worldwide (NBIA, 2013).

Deriving from Purvis ef al. (2019) sustainability of a start-up is the ability to maintain

its objectives stand on its own, and post a positive cash flow. On the same note, Zapata-
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Guerrero et al. (2020) define sustainability in business as the ability to achieve continuous
improvement and obtain a positive cash flow from partnerships and stakeholders. The World
Commission on Environment and Development also defines sustainability as development that
meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs (WCED 1987). The goal of firm value creation can be
achieved when management considers the interests of all stakeholders and integrates all five
economic, governance, social, ethical, and environmental (EGSEE) dimensions of
sustainability performance into managerial strategies, actions and reporting (Razaee, 2016).

Literature from Schwartz (2011) on long-term incubated firm performance after
graduation indicates that incubated firms tend to exhibit a high growth rate during the
incubation period, and afterwards, during the postgraduation period, they reveal potential
negative effects of the discontinuation from the support and incubation where many of them
do not survive hence creating a question of why others survive while the rest fail.

The success or failure of incubated and supported agribusinesses squarely depends on
the sole ability of the owner(s) without the shield of limited liability (Adisa et al., 2014; Mbogo,
2011; Nair & Blomquist, 2019). This is because incubated and supported agribusiness are small
businesses that in most cases are independently owned (sometimes group owned) and operated,
the operation is micro within a small-sized area with a low financed base, and has fewer than
100 employees, and has a relatively little impact on its industry (Muhindi & Ngaba, 2018;
Yashino &Taghizadeh, 2016).

Research carried out by Nsengimana et al. (2017) also discovers a variety of reasons
why women SMEs in Rwanda fail to be sustainable, the same research amazingly identifies
youths in the age group of 18—48 years as being more energetic and active and can better
withstand the demands of running a business than their older counterparts. On the same note,
access to starting and operating finance remains the most significant challenge for their
creation, survival, and growth (OECD, 2009). Watson et al. (1998) identify some of these
reasons as being the reason why most SMEs fail to be sustainable however they may not apply
to the youths particularly in universities as they tend to be of different age groups with different

responsibilities.

2.3 Description of Incubated Businesses
There are difficulties in obtaining data from the incubators by researchers due to the
lack of standardization of the concept of incubation and supported businesses (Nair &

Blomquist, 2020; Tengeh & Choto, 2015). Generally, incubated and supported agribusinesses
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are Small and Medium-sized start-up enterprises/businesses in agriculture that are found to
have young entrepreneurs proving the heart of the term entrepreneurship. Small businesses
irrefutably help in the development of any nation’s economy as they are an excellent, source
of employment generation, help in the development of local technology, and develop
Indigenous entrepreneurs (Abisuga et al.,2020; Mohammed & Adamu, 2021).

Incubators are sponsored by; public entities, nonprofit organizations, universities, and
private corporations, and thus the incubated and supported businesses are supported by the
same entities (Valero et al., 2021). Incubators have selection processes through which they
evaluate, recommend, and select businesses to be incubated (Ramkissoon & David, 2014). This
means that for startups to be incubated, they have to undergo various processes set by the
incubators. The selection process includes the ability of the business to be incubated to create
jobs, pay operating expenses, present a written business plan, have a unique opportunity, be a
start-up company, be locally owned, have fast-growth potential, and be high technology-related
(Ramkissoon & David, 2014; Wachira et al., 2017). 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 or not.

Danna and Porsche (2008) along with other researchers agree with Cooper and
Dunkelberg (1986) that; every business venture evolves through maturation stages; innovation
or seed, start-up, growth, and maturity as well as decline and exist. Innovation or seed which
involves the conception of the idea for the business venture, start-up involves the legal
establishment of the business entity as well as delivering products and services to the target
audience, and lastly, growth, and maturity where the venture has an established place in the
market and begins to expand the customer base (Eliakis et al., 2020; Tam & Gray, 2016).

The venture at the maturity stage has earned a stabilized cash flow, established market
networks and distribution channels, brand recognition, brand position and equity, and a stable
consumer base. The decline stage occurs when the economy, marketplace conditions, or
societal needs and desires change while the exit stage represents the entrepreneur's decision to
cash out of the business by closing or selling (Tam & Gray, 2016). This study, therefore,
considers stages of business as ideation stage, startup stage, establishment, Expansion, and
maturity to investigate the stages of incubated and supported agribusinesses at universities.

Tagraf and Akin (2009) as well as Xie et al. (2021) identify a significant correlation
between business success with 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
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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). This is because, in its early stages, the business
is highly dependent on the owner-manager as the main resource and decision-maker (Bolland
& Lopes, 2018). But as the firm grows in complexity, it may be necessary to balance the
entrepreneurial approach to decision-making with a professional management style of
leadership (Hallo et al., 2020). New business entities can be structured as a sole proprietorship,
general partnership, limited partnership, C corporation, S corporation, limited liability
company, or limited liability partnership (Blair & Marcum, 2015). This thus questions the
business structures of incubated and supported agribusiness in universities.

From 1998 to date, access to working capital financing and equity and debt
capitalization is considered most important to starting businesses (Berger & Udell, 1998;
Corredera et al., 2021; OECD, 2014). This study includes evaluating financial options, access
to loans and grants, loan packaging, and introduction to venture capital institutions and venture
capitalists. A type of seed capital financing that incubators provide to starting businesses
concerns financial assistance through in-kind service support whereby, these in-kind services
include secretarial, administrative, and facilities support among others (Kee et al., 2019). If
people go to work in regions of active entrepreneurship, they are more likely to become
entrepreneurs because they are surrounded by role models and sources of assistance (Fong et
al., 2020; Roden & Stahle, 2017).

Community support plays an important role in sustaining startup business development.
This is because not many companies that 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 do gain the financial, moral, and/or public
relations support of communities. This support may come from private individuals, city
government, private industrial councils, county government, universities, and chambers of
commerce (Edwards, 2021) On the same note, Giacomin ef al. (2007) and Strandh (2000) as
discussed by Van der Zwan (2016) found that age positively affects the start-up of a business
because of "exit from unemployment", which could be related to the fact that older people have
lower employability. The same authors find that age is negatively related to the "search for
profit" and "social development". The odds of being an entrepreneur are also higher when there
is a spouse or a relative who is also an entrepreneur (Cardella, et al., 2020; Molina, 2020).

Entrepreneurial education prepares the entrepreneur to do business outside the
incubator. (Jiatong et al., 2021). It seeks to develop the skills to instil some of the necessary

technical know-how in entrepreneurs so that they extend their abilities in running a business
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(Lackeus, 2015).

All incubated businesses are expected to have gone through entrepreneurial education.
Highly educated individuals have more employment alternatives, lowering the chances to be
an entrepreneur. In contrast, lower educated people might have difficulties in finding a job and
so result in starting up business ventures to create their employment (Miihlbock et al., 2018).
This is not the case in university-incubated businesses, as everyone is expected to have some
level of education. However, studying the characteristics of incubated agribusiness will give

an overview of education in entrepreneurship due to the niche of the study being Universities.

2.5 Drivers Motivating University Students to Participate in Incubation Programs

All human action is the result of both motivational and cognitive factors including
ability, intelligence, and skills (Braver et al., 2014; Souders, 2020). People are different from
one another, and as a result, their willingness and ability to capture and seize chances vary.
Buheji (2018) and Kong ef al. (2020) argue that this variation among people in their willingness
and ability to act has important effects on the entrepreneurial process. This objective seeks to
study the influence of drivers motivating youths to participate in incubation programs at
universities and how they affect the performance of these incubated and supported
agribusiness.

Starting up businesses' motivations can be complicated, and they frequently have a
close connection to the entrepreneur’s personal life and those of their family (Molina, 2020;
Shahzad, et al., 2021). Considering small and medium-sized businesses (SMEs), the literature
suggests that individuals are either pulled or pushed into business (Godany et al., 2021; Patrick
et al.,, 2016; Van der Zwan et al., 2016). The same researchers view pull and push forces as
triggers for starting up of SMEs. Van der Zwan et al. (2016) state examples of 'pull'
motivations, which are the need for achievement, the desire to be independent and social
development possibilities. He also states push motivations as arising from the exit from or risk
of unemployment, family pressure and/or dissatisfaction with the present situation.

Adapting the research results of the Global Entrepreneurship Observation Report for
this study, push and pull motivation are distinguished by introducing the concept of opportunity
and necessity entrepreneurship (Ismail et al., 2016). Necessity entrepreneurship refers to
nonoptional or enforced entrepreneurial activities when someone has no alternative due to
personal reasons or certain conditions. Opportunistic entrepreneurship refers to the
entrepreneurial activities that someone engages in to pursue personal ideals because of business

opportunities discovered (Aima et al., 2020).
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Van der Zwan et al. (2016) also mention mixed motivation, a situation where
individuals start businesses because of both motivations, that are to say, necessity and
opportunity motivations at play. Push motivation, which is often related to the unemployment-
push effect, has been provided in several studies (Granger et al., 1995; Kirkwood, 2009;).
These studies argue that unemployment lowers the opportunity costs of self-employment,
thereby driving individuals to start their businesses. In addition, Van der Zwan et al. (2016)
also mention push motivations as a result of autonomy and family pressure pushing individuals
into the direction of new venture creation.

On the other hand, pull motivation comes from the intrinsic desire to do something as
indicated by Legault (2020) and Fishbach and Woolley (2022) who also distinguish between
six categories of motivation: innovation, independence, recognition, roles, financial success
and self-realization as they elaborate on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Giacomin et al.
(2007) also distinguish between three pull motivations: market opportunity, social status and
profit. Jayawama et al. (2013) and Van der Zwan et al. (2016), provide evidence of a multitude
of pull motivations, including the need for approval, independence, personal development,
improved welfare and wealth, and following role models.

Some potential entrepreneurs are motivated by a combination of push and pull factors
as stated by Van der Zwan ef al. (2016). They base their argument on a statement; “starting a
business is a complex process which involves a variety of motivations and stimuli" as stated
by Birley and Westhead (1994). This was evidenced by the findings of their research as they
were investigating the factors influencing the entrepreneurial engagement of opportunity and
necessity entrepreneurs. On the same note, they are some entrepreneurs who are neither driven
by pull nor by push motivations (Giacomin ef al., 2007). Therefore, there may be a group of
individuals that take entrepreneurship as a hobby.

The influence of these motivations on performance and entrepreneurial engagement has
been discussed by Van der Zwan ef al. (2016) who found out that more individuals take the
initiative to start a new venture because they see an opportunity than a need. However, these
studies did not take into consideration businesses that start due to incubation and what
motivates these entrepreneurs to seek incubation before starting up a business and what
influence these motivations have on the sustainability of a business. These studies are also

generalized without consideration of youth-led business, hence a need for this study.

2.6 Factors Influencing the Sustainability of Student-led Incubated Agribusinesses

According to Bansal and Roth (2000), the four main factors of organizational
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sustainability include regulation; stakeholder pressure; business opportunities, and moral
motivations. In addition to this, Linnenluecke and Griffiths (2010) and Epstein et al. (2018)
cluster these factors into internal and external drivers, they explain that internal organizational
factors include; organizational culture; human resource management; supply chain
management; employee enablement; and the number of monetary resources assigned to the
sustainability concept whereas the external factors are considered as government regulation
and stakeholder pressure. However, these factors do not fully explain the concept of
sustainability in agribusiness and thus, this study considers all other factors into social,
economic and environmental factors determining the sustainability of businesses as explained
in the literature as follows.

Kativhu et al. (2017) analysed factors influencing the sustainability of communally
managed water facilities in rural areas of Zimbabwe. Social, technical, financial, environmental
and institutional factors were found to influence sustainability. Jeon et al. (2013) stress the
notion by stating that sustainability should capture attributes of system effectiveness and
system impacts on economic development, environmental integrity, and social quality of life.
Kativhu et al. (2017) state that active participation by communities at the planning stage of
water projects was also found to be critical for sustainability, as well as financial factors of the
adequacy of financial contributions and establishment of operation and maintenance funds,
were found to be of great importance in sustaining water supply systems.

Results from a study by Githinji (2008) on factors influencing the sustainability of
microfinance institutions in Kenya state that the levels of sustainability are positively
influenced by the average size of savings. The microfinance institutions need to explore ways
of increasing member savings. This revealed that the majority of microfinance institutions in
Kenya are below the market mean sustainability as measured by both the return on assets as
well as the return on equity and hence not financially sustainable.

With views from a study; organizational factors influencing the sustainability of local
non-governmental organisations. Okerley and Nkrumah (2012), explain that the availability of
funds, quality material resources, supportive leadership, development of needs-based and
demand-driven programs, and effective management can have a significant influence on the
sustainability of local NGOs. In their study, they highlighted leadership, availability and quality
of material resources for work emerged as crucial factors in organizational sustainability. On
the same note, using factor analysis for data analysis, Jagadeeswari et al. (2020), disclose that
Innovation, risk-taking, Tolerance, self-efficacy, Financial Control, Opportunity Identification,

Self-Efficacy and Managerial Self Efficacy are significant traits for entrepreneurs for the
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sustainability of their ventures.

Other authors like Pollnac and Pomeroy (2005) examine factors influencing
sustainability and further identify 16 factors on the same note, Kaimenyi (2019) mentions
community participation, funding, capacity building, and project implantation as factors
influencing the sustainability of community-based projects. Jassor (2016) also identified
entrepreneurship skills, group leadership, internal controls and level of education as factors
influencing the sustainability of youth group projects. However, it should be noted that across
all literature, factors influencing sustainability are stated depending on the respective purpose
of the study also, even though generally, most literature considers financial sustainability as a
major factor, all factors should be considered when assessing sustainability since they are
interrelated. This study adapted the use of a sustainability index as used by Nangobi et al.
(2023) in her study on the sustainability of farmer organizations in Uganda: the role of
organizational and institutional factors.

Underpinning the resource-based theory (RBT) and utilization of the PLS-SEM in data
analysis, Afzal and Lim (2022) found that the organizations’ social sustainability performance
is positively influenced by their organizational culture and business strategies. In their study,
they also revealed that; business strategies have a significant positive impact on the
environmental sustainability performance of organizations. The RBT assumes that successful
businesses and startups are driven by the capabilities and competencies of the firm’s resources
(Habiburrahman et al., 2022; Hitt et al., 2016). Furthermore, according to the Triple Bottom
Line model, the sustainability of an organization depends on the competencies that the
organization attains from the social, economic, and environmental strategies employed (Cella-
De-Oliveira, 2013). Therefore, startup agribusinesses have to balance the economic, social, and
environmental dimensions as well as their strategic resources to gain a competitive advantage
(Cella-De-Oliveira, 2013; Elkington, 1997).

Despite the significant amount of work that has gone into promoting sustainability,
there seems to be a lack of empirical research focused on identifying the factors that influence
the sustainability of university-supported agribusinesses. This study assumed that all factors
under examination have a direct or indirect impact on each other, as well as on the social,
environmental, and economic sustainability of agribusiness incubation and support within
universities. Therefore, this study sought to fill the gap in knowledge by identifying the factors

that affect the social, environmental, and economic sustainability of incubated agribusinesses.
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2.7 Theoretical Framework

This study explored two important theories, namely the Resource-Based theory by
Madhani (2010) and the Corporate Sustainability theory proposed by Chang et al. (2017) as
the main theoretical frameworks. In terms of objective two, the Resource-Based theory
suggests that a firm can achieve long-term success by acquiring and leveraging resources that
are valuable, rare, difficult to imitate, and non-substitutable. However, the study also includes
the cognitive ability of individual entrepreneurs, a Resource-Based theory boundary
emphasized by Alvarez and Busenitz (2001). They assert that entrepreneurs possess individual-
specific resources that enable them to identify new opportunities and gather resources for the
venture. The focus on resources, from opportunity recognition to organizing them into a firm
and creating superior outputs, is crucial. Therefore, this theory is relevant to the study because
it explores how individuals utilize the resources at their disposal to establish a business;
whether the individual joined incubation programs by need or by opportunity, either way, the
individual wanted to turn the resources at hand into a business.

For objective three, the study relied on the concept of Corporate Sustainability proposed
by Chang et al. (2017), which 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 (IISD, 2002). This was
operationalized through the Triple Bottom Line (TBL), a concept developed by Elkington
(1997), that includes three dimensions- social, environmental, and economic/financial. The
TBL approach suggests that an organization can facilitate its movement towards sustainable
development with a management approach that integrates TBL. In this case, the study aimed
at the overall sustainability of the incubated and supported agribusiness taking into account the
effect of the agribusiness on the green environment, and society while ensuring the economic

sustainability of these agribusinesses.

2.8 Conceptual

From the literature, the concept of sustainability roams around three major dimensions;
Economic (Profit maximization, Cost optimization, Organic expansion and return on
investments), Environmental (Understanding the interdependence between business and
environment, Sustainable production plans, Use of natural resources, among others) and social
dimensions (Shared vision, Resolving internal conflicts, Active relationships and trust, and
Social ethics norms) as adopted by this study. To improve the sustainability of youth

agribusinesses, the study sought to determine the factors influencing the sustainability of
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incubated and supported agribusinesses in the selected universities of Kenya whereby different
variables were assumed to interact in the proposed model. The independent variables included:
characteristics of incubated agribusiness (enterprise characteristics, incubator characteristics,
socioeconomic and personality characteristics), and drivers motivating youths to seek out
incubation (necessity and opportunity motivation).

In the study, the independent variables are assumed to influence each other in how they
affect the sustainability of incubated and supported agribusiness. The way incubated and
supported agribusiness are characterized has a positive and negative influence on the drivers
that motivate youths to participate in incubation and support programs and vice-versa.
However, through this interaction, the way incubated and agribusiness are characterized has an
indirect and direct influence on the drivers motivating youths to participate in incubation
programs. The dependent variable in the study; the sustainability of incubated agribusiness is
disintegrated into economic, social, and environment sustainability as stated in the literature
however explained as the continued expansion of the incubated agribusiness, their financial
performance, the continued growth of assets as far as the economic sustainability is concerned
and for social sustainability and environmental sustainability; social impact of the agribusiness

on the community and impact of the agribusiness on the environment respectively.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Study Area

The study was conducted in the seven selected Kenyan universities with youth business
incubators. This is because Universities have taken on new missions and relationships to
contribute to economic growth and social development through creating and hosting business
incubation programs (Schmitz ef al., 2017). Universities tend to handle a large number of
youths who seek to start their employment journey, with an enrolment of around 562,000
students in the academic year 2021/22 in Kenyan Universities, as published by Lars Kamer
(University enrolment, 2022).

According to higher education in Kenya, as stated by k12academics.com, there are 65
universities in Kenya, 32 of which are public and 33 private (Glavin, 2019). Based on
universities with business incubators that have been in existence for three years and above, this
study studied incubated student agribusiness in 7 universities in Kenya to determine the
sustainability of incubated and supported agribusiness in universities in Kenya. The study
considered public and private chartered universities, even though private universities’ strategic

orientations are completely different from those of public universities.
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3.2 Determining the Study Population

The population of this study comprised only 7 major universities with incubators in
Kenya. There is no central organization or association for university-based business incubators
in Kenya. Thus, the study obtained the list of all public and chartered private universities
provided by the Commission for University Education 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 been in existence 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.

3.3 Data and Sampling Approach

3.3.1 Determination of the Sample Size

Using the multistage sampling technique; Stage 1: the study purposively selected seven
major universities with incubation programs that have been in existence for three years and
above with youths venturing into agribusinesses. The administration of each particular
university was approached for the known registered incubators within that given university. In
Stage 2, the study employed the census method where all the given incubators were then
approached for the provision of lists of youth(s) agribusiness groups and their contacts. In stage
3, the final respondents were selected from the given lists provided by the incubators through
a linear systematic sampling technique whereby, starting with 5 student entrepreneurs, in a
sequence of 1, 2 students were picked and the other one dropped until at least a minimum
number of 39 student entrepreneurs was attained. Therefore, for this study, Cochran's (1963)
formula for determining populations that are large and unknown was used to determine the

sample size;

ng = z2 @ ................................................................................. Equation 1
n=19622230-023) vevveeee ... Equation 2

0.052

ny = 272 respondents

Where; n, is the sample size, z? is the abscissa of the normal curve that cuts off an area at the
tails, (Z-score of 95% from the table, which is 1.96), e is the margin of error (confidence
interval/ the desired level of precision) of +/-5%, p is the estimated proportion of an attribute
that is present in the population (standard deviation). According to Israel (1992), p= 0.23 is

used in situations where a majority of the population may not have the attribute of interest.
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Thus, to get the sample size, this study assumed p to be 0.23 because 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).

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 university incubators were not in a position to
provide a full number of 39 respondents (students incubated in agribusiness). Therefore, the
study maximized on university incubators with a larger number of university-incubated

agribusinesses as seen in Table 1

Table 1: Distribution of Respondents

Number of
Universities Incubators
Incubator speciality respondents Percentage
University of Innovations in ICT use 19 6.9
o C4DLab
Nairobi
Chandaria Incubation services, 50 18.4
Kenyatta Business Technology Transfer
University Incubation and Services, and Industry
Acceleration Linkages.
Centre
Jomo Kenyatta  JKUAT Technology and 40 14.7
University industrial Park Agriculture
Innovative technology,
Egerton CoELIB and
o business, and market 50 18.4
University AGLEAD
development as well as
agri-entrepreneurship
Strathmore @iLabAfrica ICT Innovation and 39 14.3
University Centre Development
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Moi University PTRE Photochemical, textile 40 14.7

Incubation and renewable energy

Centre enterprises.

Accelerating Accelerating 34 12.5
Riara Entrepreneurship Entrepreneurship
University Support in

Universities in
Kenya (AESU)
TOTAL 272 100

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

3.4 Ethical Considerations

For moral justification of the investigation, the study sought ethical clearance
from Egerton University Institutional Scientific and Ethics Review Committee (Appendix 1).
In addition, the study sought authority from the respective universities before contacting the
students who went through the respective university incubations. Also, the information that

was collected was treated with the utmost confidentiality.

3.5 Data Collection and Analysis

This study employed a quantitative survey research design. Data collection was carried
out from primary sources, representing several business incubators in seven recognized
universities. This survey data was collected through interview schedules and questionnaires in
situations where respondents were in reach. Through online surveys and phone calls, survey
data was collected from respondents that were quite far from reach. With this, trained
enumerators made phone calls and links to an online questionnaire. A pilot study was
conducted to test the validity of the questionnaire and establish connections with the university
incubators who later provided the lists of the respondents with their contact details. However,
secondary data from publications, journals, relevant websites, and books was also used to

reference and review the literature in this study.

3.5.1 Data analysis
The study used the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), STATA and Smart

PLS version 4 for analysis.
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3.6 Analytical Framework

3.6.1 Objective 1: Determining the Nature of Incubated Student-led Agribusiness in

Universities of Kenya.

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse this objective. This was attained through a

quantitative analysis. The variables used in this study were continuous and categorical in

nature. These variables were analysed using descriptive statistics involving mean, frequency

distribution, standard deviation, percentages and cross-tabulations. Inferential statistics

employed included the t-test, to compare means of public universities and private universities

across agribusiness existence.

Table 2: Description of Variables Characterizing Incubated Agribusiness

Variables Variable name Description of variables

Sex Sex 1 = Male, 2 = Female

Age Age The age group of the group members or an
individual (in years)

Status Marital status 1= married, 2= single

Educ Educational status Number of years spent in school
Dummy=1 if the individual agrees that

Entre Entrepreneurship education  school education helped him/her to
develop a sense of initiative in
entrepreneurial and 0 if they disagree
Dummy=1 if a guardian is self-employed

Self Self-employed parents ) o
and value 0 if the guardian is not self-
employed.

Type Type of agribusiness Dummy=1 if the agribusiness is group-

owned and 0 if it’s individually owned
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Dummy=1 if the agribusiness had

Experie Work experience experienced members at the start before
incubation and 0 if not
. Years of agribusiness Number of years of the agribusiness in
Operation ) o )
operation operation since the withdrawal of
incubation
Number of people employed by the
Employees Number of employees o ]
agribusiness minus the members
S The development stage of 1= Ideation stage, 2= Start-up, 3= Growth
tage
the agribusiness before and  and establishment, 4= Expansion, and 5=
after (current) incubation Maturity.
' The requirements needed of 1= groups, 2= individual, 3= graduate, 4=
require o o
the participants to continuing, 5= other
participate in incubation
The process of incubation
Process through which the Stating the process of incubation
participants went through
Nature of support received 1= Financial support, 2= Skills
support by the agribusiness development and training, 3= Production

members

support, 4=Other

3.6.2 Objective 2: Drivers Motivating University Students to Participate in Incubation

Programs in the Selected Universities of Kenya.

With this objective, the study aimed to find out the drivers motivating youths to
participate in university incubation programs. Either a student participated in university
incubation programs to take advantage of incubation as a business opportunity, or the

individual felt that there were no better choices for work after school. Each of these statements
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represented a given motive as to why students participated in the incubation programs at the
university, either as pull factors or as push factors into motivation (Van der Zwan et al., 2016).

The driver’s motivation instrument used in the investigation had 20 composition items
rated on a 5-scale point, with 1 indicating disagree and 5 indicating strongly agree. The
statements were essentially statements representing underlying student motivation to
participate in university incubation programs either with a motive to take advantage of
incubation as a business opportunity or the individual felt that there were no better choices for
work after school even as considered for opportunity and necessity motivation by the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor GEM (Linan et al., 2013). Thus, the study considered Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) an explanatory analysis useful for investigating dimensions (Hair
et al., 20006).

Prior to PCA, assumptions of multivariate data analysis, namely normality,
homoscedasticity and independence of observation, were tested (Hair et al., 2006). The
multivariate normality test produced statistically significant results at prob>chi2= 0.0000.
While the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin Measure of sampling Adequacy was 0.829 and Bertlett’s Test
of Sphericity was also statistically significant at 0.000. In addition, reliability analysis was
performed on each factor for evidence of internal consistency and discriminatory reliability.
Throughout the analyses, the items to be retained were selected on the following basis;

1. The factor solution was constructed using the criterion of eigenvalue being greater
than 1.00,

ii. Factor loading was not less than 0.4 based on the factor loadings guideline for sample
size of 200 (Hair et al.,20006),

ii1. The minimum number of items per dimension was 4 and any dimension that loaded
fewer was removed. However, there was no dimension that loaded 0.60 to be retained.

iv. In the case of cross-loadings, the item content was scrutinized to see the factor that
best describes that item.

In general, this first analysis was characterised by: i. A chaotic distribution of items
across the factors, ii. Factorial complexities, and iii. The existence of items with very high
loadings in unreliable factors. Thus, to obtain valid and reliable subscales, problematic items
indicated by item-total correlations were identified and reanalysed to assess the reliability and
common variance shared by the items, whereby in each analysis, the total variance explained
exceeded 50%. The results suggested that most items with factorial complexities needed to be
deleted. Results also revealed that when many items were deleted, the communality of a few

other items was also affected. Finally, 9 items had to be deleted, and 11 items were retained,
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formulating 2 principal components. Only results from the final PCA are reported in this thesis

in chapter four.

Table 3: Description Variables and Expected Signs of Drivers Motivating Students to
Participate in Incubation Programs

Hypothesis
Variables Variable name Description of the variables .
sign
Necessity driven
motivation
Value edu Add value to Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
education. disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, )
+/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Entre_train To get training in  Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
entrepreneurship  disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, )
+/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Career As a Career Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, )
+/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
Hobby Hobby disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, )
+/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
Own_buz To own business  disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, )
+/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Employ Fear of Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
unemployment disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, )
+/-

after school

4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
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Connect Connections Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly

disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral,

+/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Opportunity driven motivation
Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
Family status disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral,
family +/-
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral,
Peers/ friends 4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree to seek
peers - _ +/-
status recognition and status being a reason
to seek out incubation and support
Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
Influence from ‘ ‘
Succ_buz disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral, +/-
successful
4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree
business
‘ As school Likert scale = 1-5; 1= Strongly
Assign ‘ ‘ ‘ +/-
assignment disagree, 2= disagree, 3= Neutral,

4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree

3.6.3 Objective three: To Determine Factors Influencing the Sustainability of Incubated
Student-led Agribusinesses in the Universities of Kenya

With this objective, the study intended to determine the factors influencing the
sustainability of incubated agribusiness; a sustainability index was computed to determine the
sustainability performance of university-incubated agribusinesses and to formulate
dimensional scores of economic, environmental and social sustainability. For any business to
be competent and competitive, it needs to take into consideration its economic, environmental
and social sustainability. According to Bhanot and Bapat (2015), A sustainability index is a

total of dimensions of sustainability scores that explain the level of competency of a given
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business over its competitors.

Thus, for this study, the sustainability index determining the performance of university-
incubated youths’ agribusinesses was computed from the three sustainability dimensions:
economic, environmental, and social sustainability (Bhanot & Bapat, 2015; FAO, 2016; Singh
et al., 2016;). 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 (Harik et al.,
2015; Nangobi et al., 2023).

To obtain the scores for the economic dimension, university-incubated agribusinesses
were assumed to be startup businesses and thus weighted based on the current state of the
business and the business strategies it applies to ensure better economic performance of the
business (Bartlett, 1993). These included; having productivity improvements, having organic
expansions, having paying customers, proper management of business money and having
working capital, being able to make profits, using modern technologies and buying used
furniture to minimize costs, having access to finance and market information, having and
making business records, making savings, paying local tax and considering free yet effective
marketing strategies (Bartlett, 1993; Githinii, 2008; Kativhu et al., 2017). Thus, the study
economically assessed youths who have undergone university incubation on 14 economic
practices in startup businesses.

To obtain environmental scores, weights depended on the environmental strategies
agribusinesses applies to ensure that they live in harmony with their environment and their
understanding of the relationship between the environment and the agribusinesses (FAO,
2016). These included; identify and understand the interdependence among business activities
and environment, design and implement effective sustainable production plans, using natural
resources efficiently by employees and proper waste management during business operations,
agribusiness adopting to climate change efficiently and effectively (FAO, 2016; Kativhu ef al.,
2017). Therefore, the study assessed youths who have undergone university incubation on 5
environmental aspects.

To obtain social dimension scores, university incubated agribusinesses were weighted
basing on the social strategies startup businesses applies to ensure a positive relation and
wellbeing of the society in which they operate as well as employees and other stakeholders

(Nangobi et al, 2023). These social strategies included; having a shared vision with
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stakeholders as well as having built active relations and trust with the stakeholders, capability
of resolving internal conflicts within business, having no discrimination in business and
stakeholders, understanding of the advantage of democratic leadership and managements in
enforcing with internal rules, observing of social and ethical norms of business location
community, having employees from the community and engaging community in the social
activities of the business (Jeon et al, 2013; Nangobi et al., 2023). Thus, the study assessed
youths that have undergone university incubation on 8 social aspects.

For each dimension a weighted average was calculated to further determine the
performance of each item in a given dimension. These items were rated on a 5-scale point with
1 indicating disagree and 5 indicating strongly agree. The sub scores for each of the dimensions

(sub;) were computed as follows;

n
sub; = Z e a e Equation 3
qi=1
qi = practices and strategies asked under each given dimension,

U,= weight of number of practices and strategies asked under each given

dimension,  s,= number of practices and strategies reported in university incubated youths’
agribusiness.

These sub-scores were thus used the compute the sustainability index as follows;

UIASI= X2 Ui SUD; oo Equation 4

UIASI= University Incubated Agribusiness Sustainability Index,
sub;= Sub-scores of the three sustainability dimensions,
U_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 descriptives,
especially the mean estimation, the upper and the lower boundary.

Afterwards, the study considered the items measuring the dimensional sustainability as
the dependent variable to determine the factors influencing the sustainability of university-
incubated youths’ agribusinesses and the relationships between the factors and the three
dimensions of sustainability. For this study, the factors considered included stigma failure,
personality, and motivation. With reference to the objectives of the study, a Structural Equation

Modelling (SEM) under Partial least square methods (PLS) using path analysis was used for
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model estimation considering the following hypotheses during the analysis and as depicted in

Figure 3:

1 Hi: There are significant direct and indirect effects of necessity motivation (comp 1)
factors on the economic, environmental, and social sustainability of the university-

incubated business.

Ho: There are no significant direct and indirect effects of necessity motivation (comp
1) factors on the economic, environmental, and social sustainability of the university-

incubated business.

2. Hi: There are significant direct and indirect effects of opportunity motivation (comp
2) factors on the economic, environmental, and social sustainability of the university-

incubated business

Ho: There are no significant direct and indirect effects of opportunity motivation (comp
2) factors on the economic, environmental, and social sustainability of the university-

incubated business

3. Hi: There are significant effects of the personality of students participating in university
incubation programs on the economic, environmental, and social sustainability of their

agribusinesses

Ho: There are no significant effects of the personality of students participating in
university incubation programs on the economic, environmental, and social

sustainability of their agribusinesses

Necessity motivation Economic sustainability
Opportunity motivation | Environmental sustamability
”-._,_____h
\ Y
Personality/ Behavior Social sustainability

Stigma /

Figure 3: SEM-PLS Model Conceptual Framework
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Table 4: Description of Variables and Expected Signs of Factors Influencing the
Sustainability of Incubated Agribusinesses

Hypothesis
Variables  Variable name Description of the variables
sign
Dependent variables
Dummy =1 if an agribusiness is
Econ Economic sustainability =~ economically sustainable, O if +
otherwise
_ Dummy =1 if an agribusiness is
Environmental
Enviro o environmentally sustainable, O if +
sustainability ]
otherwise
Dummy =1 if an agribusiness is
Social Social sustainability socially sustainable, 0 if otherwise +
Independent variables
Dummy =1 if an individual was
‘ Necessity Motivation influenced by necessity motivation
Necessity o ‘ ' +/-
factors factors to join incubation, 0 if not
Opportunity Motivation =~ Dummy =1 if an individual was
Opportunity factors influenced by necessity motivation +/-
factors to join incubation, 0 if not
Entrepreneur Dummy =1 if agribusiness
) characteristics as factors  sustainability is influenced by
Personality +/-

influencing business

sustainability

Entrepreneur characteristics, 0 if

not.
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Stigma

failure

Stigma of failure

Dummy =1 if the fear of failing in
business influences its

sustainability, 0 if not

+/-
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Introduction

This chapter displays results and discussions of the findings on the drivers of
sustainability of incubated agribusinesses in the universities of Kenya. This chapter runs from
the first objective, starting with describing the characteristics of university-incubated
agribusiness, then determining the drivers that motivate youths at the universities to participate
in the incubation programs, and lastly, the factors influencing the sustainability of university-
incubated businesses. In conclusion of this section, inferential statistics such as the Anova, and

the T-test results are explained.

4:1 Characteristics of Incubated Agribusiness in Universities of Kenya.
Introduction

This section presents the categorical and quantitative characteristics of university-
incubated agribusinesses as represented by the seven major universities surveyed in Kenya.
These characteristics are presented in three sections these include; Social-economic
characteristics (gender, marital status, education level, effect of education on youth
engagement in incubation, Role of parents, and business experience prior to joining
incubation), Agribusiness information characteristics (entrepreneur characteristics, perception
on starting own business, business existence, number of employees, time of starting business,
period of closing business, reason for closing, business registration, ownership, sex
composition of business owners, and duration of incubation), and lastly Business incubation
characteristics (reason for joining incubation, process of incubation, business stages before and
after incubation, requirements for incubation and their effects on joining, incubation support

received, gains and challenges, and efficiency of services and facilities received and used).

4.1.1 Social-economic Characteristics

The social-economic characteristics were studied to understand the demographic
characteristics of these incubated agribusinesses. The study assumed the average age for
university students as youths in Kenya is 18 to 34 years according to the national gender and
equity commission and as defined by Article 260 of Kenya’s Constitution (Fitzgerald, 2010).
With regards to gender, the results found that university-incubated businesses are mainly
comprised of both male and female students, with males forming the majority (59.1%) (refer

to Table 5). This means that male students participate more in incubation programs than their
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female counterparts, revealing that male students have a greater desire to create their own
businesses than female students. These results are consistent with the research conducted by
Shi and Wang (2021), which also suggests that male students are more involved in
entrepreneurial activities compared to their female counterparts. It should also be noted that
there exists a very small difference in participation (1%) between male and female
participation. This could be a result of more efforts being put into gender equality as a current

norm across all sectors (Acosta, et al., 2021; Giroud & Huaman, 2019).

Table 5: Social Economic Factors

Variable Category Frequency  Percentage (%)
Gender Male 161 59.1
Female 111 40.9
Marital status Single 196 72.1
Married 76 279
Education level Certificate 44 16.3
Diploma 37 13.5
Degree 139 51.0
Postgraduate 52 19.2
Self-employed parents Yes 154 56.7
No 118 43.3
Business experience prior to Yes 136 50.0
incubation No 136 50.0

Note: Results in this table will be used for reference in all discussions concerning the social-
economic characteristics.

Furthermore, the study reveals that the majority of these students were single (72.1%),
while the remaining (27.9%) were married. This could be because the majority of students at
universities are found to be of a young age and are trying to align their careers, and thus,
marriage may not be a priority to many. However, the results from the cross-tabulation in Table

6 indicate that married individuals have a higher percentage of existing businesses than their
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single counterparts. In other words, married individuals tend to have more responsibilities,
which could motivate them to hold onto their businesses more strongly than single individuals

(Kolvereid, 2018; Pfeffer & Ross, 1982).

Table 6: Characteristics of Agribusinesses and Status of Business Existence

Indicators Categories whether the business is still in existence or
not
Yes (%) No (%)

Single 70.8 29.2
Marital status

Married 74.0 26.0

Certificate 75.0 25.0
Education level Diploma 84.2 15.8

Degree 73.2 26.8

Postgraduate 58.1 41.9
Self-employed

Yes 75.8 242
parents

No 66.2 33.8
Business experience Yes 73.1 26.9
prior to incubation ~ No 70.5 29.5

) ) Yes 76.4 23.6

Business registered

No 67.9 32.1

2-3 100.0 0.0

4-5 67.7 32.3
Number of partners  6-7 40.0 60.0

8-9 333 66.7

Above 10 0.0 0.0
Stage after
‘ ) Ideation 11.6 27.3
incubation

Startup stage 33.9 36.4
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Growth and 43.8 27.3

establishment
Expansion 10.7 9.1
maturity 0.0 0.0

Note: This crosstabulation table will be used for reference across the discussion of this section.

According to results presented in Table 5, the study revealed that students pursuing
degrees and postgraduate degrees had a significantly higher participation rate in incubation
programs (51.0% and 19.2%) in comparison to those pursuing certificates and diplomas (16.3%
and 13.5%). The higher participation of degree and postgraduate students in universities can
be linked to the fact that universities in Kenya offer more degree and postgraduate programs.
At the same time, the certificates and diplomas are left for TVETs (Technical and Vocational
Education and Training) (Mohammad et al., 2021). This reveals that despite the fact that these
incubators are located within the university premises, some of these incubation programs take
up youths from within the communities who could not be students from the same university
and who could be pursuing certificates and diplomas.

Furthermore, the study found that diploma students had a greater percentage of pre-
existing businesses (89.3%) compared to non-existent businesses (10.7%). In comparison,
postgraduate students had the lowest percentage of pre-existing businesses (67.5%), with
32.5% having non-existing businesses (as indicated in cross-tabulation Table 6), an area that
can be recommended for further research. This can also be linked to the fact that TVETs follow
a competence-based kind of curriculum while universities are more theoretically affirming the
mismatch between the education curriculum and the demands of the job market (Farah & Ali,
2018).

These results, like the background paper by Lackéus (2015), suggest that education has
an impact on entrepreneurial engagement, with the majority of respondents affirming the
positive influence of education on their involvement in incubation as an entrepreneurial activity
(as shown in Table 5). 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 (as per Table 7).
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Table 7: Effect of Education on Youth Engagement in Incubation as an Entrepreneurship

Activity
Items SD(%) D(%) Ne(%) A(%) SA(%) Mean ¢ Decision
My school 6 30 67 93 76  3.74 1.059 Positive
education helped 24) (11.1) (245) (34.1) (279 effect

me to develop my
sense of

entrepreneurial

attitude

It equipped me 12 31 69 93 67 3.63 1.104 Minimal
with skills for my (43) (11.5) (25.5) (34.1) (245 Positive
agribusiness effect
It showed me the 12 39 52 94 75  3.66 1.151 Minimal
value of (4.3) (14.4) (19.2) (34.6) (274 Positive
entrepreneurship effect

(value in terms of
need/relevance to

start a business)

Note; N=272, SD= Strongly Disagree, D= Disagree, Ne= Neutral, A= Agree, SA= Strongly
Agree, Decision= weighted Average= 3.68, o= standard deviation, Percentages % are
presented in brackets ()

Table 5 continues to show that the majority of the students who went through incubation
had parents or guardians who were self-employed. In contrast, a lesser number had parents or
guardians who did not engage in self-employment (43.3%). In the cross-tabulation Table 6,
results reveal that the majority of the students with self-employed parents or guardians had
more existing agribusinesses in relation to non-existing agribusinesses (78.8% and 21.2%), as
compared to students whose parents or guardians are not self-employed (70.0% and 30.0%)

This revealed the importance of parents or guardians in entrepreneurship engagement
as confirmed in Table 8 where students whose parents/ guardians were self-employed affirmed
that their parents or guardians played a significant role in their entrepreneurial journey. The
majority of the respondents reported that their parents motivated them to start their own

business, agreed that their parents or guardians provided them with business advice, and
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confirmed that their parents or guardians gave them startup capital. In addition, others indicated
that they gained experience by working with their parents or guardians. These results are in
line with the discoveries by Ranwala (2016), who suggested that entrepreneurship can be

stimulated through their family background.

Table 8: Role of Parents/Guardians in Students’ Entrepreneurship Engagement

Variable Category Frequency Percentage
(%)
Parents' level of influence Not helpful all 67 24.5
Moderately 92 33.7
helpful
Extremely 114 41.8
helpful
Motivated me to start my own business Yes 109 39.9
No 163 60.1
Given me business advice Yes 63 23.1
No 209 76.9
Given me startup capital Yes 27 10.1
No 245 89.9
Experience through working with him/ Yes 65 24.0
her No 207 76.0

Results in Table 5 further reveal a 50 percent difference in numbers between students
who join incubation with prior experience and those who join incubation without incubation.
Cross-tabulation Table 6 continues to reveal that there might be an added advantage to business
existence and performance due to previous experience in business. It shows that the majority
of students with prior experience before business incubation had existing businesses in relation
to non-existing agribusinesses (76.0% and 24.0%). In contrast, it reveals that students without
prior business experience had fewer existing businesses in relation to non-existing
agribusinesses (74.0% and 26.0%). Revealing a difference of 2 percent. Business experience

equips one with experience in how to manage and run a business. It is also noted in this study
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that business management is one of the major reasons why these agribusinesses fail; this could
explain why students with prior experience had more existing agribusinesses than their

counterparts.

4.1.2 Agribusiness Characteristics

Table 9 reveals that, on average, these agribusinesses had been in operation for one year
and four months. Table 10 continues to reveal that the majority of the respondents had
agribusinesses that were in operation at the time of data collection in comparison to those that
are no longer in existence (75% and 25%, respectively). This could be because the incubators
under study might have provided incubates, which they considered in operation and performing
better, hence a limitation to the study. The longest duration of existence was four years, while
the shortest was just two months. Among the agribusinesses that were not in existence, many
closed within a year after incubation, with some shutting down even before a month had passed.
The maximum time taken by such businesses to close 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
revelations are in line with Jorgensen (2011), Kaiburi et al. (2012), and Mwobobia (2012), who
agree 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 is worth noting that these agribusinesses have provided employment opportunities,
with an average of at least two employees to a maximum of eight people, excluding the business
administrator(s). In contrast, others indicated that they never employed anyone. This could be
because most of these incubated agribusinesses are startups that solemnly depend on the owners
of this business and, therefore, don’t have the resources to pay the employees (Adisa et al.,

2014; Mbogo, 2011; Nair & Blomquist, 2019).

Table 9: Business Information

Items N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Duration of business existence 272 1.424 0.913 0.167 4.000
Number of employees 279 1.550 1.699 0.000 3.000
Duration of incubation 279 4.199 4.644 0.230 24.000
Failed/ Closed businesses 68 1.061 0.559 0.830 3.00
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According to the results in Table 10, university-incubated agribusinesses are mainly
sole proprietorships (72.6%) (where an agribusiness is owned and controlled by an individual),
followed by partnerships (25.5%) (which is an arrangement between two or more people to
oversee business operations and share its profits and liabilities), and corporations (1.9%)
(which is a legal entity that is separate and distinct from its owners). None of the agribusinesses
indicated that they were cooperatives (where individuals own a jointly-owned and
democratically controlled business). This could be because a majority of the students join these
incubation programs as individuals rather than in groups. Among the sole proprietorships, the
majority were owned by males.

This could be because males desire more to own businesses as compared to their female
counterparts. This is also noted by Shi and Wang (2021), who also suggests that male students
are more involved in entrepreneurial activities compared to their female counterparts.
Regarding partnerships, a range of 2 to 8 partners, with a range of 4 to 5 partners, were the
most common partnerships involved (66.7%). The cross-tabulation revealed that the partners
ranging from 2 to 4 all had their businesses in existence and the rate of business existence went
on decreasing with an increase in the number of partners.

Mixed-gender partnerships were the majority (81.8%), while single-gender
partnerships were less common (9.1% male, 3.6% female). This shows active participation of
both the male and female students in incubation programs, which is in line with Teren's (2020)
research, which also found active participation of both genders in incubation programs. In
terms of timing, a majority (41.0%) of the agribusinesses started before incubation, meaning
they were running their businesses before joining incubation; 35.9% started during incubation,
and 23.1% started after incubation.

This means that most of the students who join incubation need to improve their
businesses and have a lot of expectations as they join these incubation programs. (The question
is whether these students achieve their expectations from the incubation programs). While for
others, incubation programs act as a kick-start for their businesses. These statistics also suggest
that university incubation programs are successful in encouraging entrepreneurship, with a mix

of business structures and gender participation (Hassan, 2020).
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Table 10: Business Related Factors

Variable Category Frequency Percentage(%)
Business existence Yes 204 75.0
No 68 25.0
Business registration Registered 110 40.4
Not registered 162 59.6
Business ownership Sole proprietorship 198 72.6
Partnership 69 25.5
Corporation 5 1.9
Cooperative 00 00.0
Sex of Sole proprietorships Males 115 57.8
Females 83 42.2
Number of partners 2-3 3 3.7
4-5 49 66.7
6-7 15 20.4
8-9 4 5.6
10 and above 3 3.7
Sex composition of group Females 4 5.5
Males 9 12.7
Both male and female 61 81.8
Time of starting business Started during incubation 73 35.9
Existed before incubation 84 41.0
Started after incubation 47 23.1
Reason for closing business ~ Had no money to run 21 31.0
business
Lost customers 4 5.2
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Making losses, no profit 16 24.1
Had management 27 39.7

challenges

With reference to Table 6, majority of the registered businesses were existing
businesses (76.2%), while 23.0% were non-existing businesses. On the other hand, non-
registered businesses consisted of 74.2% existing businesses and 26.0% non-existing
businesses. However, despite the fact that majority of agribusinesses exist, table 10 shows that
a significant number of these businesses face various challenges, with business management
being one of the most prominent. This means that the majority of the students with incubated
businesses do not know how to manage the daily activities/operations of their businesses, that
is to say, overseeing all aspects of a business, from finance and operations to marketing and
human resources.

This challenge is also cited as one of the main reasons for the closure of agribusinesses,
as shown in Table 11. These findings are consistent with Teren's (2020) research, which also
identified business management as a challenge facing incubated businesses in Nairobi. Tables
10 and 11 also reveal that most of the respondents whose agribusinesses were not in existence
cited issues with loan repayment, business management challenges, and lack of funds to run
business operations as the primary reasons for closure.

Other reasons and challenges mentioned included lost customers, consistent losses
without profits, a shift to white-collar employment, difficulties in managing cash flow and
sticking to a business plan, with many struggling even after completing the program.
Additionally, limited consultation time was a concern for some, while a few felt they did not
learn much from the process (Tables 10 and 11). Interestingly, most of these challenges align

with those identified by Taren (2020) in her study on incubated businesses in Nairobi.
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Table 11: The Cross-Tabulation of Challenges and Business Existence

Items Business
Existence
Yes No (%)
(%)
Paying back loan was hard % within challenges 59.5 40.5
Cashflow management was hard % within challenges 74.1 259
hall learned nothing % within challenges 62.5 37.5
challenges
Iflzlrlgwmg abusiness plan was o, o challenges 789 211
adnunistration WOrk bECame S0, yithin challenges 864 136
limited time given % within challenges 81.5 18.5

Entrepreneurial Characteristics

Table 12 results indicate that, on average, most of the youths who seek and participate
in university incubation programs exhibit several entrepreneurial traits. They tend to be
proactive, optimistic, innovative, and possess an internal locus of control, which means they
believe their success or failure in business is determined by their own actions. They also have
self-efficacy, a high-risk taking propensity, and decisional freedom, which means they can
decide what, how, and when to venture into business independently. These traits have the
potential to enhance entrepreneurship performance, as suggested by studies conducted by
Crowley and Jordan (2017), Ncokazi and Mpiti (2023), and Yangailo and Qutieshat (2022).
However, the same results also revealed that most of these students do not prefer competing
with others, despite the fact that studies by Crowley and Jordan (2017) suggest that competition

can increase business-level innovation.
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Table 12: Personality of Incubated Students in Universities

Items SD(%) D(%) Ne(%) A(%) SA(%) Mean ¢  Decision
I am willing to 3 14 40 139 76  4.00 0.854 Positive
take risks (1.0) (5.3) (149) (51.00 (279

Generally, when 2 24 38 141 67 3.90 0.901 Positive
facing difficult (1.0) (8.7) (13.9) (51.9) (24.5)

tasks, I am certain

that I will

accomplish them

My life is 3 20 51 112 86 3.96 0.939 Positive
determined by my (1.0) (7.2) (18.8) (41.3) (31.7)

own actions, not

by others or by

chance

If | see something 2 16 64 114 76 3.90 0.909 Positive
| do not like, 1 (1.0) (5.8) (23.6) (41.8) (27.9)

change it

The possibility of 3 24 50 105 90 3.93 0.995 Positive
being rejected by (1.4) (8.7) (18.3) (38.5) (33.2)

others for standing

up for my

decisions would

not stop me

I create new ideas 3 23 33 125 88 4.00 0.938 Positive
for business (1.0) (8.6) (12.0) (46.1) (32.2)

I am optimistic 5 16 26 99 126  4.19 0.964 Positive
about my future (1.9) (5.8) (9.6) (36.5) (46.2)
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I like situations in 14 39 109 63 47 3.33 1.085 Negative
which I compete (5.3) (144) (399 (23.1) (17.3)

with others

Note; N=156, SD= Strongly Disagree, D= Disagree, Ne= Neutral, A= Agree, SA= Strongly
Agree, Decision= weighted Average= 3.90125, o= standard deviation, Percentages % are

presented in brackets ()

Table 13 reveals that a significant number of university students seeking incubation
have a positive outlook on entrepreneurship, despite the risks involved. According to Lifidn et
al. (2011), such attitudes can have a positive impact on entrepreneurial intentions. In addition,
the results suggest that majority of the students possess a level of risk tolerance when starting
a business. Meaning that majority of the students that join incubation are aware that running
own business involves risks and are willing to take the risks. Furthermore, most of these
respondents view failure as an opportunity to start afresh and believe that managing a business
is not hindered by administrative procedures. These findings demonstrate a favourable

perception towards starting and managing a business as stated by Lian et al. (2011).

Table 13: Perception on Running Own Business

Items SD(%) D(%) Ne(%) A(%) SA(%) Mean o Decision
One should not 70 80 54 47 21 2.55 1.203 Positive
start a business  (25.6) (29.5) (19.9) (17.3) (7.7) perception
if there is a risk

it might fail

People who 7 32 47 108 78 3.86 0.987 Positive
started their (2.6) (11.5) (17.3) (39.7) (28.8) perception

own businesses
and have failed
should start

again
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It’s difficult to 37 68 92 56 19 2.86 1.074 Positive
manage your (13.5) (25.0) (34.0) (20.0) (7.0 perception
own business

due to complex

administrative

procedures

It is difficult to 30 54 54 91 43 3.23  1.193 Negative
manage your (10.9) (19.9) (19.9) (33.3) (16.0) perception

own business
for a long time

due to a lack of

available
financial
support
It is difficult to 43 101 58 40 30 2.70 1.175 Positive
obtain sufficient (16.0) (37.2) (21.2) (14.7) (10.9) perception

information on
how to manage
your business

efficiently

Note; N=156, SD= Strongly Disagree, D= Disagree, Ne= Neutral, A= Agree, SA= Strongly
Agree, Decision= weighted Average= 3.04, o= standard deviation, Percentages % are
presented in brackets ()

Using weighted average to make decisions, where a decision was made basing on the
weighted average that is to say; if the mean was equal to or above, then the variable was
considered positive, where as a variable was considered negative if its mean was below the
weighted average (Holt & Scariano, 2009). Majority of respondents also exhibited a positive
perception towards access to financial support and running a business for a long time they
disagreed that it is difficult to manage own business for a long time due to lack of financial
support. This revealed that most of these students do not perceive access to finances as the
reason to why one shouldn’t run their own businesses.

Lastly, most of them had a positive perception towards access to information as they
did not agree that it is difficult to obtain sufficient information on how to manage their business

efficiently. In general, youths that seek university incubation on average have a positive
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perception towards running own business as Table 13 indicated. But despite this, they were
also some respondents who exhibited a negative perception towards running own business as
the results reveal in Table 13. This means that they are individuals who are running their

business in fear of failure and with a try and error method and mentality.

4.1.3 Business Incubation Characteristics

Based on the results presented in Table 11 and Fig. 3, and as described by Eliakis et al.
(2020) and Tam and Gray (2016), the majority of young entrepreneurs join university
incubation programs during the ideation and startup stages. These entrepreneurs then progress
through various stages, although some don't show any progress in their business stages, either
before or after joining the program. Revealing times when incubation doesn’t create an impact
in someone’s business, this could be either the services being provided by the incubation
program to the participates are irrelevant or they do not meet the needs of the participate.

Nonetheless, most of the respondents reported an increase in their business performance
after going through pre-incubation and incubation phases, while only a few went through post-
incubation and acceleration stages. According to this survey, majority of the respondents joined
the incubation program with the goal of developing their own businesses (40.7%), others joined
to obtain financial support, make business connections, acquire a place to work, or change the
type of business (refer to Table 14). These findings are consistent with those of Lose et al.

(2017) in their study as reasons why youths participate in business incubation programs.

Agribusiness Stage prior to joining Agribusiness stage after incubation
incubation (current stage)
150 100
G E s 280
5 O 100 c 5 0
28 82
- — Zg 2 .
0
5 ]
Ideation stage Startup stage Growth and

establishment

Expansion maturity

Figure 4: Stage of Business Before and After Incubation
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Majority of the students join incubation through applications, obligations as university
requirements, invitations by friends while a smaller number are recommended to university
incubation programs. This revealed that despite the existence of these incubation programs in
universities, these programs are not merely open to everyone at the university but rather a
student has to seek them themselves through either through application or any other means.

However, results in Table 14, reveal that majority of the respondents are not affected
by the requirements of their respective university incubators as most of them stated that the
requirements prepared them for a serious entrepreneur journey ahead (59.9%). Others stated
that they did not have any of requirements however they joined into their incubation program
(See Table 14). Apart from aiding the selection of appropriate candidates for the incubation
processes, this explains the need of requirements prior to entrance as it gives the participates a
crucial perception of taking the incubation process seriously. In addition, it shows that
university incubators have lenience entrance for the students into incubation programs at the

universities.

Table 14: Business Incubation Information

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Reason for joining Get financial support 95 28.2
incubation program Acquire place of work 4 1.1
Develop own business 137 40.7
Make business connections 86 25.6
Change type of business 15 4.4
Process of joining Application 153 56.3
incubation School requirement 29 10.6
Invitation from a friend 81 29.8
Recommended 9 34
Business stage prior ~ Ideation stage 166 61.1
to incubation Startup stage 80 293
Growth and establishment 26 9.6
Expansion 0 0.0
Maturity 0 0.0
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Stages of incubation

went through

Business stage after

incubation

Requirements for

joining incubation

Requirement effect on

joining

Effects of requirement

on joining

Pre-incubation
Incubation
Post-incubation

Acceleration

Ideation stage

Startup stage

Growth and establishment
Expansion

Maturity

Being in a group

Requirement as individual

Student requirement as graduate

Being a continuing student

Yes
No

Requirements were too many

wanted to quit

Too easy join felt easy to join

Didn’t have any of the

requirements but [ joined

Prepared for a serious journey

175
73
13
11

40
116
92
24

93
106
36
91

105
167

14

27
42

123

64.4
26.9
4.8
3.8

14.9

42.8

33.7
8.7
0.0

28.6
32.4

279

38.5
61.5

6.6

13.2
20.3

59.9

Similarly, to other researchers such as Ahmed ef al. (2020), business incubators offer a
range of valuable services to young entrepreneurs. According to this research, majority of
university students who participated in incubation programs received skills development and
training support from their respective incubators (68.3%), while 25.4 percent and 6.2 percent
received financial support and production support respectively (Table 15). This highlights
production support as the least services provided by university incubators to their incubates.
The table also indicates that most respondents who received support from incubators cited skills

development and training as the primary service they received. Specifically, 37% received

training in business ideation and starting up a business, 23.2% in financial management, 17.8%
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in marketing, 15.4% in leadership, and 6.5% in proposal writing and grant winning as the least
services provided.

With reference to Table 15, in the case of financial support, the majority of respondents
received soft loans, while others received grants, were connected to financial services or
assisted in saving up for capital. Majority of those who received production support were
mainly connected to the market (54.6%) or provided with working space (28.4%), while others
were assisted with intellectual property or provided with machinery. This reveals the need for
more production support among students who are incubated in universities, the same can be
linked to why many of these participates indicated business management as a challenge. This
area is also suspectable for further research to find out why incubators put more effort to
training in business ideation and starting up a business rather than providing all aspects of

incubation to their trainees.

Table 15: Incubation Support, Gains and Challenges

Variable Category Frequency Percentage
(o)
Financial support Received grant 29 29.3
Given soft loan 44 453
Connected to financial services 16 16
Helped save capital 9 9.3
Skills development Ideation and starting up a business 161 37.0
and training support  Financial management 101 23.2
Proposal writing and grant winning 28 6.5
Marketing 77 17.8
Leadership 67 15.4
Production support Machinery 8 4.3
Connected to market 101 54.6
Given working space 52 28.4
Intellectual property 24 12.8
Stages of incubation ~ Pre-incubation 175 64.4
went through Incubation 73 26.9
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Post-incubation 13 4.8

Acceleration 10 3.8
Gains from Working space 89 14.9
incubation Getting funding 72 12.1
Increased business performance 170 28.5
Resource management 127 21.3
Business connection help 96 16.2
Fun 42 7.0
Challenges Paying back loan was hard 55 13.8
Cashflow management was hard 76 19.1
Learned nothing 10 2.6
Following a business plan was hard 93 23.4
Administration work became so much 53 14.5
Limited time given 106 26.6

According to the results obtained from Table 16, which used a weighted average to
make decisions, most of the university-incubated youths had a negative response towards the
facilities they used during the incubation period. This meant that the facilities were not helpful
or were inefficient as they stated. Similarly, a majority of the respondents gave a negative
response to the mode of training used and exhibition participation during incubation. However,
they had a positive response towards the topics of training studied. This indicates that the
training topics were efficient and helpful. Surprisingly, most respondents did not use
mentorship and legal services, despite the positive revelations stated in a research study
conducted by Ahmed et al. (2020). Thus, revealing a need for improvement in these specified

areas by the various university incubators.
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Table 16: Services and Facilities Efficiency

Items SD(%) D(%) Ne(%) A(%) SA(%) Mean ¢ Decision
Facilities 65 59 108 39 3.4471 1.01062 Negative
(24.0) (21.6) (39.9) (144
Mode of 69 31 112 59 3.5913 1.09068 Negative

Training (25.5) (11.5) (41.3) (21.6)
Topics of 33 30 142 67 3.8942 0.91068 Positive
training (12.0) (11.1) (52.4) (24.5)
Mentorship 44 5 59 112 51 3.4423 1.28407 Negative
(16.3) (1.9) (21.6) (41.3) (18.8)
Paticipation in 10 118 67 77 3.7740 0.90724 Negative
Exhibition (3.8) (43.3) (24.5) (284
Legal service 16 162 46 48 3.4663 0.85059 Negative
(5.8) (59.6) (16.8) (17.8)

Note; N=156, SD= Strongly Disagree= (no mentor assigned), D= Disagree= (Not help), Ne=

Neutral= (no comments, did not used, did not participate), A= Agree=(Good), SA= Strongly

Agree= (used it is helpful), Decision= weighted Average= 3.6025, o= Standard deviation,

Percentages % are presented in brackets ()

The findings presented in Table 17 shed light on both the reasons to why university

students join incubation and the actual gains these young entrepreneurs achieved from

university incubation programs through a cross tabulation. The majority of respondents

reported gaining valuable skills in resource management, networking, and securing funding, as

well as having access to working space and enjoying the process. However, it is worth noting

that most participants did not achieve their initial objectives for taking part in the incubation

program, as also indicated in Table 14. This could mean that there could be lack of

synchronization of expectations between the incubators and the incubates.
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Table 17: Cross-tabulation of Reason for Joining Incubation and Gains Received

Items gains from incubation (%)
Working Funding  Business Resource  Business Fun
space development management connection
help
%
To get
within
financial
reason 16.9 14.0 27.0 20.8 15.7 5.6
support oL
joining
_ %
To acquire
within
place of
reason 26.8 17.1 22.0 19.5 12.2 2.4
work
joining
%
Reason for To develop
o within
joining my own
reason 11.9 12.6 28.7 21.8 18.8 6.1
incubation business o
joining
%
To make
within
business
. reason 12.8 9.6 26.2 235 18.7 9.1
connections
joining
%
To change
within
the type of 15.6 12.5 21.9 21.9 15.5 12.5
. reason
business o
joining

4.1.4 Public University Incubators Versus Private University Incubators

An independent-sample t-test was conducted to determine the effect of the type of
university on the existence of student-led agribusinesses (Table 18). There was not a significant
difference between the public university student-led agribusinesses (M= 1.27; SD=0.443), (t=
1.341), p=.0.181 and the private university student-led agribusinesses (M= 1.19; SD= 0.395)
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towards the performance of the businesses in terms of business existence. There was no
evidence that the type of university affects the existence of student-led agribusiness. This could
be linked to the fact that most university incubation programs exist as projects within

universities.

Table 18: Independent-sample T-test

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error 95%
(2- Difference Difference Confidence
tailed) Interval of the
Difference

Lower Upper

Equal
variances 8.116 0.005|1.341 270  0.181  0.075 0.056  -0.035 0.186

) assumed
Business

. Equal
existence
variances
1.401 177.601 0.163 0.075 0.054 -0.031 0.182

not

assumed

On the contrary, a crosstabulation revealed that there were more existing student-led
businesses in private universities to non-existing businesses (81.0% and 19.0% respectively),
as compared to public universities (refer to Table 19). The fact that Private universities’
strategic orientations are completely different from those of public universities cannot be
ignored. This could be the fact that private universities focus on resource and profit
maximization as compared to public universities even in running projects (Altbach et al.,
2021). In addition, most of the students in private universities have to pay for literally
everything at their respective universities. With this, they could be attaching a greater value to
the business startups they create at the universities as compared to their counterparts in the

public universities. An area suspectable for further research.
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Table 19: Cross-tabulation of University Type and Business Existence

Business Existence

Yes No
Private % within University type 81.0% 19.0%

University type
Public % within University type 73.4% 26.6%

4.2 Drivers Motivating Students to Participate in Incubation Programs

With reference to section 3.4.2 of this thesis, the results represented in Table 20 reveal
the final analysis where 11 items underwent PCA with oblique and varimax rotations to extract
2 components. The mean of these components ranged from 2.20 to 4.06 (Table 20). The
multivariate normality test produced statistically significant results at prob>chi2= 0.0000
(Table 20) according to Hair et al. (2006). Moreover, the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy in Table 20 was 0.829, and Bertlett’s Test of Sphericity was also
statistically significant at 0.000 (Hair et al., 2006). This suggests that there was sufficient
variance in the data that could be analysed using PCA (KMO >(0.5), and the items had good

correlation with each other, as the P-value was smaller than 0.05.

Table 20: Test for Normality and the Descriptive Statistics of the Motivation Statements

Motivation statements Mean Std. Deviation
To add value to education 3.68 1.26
To get training on entrepreneurship 4.06 0.97
As a career 3.61 1.10
As hobby 3.98 0.99
Influence from peers/friends’ status 2.42 1.13
Uphold family status 2.55 1.15
For employment after school 3.43 1.27
For connections 3.64 1.10
To own business 4.03 0.98
Influence from successful business 2.72 1.25
As school assignment 2.20 1.24

Test for Multivariate Normality
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Mardia mSkewness = 18.67971
Mardia mKurtosis = 130.2227
= 1.866559

chi2(220) = 658.622
chi2(1) = 22.642
chi2(1) = 3174.951
chi2(20) = 262.835

Henze-Zirkler

Doornik-Hansen

Prob>chi2 = 0.0000
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Approx. Chi-Square
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df

Sig.

0.829
797.832
55
0.000

The results reveal that both factors had eigenvalues greater than 1 (Table 21). The total

variance extracted was 55.392% (Table 21). Furthermore, the oblique rotation revealed no

correlation among the factors, as presented in Table 22.

Table 21: Total Variance Explained

Factor Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Rotation Sums of Squared
Squared Loadings Loadings
Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance % Variance %
1 4.027  36.606 36.606 4.027  36.606 36.606 3.856  35.050 35.050
2 2.066 18.786 55.392 2.066 18.786 55.392 2.238  20.342 55.392
3 0.923 8.392 63.784
4 0.753 6.842 70.627
5 0.682 6.198 76.825
6 0.561 5.099 81.924
7 0.530 4.822 86.745
8 0.436 3.960 90.705
9 0.410 3.730 94.435
10 0.336 3.050 97.485
11 0.277 2.515 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Furthermore, results indicated that all variables loaded significantly and there was no

factorial complexity or mixed signals, as shown in Table 22. Additionally, the factor loadings

were above 0.4, with communalities ranging from 0.31 to 0.65, as indicated in Table 22.
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Table 22: Rotated Component Matrix with Communalities and Rotated Pattern Matrix

Rotated Component Matrix and Communalities

Components Communalities
1 2

Add value to education .823 .692
To get training on .802 .674
entrepreneurship

Career 77 .619
Hobby 747 562
To own business 741 .641
Employment after school .646 .695
Connections .563 461
Family status 817 374
Peers/friends’ status 800 .549
Influence from successful business .675 511
As school assignment 555 316

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 3 iterations

Rotated Pattern Matrix
Components

1 2
Add value to education 822
To get training on 821
entrepreneurship
Career 776
Hobby 758
To own business 746
Employment after school .637
Connections 552
Family status .810
Peers/friends status .806
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Influence from successfull .661
business

As school assignment 567

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.

According to the findings, Factor 1 accounted for 36.606% of the variance (Table 21),
consisting of 7 items that represent a hypothesized subscale of students participating in
incubation programs (Table 22). These depict that students were motivated by a need for
employment after school and felt that there were no better options available for them. The items
included in this subscale were: getting a career in business, adding value to education, getting
entrepreneurship training, starting their own business, securing stable employment after school,
making connections, and treating business as a hobby.

Interestingly, this suggests that university students are driven by the necessity
motivation factors to participate in incubation programs. Necessity entrepreneurship refers to
nonoptional or enforced entrepreneurial activities when someone has no alternative due to
personal reasons or certain conditions (Aima et al., 2020). In other words, they feel that their
education alone is not enough to guarantee them a successful career and employment after
graduation. These findings are in agreement with studies such as Granger et al. (1995) and
Kirkwood, (2009) which argue that unemployment lowers the opportunity costs of self-
employment, thereby driving individuals to start their businesses. It is worth noting that this
factor was highly reliable with an Alpha of 0.823 (Table 22).

Factor 2 accounted for 18.786% of the variance (Table 21), and it comprised 4 items
related to students participating in incubation programs with a motive of leveraging them as
business opportunities (Table 22). These items include obtaining recognition from peers and
friends, fitting into family status, joining a successful line of business after seeing successful
people in it, and using the programs to complete school assignments. Such motivations are
similar to the ones outlined by Giacomin ef al. (2007), who identified three pull motivations:
market opportunity, social status, and profit. The study revealed that university students'
motivation to participate in incubation programs is also associated with a pull factor of taking
advantage of an opportunity, which is also known as opportunity motivation. This suggests that
some students participate in university incubation programs to boost their social status. The

reliability of this finding is supported by an alpha value of 0.817 (Table 22).
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Findings revealed a clear distinction between necessity motivation and opportunity
motivation of university students who participate in university incubation programs, as shown
in Table 22. The lack of correlation between the subscales indicated the ability to differentiate
between the two types of motivations for students' participation in university incubation
programs. In contrast with the Van der Zwan et al. (2016) study, which found that more
individuals start new ventures due to seeing an opportunity rather than a need, this study
portrayed that more university students take the initiative to participate in university business
incubators due to seeing a need rather than an opportunity.

It's noteworthy that factors such as acquiring wealth, though often cited as the primary
reasons for entrepreneurs to start a business such as Shi and Wang’s (2021) study, were not
significant in either necessity or opportunity motivation. Additionally, hobby, which has been
identified as a motivational factor by Giacomin et al. (2007), was more closely related to
necessity motivation than opportunity motivation. This finding rejects the assumption that
hobby as a motivation factor occurs when neither necessity motivation nor opportunity

motivation is at play.

4.3 Factors Influencing the Sustainability of University-Incubated Agri-businesses

This section starts with describing the constructs in the respective sustainability
dimensions which include; economic, environmental and social sustainability. This aided in
identifying the particular areas in the dimensions that may need improvement. Then using the
sustainability index forwards the sustainability performance was described as also indicated in
section 3.4.3 and thereafter, reveals the relationships between the personnel/behavioural
factors, motivational factors and the economic, environmental and social sustainability of these

agribusinesses through the SEM-PLS model.

4.3.1 Description of the Constructs in the Respective Sustainability Dimensions
Economic Dimension

Table 23 presents the findings of a study that focused on the economic sustainability of
university-incubated agribusinesses. The study found that the average mean of the constructs
that make up the economic sustainability dimension was 3.265. Based on this, the performance
of each item in the economic sustainability dimension was weighed. Revealing that majority
of individuals who operated these agribusinesses managed their funds transparently, kept
records and had savings for their business. They were also making profits, taking advantage of
market opportunities, had regular paying customers, and used efficient market strategies to sell

their products. The study also found that productivity improvements were observed in terms of
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increased number of products and goods produced, which is a positive indication of the
economic strategies adopted to sustain these agribusinesses.

However, the study also identified some areas where these agribusinesses were falling
short. Majority of these individuals revealed that they had no working capital to operate their
agribusiness daily, were not using modern technology to maximize their production, had no
organic expansion in terms of an increased number of employees or acquiring new equipment,
and were not considering using used equipment to minimize expenses.

Lastly, many revealed that they do not pay local tax for their agribusinesses, despite
minimal the tax rates of 1% of gross turnover indicated by Kenya Revenue Authority. This
could be because of the uncertainty of whether SMEs in Kenya have been reached by financial
literacy programmes which is a key role in bringing about growth (Lusimbo, 2016; Solomon,
2021). In summary, the study highlights the economic strengths and weaknesses of university-
incubated agribusinesses. While these businesses are performing well in most areas, there are

areas where improvement is needed to ensure their long-term sustainability and success.

Table 23: Economic Sustainability Dimensional Statistics

Items Mean Std. Deviation
Funds are managed transparently 3.540 1.035
Savings 3.390 1.021
Record keeping 3.640 0.987
Have working capital 3.050 1.107
Take advantage of market opportunities 3.330 1.067
Profits 3.570 0.877
Have paying customers 3.330 0.922
Use modern technology 3.240 1.178
Market strategies 3.440 1.048
Use used equipment 2.650 1.141
Pay local tax 3.140 1.136
Have organic expansion 3.120 1.084
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Productivity improve 3.370 1.023

Access finance 2.900 1.185

Note: The scale used is weighted average = 3.265

Environmental Dimension

According to results in Table 24, the average mean of the environmental sustainability
constructs used to evaluate each particular item is 3.496. This indicates that most individuals
with university-incubated agribusinesses have a good understanding of how their businesses
depend on the environment. They claim to use natural resources efficiently, manage waste
properly, and are able to adapt to climate change in their agribusinesses.

It should be noted that these agribusinesses are startups with minimal impact on the
environment and owners might not notice their impact on the environment and, therefore may
require not much effort to ensure their environmental sustainability. Therefore, a lot of learning
is needed to help such startups understand their impact on the environment (Huang et al., 2020).
There is also room for improvement in terms of sustainable production plans. Many of these
agribusinesses do not have a plan that balances their environmental impact with their

operations.

Table 24: Environmental Sustainability Dimensional Statistics

Items Mean Std. Deviation
Interdependence between environment and business 3.680 0.827
Sustainable production plans 3.390 0.967
Natural resources 3.400 0.953
Wastes 3.500 1.007
Adoption to climate 3.510 1.031

Note: The scale used is weighted average = 3.496

Social Sustainability

According to results in Table 25, the average mean for social sustainability used to
evaluate each construct was 3.642, revealing that university-incubated agribusiness owners
have fostered positive relationships with their stakeholders and gained their trust. They have

shown no discrimination among their employees and other stakeholders who are directly
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influenced by their agribusinesses and have established democratic rules, when necessary,
among their employees.

This could be because most of these agribusinesses are startups which literally depend
on their owners to survive with no or a minimum number of employees and thus not many
stakeholders are actually involved in such businesses (Adisa et al., 2014; Mbogo, 2011; Nair
& Blomquist, 2019). The majority agreed that democratic leadership and management enforce
compliance with internal rules and among business partners. They also follow social norms in
their respective 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.
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 could be because most of business startup tend to depend
on family members and therefore employing workers from the business locality may seem
expensive while others depend on the owners for every operation. Lastly, they revealed to have

a low capability of resolving internal conflicts within their agribusiness.

Table 25: Social Sustainability Dimensional Statistics

Items Mean Std. Deviation
Shared vision 3.590 1.003
Internal conflicts 3.590 0.954
Relationships/trust 3.640 0.982
Discrimination 3.810 0.921
Democracy 3.690 0.870
Social norms 3.750 1.013
Employees 3.530 1.103
Engage community 3.540 1.039

Note: The scale used is weighted average = 3.642
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4.3.2 Sustainability Performance of University Incubated Students’ Agri-business
The sustainability performance of university-incubated students’ agribusiness in terms

of their economic, environmental, and social sustainability is shown in table 26 below.

Table 26: Sustainability Performance of University Incubated Businesses

Variable Dimension Mean Dimension Std. Minimum Maximum
weights performance Deviation
(%) (%)
Economic Dimension scores 50.000 0.326 0.652 0.059 0.100 0.443

Environmental Dimension

scores 25.000 0.175 0.700 0.034 0.050 0.250

Social Dimension scores 25.000 0.182 0.728 0.034 0.050 0.250

Sustainability Index of
youth’s university incubated
businesses 100.000 0.682 0.682 0.111 0.200 0.922

According to the results, incubated student-led agribusinesses in the universities are
68.2% sustainable. As seen in Table 26, these agribusinesses performed fairly well in the social
dimension with an average percentage of 72.8% in respect to its dimensional weight of 25%,
compared to the environmental and economic dimensions. It has been observed that the
majority of students who participate in the university incubation program for their
agribusinesses strive to ensure there is no discrimination among employees and other
stakeholders who are directly impacted by their agribusinesses. They use democratic rules,
whenever necessary, to manage their employees. They also respect the social norms that their
agribusinesses operate in (refer to Table 25). However, as mentioned in section 4.3.1, there are
still several areas of social sustainability that require improvement.

The social dimension was followed by the environmental dimension as shown in Table
26, with an average score of 70% in comparison to its dimensional weight of 25%. The
environmental dimension encompasses identifying and comprehending the interdependence
between business activities and the environment, creating and implementing effective and
sustainable production plans, managing waste and natural resources in a responsible manner,

as well as adapting to climate change. Table 24 highlights areas for improvement in this
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sustainability dimension.

Furthermore, the economic dimension followed with an average performance of 65.2%
out of 50% of its dimensional weight. The economic dimension included productivity
improvements, organic expansions such as increasing the number of employees and acquiring
new working equipment, having paying customers, maintaining business records, making
savings, paying local taxes, and considering free yet effective marketing strategies. Despite this
performance, Table 23 shows that some constructs of the dimension have fair performance
while others need improvement. The sustainability performance of university incubated

agribusinesses as discussed above is clearly depicted in Figure 5 below.

Sustainabilty Performance of University Incubated Agribusinesses
g 08 0.68
S 07 :
©
£ 06
£ 05
& 0.4
so 0.33
= 03
= 0.17 0.18
c 02
a 0
Dimensions of sustainability
- Economic sustainability mean Social sustainability mean
Environmental sustainability mean Sustainability index mean

Figure 5: Sustainability Performance

4.3.3 The Structural Equation Model under the Partial Least Square Method (PLS-
SEM).

This section presents the findings of the PLS-SEM model that assessed the relationships
between the personnel/behavioural factors, motivational factors and the economic,
environmental and social sustainability of these agribusinesses The first step was to assess the
validity and reliability of the measurement model and validate the structural model. The next
step involved determining the path coefficients of the test hypotheses. The hypotheses proposed
in Chapter 3 were aimed at identifying the significance of different factors on the sustainability
of university-incubated student-led agribusinesses.

A. Measurement Model
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Smart PLS 4.0 by Ringle et al. (2022) was used to assess the measurement model and
the structural model. The assessment of the measurement model starts with evaluation of the
factor loadings followed by establishing the construct reliability and validity.

Factor Loadings

Factor loadings are the extent to which each of the items correlates with a given
construct. They indicate how much an item weighs on each construct. Standardized loadings
should be above 0.50 or higher, and ideally 0.70 or higher (Hair et al., 2010). For this study,
factor loadings and item results derived from factor analysis are illustrated in Table 27 below;

Table 27: The Loading of Items on the Outer model

Items Outer loadings
Autonomy <- behavioural factors 0.768
Democracy <- social sustainability 0.712
Engage community <- social sustainability 0.747
Innovativeness <- behavioural factors 0.800
Neccesity career <- comp 1; necessity 0.800
Neccesity employment sch <- comp 1; necessity 0.637*
Neccesity valueeduc <- comp 1; necessity 0.836
Natural resources <- environmental sustainability 0.762
Opportunity familystatus <- comp 2; opportunity 0.864
Opportunity influsuccessful <- comp 2; opportunity 0.806
Opportunity ownbusiness <- comp 1; necessity 0.777
Opportunity peersfriends <- comp 2; opportunity 0.750
Opportunity trainingentre <- comp 1; necessity 0.794
Optimism <- behavioural factors 0.760
Proactiveness <- behavioural factors 0.761
Risk taking <- behavioural factors 0.719
Stigma failure <- Stigma failure 1.000
Wastes <- environmental sustainability 0.593*
Climate change <- environmental sustainability 0.704
Discrimination <- social sustainability 0.796
Employees <- social sustainability 0.623*
Hobby <- comp 1; necessity 0.735
Interdependence <- environmental sustainability 0.765
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Internal conflicts <- social sustainability 0.706

Locus_control <- behavioural factors 0.798
Marketing_strategies <- economic sustainability 0.740
Modern_tech <- economic sustainability 0.755
Payingcustomers <- economic sustainability 0.707
Productivity improve <- economic sustainability 0.761
Profits <- economic sustainability 0.663*
Relationships_trust <- social sustainability 0.719
Self efficacy <- behavioural factors 0.799
Social norms <- social sustainability 0.702 0.702
Production plans <- environmental sustainability 0.784

Note; Items with lower loadings are marked with (*)

Some of the items in Table 30 marked with* do not have loadings above 0.7 as the
preferred level indicating sufficient loading according to Hair et al. (2014) and Hair et al.
(2010). However, lower loadings between 0.4 and 0.7 can be used if the Composite
Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) are high enough for the
corresponding items (Hair ef al., 2014) (see below). If not, the item should be eliminated
from the scale if not it will result in an increase in the CR and AVE. In this study, the CR and

AVE were high enough for the corresponding items to be retained.

Reliability and Validity
Results reveal Composite Reliability (CR) over 0.7 and Average Variance Extracted

(AVE) higher than 0.5. Therefore, all loadings were acceptable for model estimation (Hair ef
al., 2014) (Table 28).

Table 28: Construct Reliability and Validity

Items Cronbach's Composite Composite Average
alpha reliability reliability variance
(rho_a) (rho_¢) extracted
(AVE)
Behavioral factors 0.887 0.891 0.912 0.597
Compl; necessity motivation 0.858 0.871 0.894 0.586
Comp?2; opportunity 0.739 0.770 0.849 0.653
motivation
Economic sustainability 0.778 0.789 0.848 0.527
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Environmental sustainability

Social sustainability

0.771
0.849

0.782
0.877

0.846
0.880

0.525
0.514

Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity was assessed according to the heterotrait- monotrait ratio

(HTMT). This is because HTMT has a better sensitivity to detect discriminant validity as

compared to the Farnell and Larcker criterion for interpretation of the causal effect in the

modelling analysis (Hamid et al., 2017). Results for discriminant validity are illustrated in

Table 29.

Table 29: Discriminant Validity- Heterotrait-monotrait Ratio

Stigm Behaviour Comp Comp2; Economic Environmen Social
a al factors 1; opportuni  sustainabili tal sustainabili
failur necessi ty ty sustainabilit ty
e ty y

Stigma

failure

Behavioural  0.665

factors

Comp 1; 0.45 0.587

necessity

Comp 2; 0.03 0.112 0.27

opportunity

Economic 0.406 0.599 0.515 0.116

sustainabilit

y

Environmen 0.477 0.645 0.586 0.180 0.865%

tal

sustainabilit

y

Social 0.346 0.478 0.586 0.148 0.622 0.746

sustainabilit

y

Note: Component with discriminant validity close to 0.90 is marked (*)
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Results reveal a slightly high collinearity problem among latent variables; economic
sustainability and environmental sustainability. However, the acceptable levels of discriminant
validity <0.90 as suggested by Henseler et al. (2015) was achieved. In addition, results from
collinearity statistics reveal no problems of multicollinearity as the Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF) value results of the structural equation modelling in this study is less than 5, and lies
between 1 and 2.790 see Appendix 10 (Hair ef al., 2011). Results from cross-loadings all
showed very low correlations between measures of unrelated constructs as shown in Appendix
11. Generally, the reliability and validity tests conducted on the measurement model were
satisfactory, indicating that the items used to measure constructs are valid and fit to be used to

estimate parameters in the structural model.

Goodness of Model Fit

To ascertain a good model fit, the acceptable standards for model fit according to
Henseler et al. (2014) were achieved. Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) also
defined as the difference between the observed correlation and the model-implied correlation
matrix should have a value less than (0.10 or 0.08) was obtained at 0.074 as well as SRMR

confidence intervals as indicated in the tables below (table 33).

Table 30: Model Fit
Items Saturated model Estimated model
SRMR 0.074 0.098
d ULS 3.414 6.067
dG 0.957 1.11
Chi-square 1063.878 1178.029
NFI 0.711 0.68
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B. The Structural Model and PLS-SEM Analysis
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Figure 6: The Structural Model (The structural model indicates the path coefficients, R-

squares, and outer loadings/ weights of the model)

Testing Hypotheses as Depicted in the Structural Model (Figure 6)
Direct Effects

H1 evaluated whether necessity motivation (comp 1) has significant effects on the

economic, environmental, and social sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses.

Results revealed significant direct effects of necessity motivation on agribusinesses' economic,

environmental and social sustainability at P values = 0.000, 0.000, and 0.000 respectively.

Revealing the direct influence of necessity motivation factors to the sustainability to incubated

agribusinesses. These findings are in line with the findings in a study done by Tur-Porcar et al.

(2018) who based his study on intrinsic motivation as a factor affecting entrepreneurship and

business sustainability. Hence the hypothesis that there direct effect of necessity motivation to

sustainability (H1) was supported and the null hypothesis was rejected (p< 0.05 (refer to Path-

Coefficients in Table 31).

H2 evaluated whether there are significant effects of opportunity motivation (comp 2)

on the economic, environmental and social sustainability of their agribusinesses. Results

revealed no significant direct effects of opportunity motivation on the economic, environmental
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and social sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses (Fig 6 and Table 31). This
means that opportunity motivation factors do not influence the sustainability of university-
incubated agribusinesses. Therefore, the hypothesis that opportunity motivation influences the
economic, environmental and social sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses is
rejected and the null hypothesis that economic, environmental and social sustainability of
university-incubated agribusinesses are not influenced by opportunity motivating factors is
accepted.

H3 evaluated whether there are significant effects of behavioural/personality of
students participating in university incubation programs on the economic, environmental and
social sustainability of their agribusinesses. Results revealed significant direct effects of the
behavioural/personality of students participating in university incubation programs on the
economic, environmental and social sustainability of their agribusinesses at P values 0.000,
0.000 and 0.000 respectively. This could be because the personality of the students in terms of
innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking propensity determines the use of their resources
at hard. These findings are similar to findings discovered by Tur-Porcar ef al. (2018) on factors
affecting entrepreneurship and business sustainability on the influence of behavioural as a

factor influencing entrepreneurship sustainability (refer to Path-Coefficients in Table 31).

Table 31: Path-Coefficients of the Direct Relationships

Items Original Sample  Standard T statistics P values
sample (O) mean (M) deviation (O/STDEV)
(STDEV)
Stigma failure -> 0.495 0.494 0.061 8.045 0.000

behavioural factors

Behavioural factors -> 0.389 0.395 0.085 4.568 0.000

economic sustainability

Behavioural factors -> 0.387 0.392 0.065 5.961 0.000

environmental sustainability

Behavioural factors -> 0.336 0.344 0.066 5.071 0.000

social sustainability

0.309 0.31 0.059 5.201 0.000
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Comp 1; necessity ->

behavioural factors

Comp 1; necessity -> 0.236 0.238 0.074 3.18 0.001

economic sustainability

Comp 1; necessity -> 0.288 0.291 0.062 4.679 0.000

environmental sustainability

Comp 1; necessity -> social 0.208 0.214 0.068 3.047 0.002
sustainability
Comp 2; opportunity -> 0.012 0.026 0.056 0.213 0.831

behavioural factors

Indirect Effects

H1: Results in Table 32 revealed that necessity motivation factors had a significant
indirect effect on the economic, environmental and social sustainability of the agribusinesses.
The indirect effect of comp 1; necessity through behavioural factors affected economic
sustainability. On the same note through behavioral factors, necessity motivation factors had
significant indirect effects on the social and environmental sustainability of agribusinesses.
This could be because necessity motivation factors such as the need for employment influences
the personality of an individual and the way an individual may behave towards the resources
available.

This affirms the cognitive ability of individual entrepreneurs, a Resource-Based theory
boundary emphasized by Alvarez and Busenitz (2001) who asserts that entrepreneurs possess
individual-specific resources that enable them to identify new opportunities and gather
resources for the venture. The way individuals utilize the resources at their disposal determines
the sustainability of their agribusinesses. Therefore, the hypothesis that there are significant
direct and indirect effects of necessity motivation factors on the economic, environmental and
social sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses holds true and the null hypothesis
is rejected (p< 0.05) (refer to Path-Coefficients in Table 32).

H2: Results in Table 32 revealed no significant indirect effect of opportunity motivation

factors (comp 2) on the economic, environmental and social sustainability of the
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agribusinesses. These effects included; comp 2; opportunity -> behavioural factors -> social
sustainability, comp 2; opportunity -> behavioural factors -> economic sustainability, and
comp 2; opportunity -> behavioural factors -> environmental sustainability. This could be
because of the rampant unemployment status within the country and in communities as noted
by the World Bank (2021) and Karmer (2022) that creates a rush to find employment rather
than considering the influence from the society.

Therefore, the hypothesis that opportunity motivation influences the economic,
environmental and social sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses is rejected and
the null hypothesis that economic, environmental and social sustainability of university-
incubated agribusinesses are not influenced by opportunity motivating factors is accepted.
These findings are in contrast with Van der Zwan et al.'s (2016) study, which found that more
individuals start new ventures due to seeing an opportunity rather than a need.

H3: According to Path-Coefficients in Table 32, through behavioural effects, stigma
failure has significant indirect effects on the social, economic and environmental sustainability
of university-incubated agribusinesses. Even though this study did not expound on the various
ways through which stigma failure influences the economic, environmental and social
sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses as did in the study by Simmons et al.
(2014).

Results revealed in this study still confirm the significant effects of stigma failure on
the economic, environmental and social sustainability of SMEs. This means that the behavior
and perception that people who started their businesses and have failed should start again has
a significant effect on the sustainability of their businesses. Therefore, the hypothesis that there
are significant effects of behavioral/personality of students participating in university
incubation programs on the economic, environmental and social sustainability of their

agribusinesses is accepted.
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Table 32: Path-Coefficients of the Indirect Relationships

Paths Original  Sample Standard T statistics P

sample mean deviation (O/STDEV) values
(O) (M) (STDEV)

Comp 1; necessity -> behavioural 0.12 0.124 0.041 2.969 0.003

factors -> economic sustainability

Stigma failure -> behavioural 0.193 0.194 0.044 4.398 0.000

factors -> economic sustainability

Comp 1; necessity -> behavioural 0.104 0.107 0.032 3.281 0.001

factors -> social sustainability

Stigma failure -> behavioural 0.192 0.193 0.038 5.000 0.000

factors -> environmental

sustainability

Comp 2; opportunity -> behavioural 0.004 0.009 0.020 0.204 0.838

factors -> social sustainability

Comp 2; opportunity -> behavioural 0.005 0.011 0.022 0.206 0.837

factors -> economic sustainability

Comp 1; necessity -> behavioural 0.12 0.122 0.034 3.5639 0.000

factors -> environmental

sustainability

Stigma failure -> behavioural 0.166 0.17 0.038 4.372 0.000

factors -> social sustainability

Comp 2; opportunity -> behavioural 0.005 0.01 0.022 0.208 0.835

factors -> environmental

sustainability
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary of Findings

Objective 1: Determining the Nature of University-incubated Agribusiness in Universities of
Kenya.

Findings revealed a positive effect of education on university student’s engagement in
incubation as an entrepreneur activity. They also agreed that their parents/guardians’ influence
was helpful in their entrepreneur engagement. There was a SOpercent difference in numbers
between students that join incubation with prior experience and that join incubation without
incubation. On average majority of the youths that seek and participate in university incubation
programs are proactive, optimistic, innovative, have an internal locus of control on the cause
of their success or failure in business, they have self-efficacy, they have a high-risk taking
propensity and they also have decisional freedom with regard to what, how, and when venture/
business will be. Majority of the university youths had a positive perception towards starting
own business. However, some respondents exhibited a negative perception towards running
own business.

In terms of business information, the study revealed that on average, majority of these
student-led agribusinesses have been in existence for one year and four months where some
had closed within a year after incubation after incubation. Though not being registered
businesses, these agribusinesses employed at least one person. In terms of incubation process,
majority of the student entrepreneurs join university incubation at ideation stage and startup.
They majorly join incubation because they want to develop their own businesses. Most of these
student entrepreneurs join incubation through applications, obligations as university
requirements, and invitations by friends. Findings further revealed that majority received skills
development and training support from their respective incubators where they gave a negative
response towards the facilities they used during incubation, mode of training used and
exhibition participation during incubation while upraising the topics of training studied on with

positive response.
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Objective 2: To determine the drivers that Motivate University Students to Participate in the

Incubation Programs

20 factors motivating youths at the universities to participate in the incubation programs
were explored through PCA with oblique and varimax rotations to extract 2 components. All
the factors had eigenvalues greater than 1 extracting a total variance (55.392%). Factor 1
explained 36.606% of the variance comprised of 7 items that represent a hypothesized subscale
of students participating in incubation programs with a motive that there are no better choices
for work after school; these constructs suggested that university students’ motivation to
participating in university incubation programs is associated with a push factor of a need for
employment after school (necessity motivation). That is to say; students participate in
university incubation programs because they feel that their education is not enough to secure
them a proper career and employment after their school.

Factor 2 accounted for 18.786% of the variance. It comprised items that are related with
students participating incubation programs with a motive of taking advantage of incubation
programs as business opportunity. These constructs suggested that university students’
motivation to participating in incubation programs is associated with a pull factor of taking
advantage of an opportunity (opportunity motivation). This showed that some of the students
participate in university incubation programs because they want to upgrade their social status.
These demonstrated a clear distinction between necessity motivation and opportunity
motivation of university student participating in university incubation programs.

A lack of correlation between the subscales indicated that one can different between
necessity and opportunity motivation of students’ participation in university incubation
programs. Van der Zwan et al, (2016) found out that more individuals take the initiative to start
a new venture because they see an opportunity than a need. In contrast, findings portraited that
majority of the student entrepreneurs in Kenyan universities take initiative to participate in

incubation programs because they see a need than an opportunity.

Objective 3: To Determine the Factors Influencing the Sustainability of Student-led
Agribusinesses in Kenya

The sustainability performance of university-incubated agribusinesses was explored
revealing that incubated student-led agribusinesses are 68.2% sustainable with better
performance in the social sustainability dimension as compared to the economic and

environmental dimensions. Furthermore, the study assessed the factors influencing the
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sustainability of university incubated agribusinesses using PLS-SEM with three alternative

hypotheses. The three hypotheses and insights were drawn as shown in Table 37.

Table 33: Summary of Testing Hypotheses and Insights from the Structural Model

Hypothesis Direct Indirect Insights
HI; There are significant direct and ~ All P values =  Significant Students
indirect  effects of necessity 0.000; the indirect effect participate
motivation (comp 1) factors on the direct effect of  on the because they
economic, environmental and necessity sustainability feel like they
social  sustainability = of the motivation to of need to secure
university-incubated business sustainability agribusinesses.  employment
(H1) was affects their
supported. agribusinesses.
H2; There are significant direct and  No significant ~ No significant Opportunity
indirect effects of opportunity direct effects indirect effect motivation

motivation (comp 2) factors on the

of opportunity

of opportunity

factors do not

economic, environmental and motivation on motivation on influence the
social  sustainability = of the sustainability the sustainability
university-incubated business (Null sustainability of university
accepted) of the incubated
agribusinesses.  agribusinesses
H3; There are significant effects of  All P values Significant The behavior
the personality of students =0.000 indirect effects  and personality
participating in university  significant on the of young
incubation programs on the direct effects sustainability entrepreneurs
economic, environmental and of the of significantly
social ~ sustainability —of their personality of  agribusinesses. affect the
agribusinesses students on the  (stigma failure  sustainability
sustainability has significant  of their
businesses.
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of their indirect

agribusinesses  effects)

5.2 Conclusions
Objective 1: Determining the Nature of Incubated Student-led Agribusiness in Universities of
Kenya.

Among the characteristics of University Incubated Agribusinesses identified include;
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 and a significant
proportion of these students had parents or guardians who were self-employed. These student
entrepreneurs possess several entrepreneurial traits on average such as being proactive,
optimistic, innovative, and having an internal locus of control, exhibiting self-efficacy, a high-
risk-taking propensity, and decisional freedom. Furthermore, most of these student
entrepreneurs avoid competition. In addition, the 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.

Objective 2: To Determine the Drivers that Motivate University Students to Participate in the

Incubation Programs.

The drivers motivating youth at universities to participate in incubation programs are;
necessity motivation factors such as adding value to education, and securing a career among
others. The majority of the student entrepreneurs confirmed these as the major reasons why
they joined university incubation programs. A lesser number of student entrepreneurs also
identify opportunity motivation factors as drivers that motivate them to join the incubation

programs.

Objective 3: To Determine the Factors Influencing the Sustainability of Student-led

Agribusinesses in Kenya.
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The factors influencing the sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses
include; necessity motivation factors, behavioural/ personality of the student entrepreneurs, and
the stigma of failure of the student entrepreneurs. These factors have both direct and indirect
influences on the sustainability of university-incubated agribusinesses. The opportunity
motivation factors were found to have no direct or indirect influences on the sustainability of

university-incubated agribusinesses.

5.3 Recommendations

From the findings, the study recommends the following in policy

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 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.

ii.  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.

iii.  Universities should focus on enhancing training programs that cater to necessity
motivations, as these significantly influence the sustainability of student-led
agribusinesses. However, Tailoring incubation programs to address both necessity and
opportunity motivations can provide a balanced approach, although the focus should
remain on necessity motivations given their greater impact on sustainability. In
addition, University incubators should encourage their incubatee to perceive their
startup agribusinesses as opportunities that could turn into large businesses rather than

an escape way to acquiring employment. This is because findings revealed that student
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1v.

V.

entrepreneurs participate in incubation programs because they need a better career after
school where it was also noted that some of these students closed their agribusinesses
after getting a white-collar job.

Given the significant impact of behavioural factors on sustainability, incubation
programs should incorporate modules that build entrepreneurial traits such as
innovativeness, proactiveness, Risk-taking, Self-efficacy, Internal locus of control,
Proactiveness, Autonomy, optimism, and competitiveness. In addition, they should
develop support systems that reduce the stigma associated with business failure as this
can encourage resilience and long-term success among student entrepreneurs
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.

Lastly, policymakers should consider interventions that reduce unemployment. This
can lower the opportunity costs of entrepreneurship and motivate more students to
engage in sustainable business ventures. Hence contributing to increasing employment,
income generation to many youths, and improving living standards. Thus, reducing
poverty as highlighted in Kenya Vision 2030 and fulfilment of one of the National
Youth Policy objectives of creating opportunities for youth to earn decent and
sustainable livelihoods. For example; When Universities with such projects consider
institutionalizing university incubation projects within their policies for efficient
operation, it will give room for many students to learn about the opportunity for
business incubation in their school as well as extend the sustainability of these
programs. This is because an incubator's sustainability influences the business's
sustainability since they are the initial mentors to the created agribusinesses through
their programs. Furthermore, UIP should continue giving all students equal
opportunities to participate in the incubation programs because neither the reason for
joining nor the motive for joining determines the sustainability performance of their

agribusinesses.
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5.4 Suggestions for Further Research

This study was limited to university-incubated agribusinesses and did not consider
community-based incubations as well as not considering other businesses which are not
part of the agricultural value chain. Therefore, the results of the study may not be a whole
representation of incubation businesses in Kenya. The study also only explored the services
provided by the incubators from the incubates side of view and never explored from the
incubators to find out why they give the services they do. On the same note, the
sustainability of incubated businesses can be influenced by other factors such as
perceptions, and marital status among others apart from stigma failure, motivations, and
personality that could be explored. Furthermore, the sustainability of incubated
agribusiness can be assessed passed the TBL framework to explore more leadership among
other determinants. Lastly, further research is needed to explore how incubated businesses
graduate from their respective incubators. In addition, more research is needed to explore
how the sustainability of incubated businesses can be improved, if possible, coming up with

a framework that best fits incubators in universities of Africa.
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Name of Principal Investigator(s): Nakiganda Racheal Gladys

Co-Investigators: Dr Dickson Okello, Prof Hillary K Bett

Name of Organization: Egerton University

Name of Sponsor: TagDev program at Egerton University

Informed Consent Form for: Incubated and supported agribusinesses in selected universities
in Kenya

Investigator(s)-Local and International Collaborators: Nakiganda Racheal Gladys, Dr
Dickson Okello, Prof Hillary K Bett

Why is this study being done?

Youth unemployment is a big problem in Kenya where universities are the leading
institutions channelling graduates to the job market. In recent past years, universities have come
up with an alternative to create job creators not job seekers through business incubation. This
is a way to create graduates who are enterprising and capable of creating more employment.
Despite, this acknowledgement, the menace of youth unemployment is still bulging with most
incubated and supported youth led-businesses failing to be sustainable. There is limited
empirical literature on determinants of failure of the incubated and supported agribusiness in
universities to sustain themselves. Therefore, this study seeks to contribute to this knowledge
gap by understanding the drivers of sustainability of incubated and supported agribusinesses in

selected universities in Kenya.

Who will take part in this study?

The selected Universities with incubators that have been in existence for 3 years and above are
purposively selected for this study, whereby the incubators in these universities are to provide
lists of students that have been incubated in the past years.

Students with incubated and supported agribusinesses in selected university incubators in
Kenya will be interviewed for the study

How long will the study last?

This study will last for 20 minutes only in order to respond to all the questions.

Do I have to be in the study?

Yes

Procedure:

To participate in this study, the participant should have been having/ is having an agribusiness

that was incubated through a university incubator. Your participation in this study will take
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approximately 20 minutes.

Benefits

This study will contribute to increasing the diverse ways in which supported and incubated
youth agribusinesses can be sustained to maximize their benefits. For example, increasing
employment, income generation to many youths, improving living standards, and hence
poverty reduction as highlighted in Kenya Vision 2030 and fulfilment of one of the National
Youth Policy objectives of creating opportunities for youth to earn decent sustainable
livelihoods.

On the same note, this will help stakeholders such as the government and non-government
organizations along aside universities to establish effective and efficient policies that enable
youth agribusinesses to sustain themselves even after the funding period. This will contribute
to participating in the fulfilment of the focus of the National Agribusiness Strategy of getting
rid of barriers and creating incentives for investment in agribusiness. For as the more successful
and sustainable the youths-agribusiness are, the more funding they attract from both the
government and non-government organisations. Furthermore, alighting the nascent
entrepreneurs as they appreciate and support the youths-agribusiness to realize their
entrepreneurial ideas turn into real sustainable enterprises that contribute to enterprise growth.
This study will also serve as a reference point for future study in this area since the study is
based on a wider context of building a body of knowledge on the sustainability of youth-based
agribusinesses in universities where many incubator centres are concentrated.

Risks

This study solely relies on the information provided by the respondent and thus there is no
evidence to clarify if the information given is true or not.

This study also only considers university-based incubators and therefore doesn’t consider
community-based incubators despite their activities in agribusiness. Thus, the results may not
be representative of all incubated and supported agribusinesses in Kenya.

Are there any costs for me if I agree to join the study?

There will be no monetary costs to you for participating in this study.

Confidentiality:

The data will be protected and accessed by the principal investigating and collaborators/
supervisors. This data is only for academic purposes to be awarded a Master of Science degree
in Agribusiness Management. The data will be stored under Egerton University from the date
of collection to the date of graduation.

Contact: Who do I call if I have questions about the study?
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Nakiganda Racheal Gladys, Egerton University, rachealgladysn@gmail.com +254114013618

Questions about your rights as a research participant:

If you want to know more about your rights while participating in this research or if you feel
that your rights have been violated you may contact the Egerton University Research Ethics
Committee (EUREC), P.O. Box 536-20115, EGERTON-Kenya, Egerton University, email:
eurec(@egerton.ac.ke, Phone number: (Chairperson): +254720235707. A research ethics

committee is a group of people that review studies for safety and to protect the rights of study

participants.

Consenter statement
I have read the information provided or has been read to me. I have been given an opportunity
to ask questions and the questions have been answered satisfactorily. I consent voluntarily to

participate in the project knowing that I have a right to withdraw at any time.

Participant’s Name

(0 75] 5 ) 4 P 1

Signature -—-- or Thumb print-

I have read the information provided or has been read to me as the legally authorized
representative. [ have been given an opportunity to ask questions and the questions have been
answered satisfactorily. I consent voluntarily for the person I am representing to participate in
the project knowing that I have a right to withdraw the consent and stop the person I am

representing from further participating in the research at any time.

LAR’s Name (Optional)........oouoiuiiiiiii e

Signature ---- or Thumb print-
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I the undersigned affirm that consent has been sought with full disclosure of project details to
the participant to consent. (I have explained the study to the extent compatible with the
participant’s capability, and the participant has agreed to be in the study)

Name of the presenter (who presented/explained the consent document)

Principal Investigator. ... ..o

SIZNATULC. ..ttt e e

120



Appendix D: Example of Authorizations from Universities

Strathmore
UNIVERSITY

Sl
26" Seprember 2023

Nakiganda Racheal Gladys,
MSc. Agribusiness Maragement.
Egerton University,

P.O. Box 20115-536,

Egerton, Kenya.

Email: Gchealghhdvsn@emad com

Dear Racheal
BE: AUTHORIZATION TO COLLECT DATA AT STRATHMORE UNIVERSITY

The Research and Innovaton Department at Strathmore University has reviewed and granted
you the authorzation to collect data from the mamagement of @iLabAfrica Centre or any other
person as directed for the purpose of the complenon of your MSc. Agribusiness Management.
The study “Drivers of S abliyy of lecubated Agrib in Selecred Un in Keoya"” aims
1o comribute to the sustainabilcy of youths” agribusinesses by creating youth opportunites to
eam a decent, sustainable livelhood through understanding the drivers of sustainabiicy of
Incubated agribusinesses in universicies in Kenya.

The authonzation is effective from September 26, 2023, to December 25", 2023.

Please sign the deciaracion form binding you to the ethical use of the data you collect from
Swrathmore University (meant strictly for the purposes of your study).

Yours sncerely,

+| 26 SEP 2023 |7

Ole Sangale Rd, Madaraka Esrare. PO Box $9857-00200, Nasrobl, Kenya. Tel 4254 (0)703-
034000 Email info@strachmore.edy www.strathmore.eduy

Appendix E: Questionnaires
QUESTIONNAIRES
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EGERTON UNIVERSITY

DETERMINING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF INCUBATED AGRIBUSINESSES IN
UNIVERSITIES OF KENYA QUESTIONNAIRE

(This information is strictly confidential and is to be used for statistical and academic
purposes only.)
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TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION A: SOCIAL-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND

SECTION B: BUSINESS INFORMATION

SECTION C: INCUBATION

SECTION D: DRIVERS MOTIVATING YOUTHS TO PARTICIPATE IN
INCUBATION AND SUPPORT PROGRAMS

SECTION E: FACTORS INFLUENCING THE SUSTAINABILITY

Introduction

This survey is aimed at improving the sustainability of youths’ agribusinesses and non-
agribusinesses by determining the factors influencing the sustainability of incubated
agribusinesses and non-agribusinesses in the universities of Kenya. The word positive in this
questionnaire means highly ranked that’s to say; 4-5 on all scales. This questionnaire is meant
for academic purposes only and information obtained therein will be treated with the utmost
confidentiality.

SECTION A: SOCIAL-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND

Sex of the respondent; Marital status of the respondent;
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0= Male, 1= Female 0= Married, 1=Single

A3. State the highest and lowest education level of member(s).
1= certificate, 2= diploma, 3= degree, 4= postgraduate(PhD/Masters)

Highest;

Ada. In your opinion, state your level of agreement or disagreement with the following
statement regarding the influence of education on entrepreneurial mindset (1= strongly
disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree)

Statement 1 2 3 4 5

My school education helped me to develop my sense of
entrepreneurial attitude

It equipped me with skills for my agribusiness

It showed me the value of entrepreneurship

Aba. Are your parents self-employed?
0. Yes 1. No
A5b. If yes is a positive state the parent(s) that is self-employed

1. Father
2. Mother
3. Both father and mother
4. Other

AS5c. On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent do you think that your parents/ guardians’ being
self-employed has influenced your engagement in entrepreneurship

1= not at all, 2= less, 3= somehow, 4= much, 5= very
much

Ab5d. If the scale is 4-5, Explain how
1= has motivated me to start my own business

2= has given me business advice
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3= has given me startup capital
4= has given me experience through working with him/her

5= other, state;

AG6. Did you have business experience prior to starting the enterprise?
1. Yes
2. No

AT7. In your own opinion, state your level of agreement or disagreement to the following
statement regarding running a business enterprise (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=
neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree)

Statement 1 2 3 4 5

One should not start a business if there is a risk it might fail

People who started their own businesses and have failed
should be given a second chance.

it’s difficult to manage a business own business due to
complex administrative procedures?

it is difficult to manage your own business for a long time
due to a lack of available financial support

it is difficult to obtain sufficient information on how to
manage your business efficiently

In your own opinion, state your level of agreement or disagreement to the following
statement regarding your personality (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree,
5= strongly agree)

Statement 1 2 3 4 5

In general, I am willing to take risks
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Generally, when facing difficult tasks, | am certain that |
will accomplish them

My life is determined by my own actions, not by others or
by chance

If | see something | do not like, I change it

The possibility of being rejected by others for standing up
for my decisions would not stop me

| am an inventive person who has ideas

| am optimistic about my future

| like situations in which I compete with others

SECTION B: BUSINESS INFORMATION

B1. What is the type of your business (please specify the value chain/ business you are
majoring in)

0. Agribusiness (please specify the value chain you are majoring in, for example; dairy,
poultry etc)

1. Non- Agribusiness (please specify the business you are majoring in, for example;
cyber, electrical etc)

B2. Is your business registered?
1. Yes
2.No

B3. State the type of your business ownership

125



1. Sole proprietorship
2. Partnership
3. Corporation
4. Cooperative
B3b. if 2, 3, and 4 are positive, kindly state the number of business partners
1. Individual
2. 2-3
3. 45
4. 6-7
5 89
6. 10 and above
B3c. What is the sex composition of the group members

1. Females
2. Males
3. Both females and males

B4. When did you start agribusiness?
1. Agribusiness started during the incubation
2. Agribusiness existed before incubation
3. Agribusiness started after incubation
B5. Is agribusiness still in existence?
0. Yes
1. No

B5a(i). if the agribusiness is still in existence, for how long has the agribusiness been in
exitance since incubation?

B5b. If the agribusiness is no longer in existence; state the closure period. (For example; one
month after incubation)

B5c. Briefly state the reason why the stated agribusiness closed.
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1. We (1) had no money to run the business

2. | lost customers

3. The business was making a lot of losses without profits
4. We (I) had management challenges

5. Other, state

SECTION C: INCUBATION

C1. Why did you join the incubation programme at your university?
1. To get financial support
2. Toacquire a place of work
3. To develop my own business
4. To make business connections
5. To change the type of business
B. Other, StaC. ... ittt

C2. How did you join the incubation programme at your university?

[EEN

. Application

N

. School requirement

Invitation from a friend

w

L O 13 o 1< 1 ¥ 1 ¢

C3. What was the stage of the business prior to joining incubation and what is the current
stage of the business

Before incubation and support; 1= ideation stage, 2= startup stage, 3= growth and
establishment, 4= Expansion, 5= maturity.
After incubation and support; 1= ideation stage, 2= startup stage, 3= growth and

establishment, 4= Expansion, 5= maturity

C4. What are the requirements you needed
to join the incubation?

C4b. Did the requirements affect your desire
to join incubation?

1= groups 1=Yes 2=
No
2= individual State how;
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3= graduate 1= They were too many, and I wanted to quit

4= continuing student 2= They were too easy, it felt easy to join
5= other, state 3=1 did not have all of them, however, I
joined
4= They prepared my mind for a serious
journey

5= other, state

C5. What kind of support did you receive from the incubator? (Production support here
means working equipment for example; machinery)

1= financial 2= Skills development and 3= production 4= Other, state
support training support
a= grant a= entrepreneurship training a= working
machinery
b= soft loan b= financial management and | b= connected me
bookkeeping to the market

c= connected me | c= proposal writing for grants | c= acquired

to financial intellectual
services property

d= helped me d= marketing d= other, state;
save up for

capital

e= other, state e= leadership

f= other, state;

C6. For how long was your business incubated?

C7. What are the stages of incubation that you went through?

1. Pre-incubation (support at the initial stage of a business idea. E.g.; acquiring
knowledge on how to set up and run a business activity, refining basic elements of a
business model)

2. Incubation (support for already operating startup, i.e. registered enterprise E.g.
acquiring consulting support for the product, service development, working space,
access to financing)

3. Post-incubation (support when the enterprise physically leaves the incubator and
operates independently but can partly use the services the incubator provides)
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4. Acceleration (an open process for everyone characterised by high competition in
terms of submitted applications for obtaining funds and intensive mentoring sessions)

C8. What do you think of the process of incubation (Any gains or losses)?
Gains

It was helpful in getting a working space

It was helpful in getting funding support

It was helpful in my/our business development

It was helpful in managing our resources and finance

It was helpful in getting connections

It gave me fun

(011015 o] 7 1 1~

NoukrwhE

Losses and challenges

Paying back the soft loan we/l was given was so hard

It was hard maintaining a cash flow/ financial management

| did not learn anything

It was difficult to follow business plan

There was too much administration work after incubation

The time | was given for incubation was so limited for consultations

(017515 B 721

NooaksrowdhE

C9a. To what extent do you agree with the statement; the services and facilities provided by
the incubation were very necessary and helped my business to grow (1= strongly disagree, 2=
disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree)

C9b. In your own opinion, react to the services and facilities provided by your university
incubator in the regard to how they influenced the performance and growth of your business
with good, not helpful, did not use, used, it is helpful, “no mentor” assigned to me(us), no
comments, did not participate where applicable in your case.

Facilities | Training | Topics of | Mentorship | Exhibition Legal Milestone
training participation service | assessment

SECTION D: DRIVERS MOTIVATING YOUTHS TO PARTICIPATE IN THE
INCUBATION PROGRAMS

D1. Did you participate in incubation programs at the university to start a business to take
advantage of a business opportunity or because you have no better choices for work? which
of the following do you feel, is the most important motive for pursuing the opportunity of
being incubated at the University?

1. To take advantage of a business opportunity
2. There were no better choices for work after school
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D2. In your opinion, state the level of agreement or disagreement with the following
statements regarding what motivated you to participate in the incubation and support program
at the university. (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree)

Statement 1 2 3 4 5

| wanted to gain material wealth through agribusiness

| wanted to get a career in business

| wanted to change my financial affairs

| wanted to gain prestige

| wanted to add value to my education

| wanted to put into practice what | was being taught in
class

| wanted stable employment after school

It was a requirement of my school assignment, so | had to
do it

D3. In your opinion, state the level of agreement or disagreement with the following
statements regarding what motivated you to participate in the incubation and support program
at the university. (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree)

Statement 1 2 3 4 5

| wanted to have a business of my own

| wanted to fit into my family status

| wanted to change my academic status
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| wanted to get recognition from my peers/friends

| wanted to get training in entrepreneurship

| wanted to get recognition from my school

| wanted to get recognised at home

| realized an opportunity for funds and choose to take it

| wanted to upscale my business through soft loans they were giving

| wanted to get connections and meet new people

| saw a need for a product or service and | needed help to provide it in the
form of business

| saw everyone who was doing this particular business successful and |
also wanted to join in

I love entrepreneurship and | find fun participating in entrepreneur
activities

SECTION E: FACTORS INFLUENCING SUSTAINABILITY

SECTION E1: Economic Factors

In your own opinion, state your level of agreement or disagreement with the following
statements regarding the factors influencing the economic sustainability of your agribusiness.

Economic indicators Strongly | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly
disagree agree

Funds are managed transparently
by all the business partners

Savings are made regularly and
well managed so these are
protected.

Records about business and
production are kept.
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Market information is easily
available

Have enough working capital for
the everyday operations of the
business

Profitable  opportunities  for
market demand are identified and
analysed.

Make profits per sale of a product
after subtracting all costs for the
business we(l) are able to retain
enough profits

Have paying customers

Use modern technology to
minimise costs

Consider free yet effective
marketing strategies

Buy used furniture and equipment
to minimize costs

Pay local tax

Have organic expansions such us
bought new machinery, increased
workers

Have productivity improvements
such as increased number of goods/
products/  services  produced/
offered and sold

Can easily access finance such as
donor funds, loans, youth funds

132




SECTION E2: Environmental Factors

(Efficiently in this section means using a resource without depleting it or degrading)

Environmental indicators

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
agree

| can identify and understand the
interdependence among the business
activities and the wider landscape of
the environment

The business is able to design and
implement  effective  conservation
rehabilitation or sustainable production
plans.

Natural resources are used efficiently
by business employees during business
activities.

Wastes are managed properly during
business operations.

Agribusiness is adapting to climate
change efficiently and effectively

SECTION E3: Social

Social indicators

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
agree

We have a shared vision

There is the capability of resolving
internal conflicts within the business

We as business members have built
active relationships/trust

There is no discrimination in the
business and among employees,
everyone is included.

Democratic leadership and

managements enforce compliance with
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internal rules and among the business
partners.

The business observes the social and
ethical norms of the community where
it is located.

Most of the employees are from within
the community

We engage the community in the social
activities of the agribusiness
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Appendix F: Correlation Matrix

Correlation Matrix®
M_employme M_schoolass O_ownhusine | O_familystatu Q_peersfrien Q_trainingentr | O_connection O_influsucce
M_career | M_valueeduc nt_sch an S5 s ds -] 5 ssful hobby
Correlation N_career 1.000 585 A5G 039 546 251 063 516 339 246 543
M_valueeduc 585 1.000 545 arv 569 182 081 (626 419 280 484
M_employment_sch 456 545 1.000 047 394 269 087 385 325 267 350
M_schoolassgn 039 .07 047 1.000 038 309 a1 -115 030 10 -147
O_ownhusiness 546 569 3594 038 1.000 086 091 A4 291 152 ATT
O_familystatus 251 182 269 309 086 1.000 553 012 255 483 133
O_peersfriends 063 081 087 an .09 553 1.000 -.033 183 422 -.00m
O_trainingentre A6 (626 3485 -115 A4 012 -.033 1.000 419 .00z A28
O_connections 339 414 325 030 .29 255 183 414 1.000 239 366
O_influsuccessful 246 .280 267 110 162 483 422 ooz 239 1.000 163
hobhy 543 484 350 -147 ATT 133 -.00 526 366 63 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed)  M_career .ooa .0oo 284 .ooa .0oo 184 .ooo .0oo .0oo .0oo
M_valueeduc .0oo .0oo 134 .ooa 004 123 .ooo .0oo .0oo .0oo
M_employment_sch .0oo .ooa 251 .ooa .0oo 06 .ooo .0oo .0oo .0oo
M_schoolassgn 289 134 251 243 .0oo .0oo 044 332 057 017
O_ownhusiness .0oo .ooa .0oo 283 09 0496 .ooo .0oo 014 .0oo
O_familystatus .0oo 004 .0oo oo 04 .0oo 431 .0oo .0oo 028
O_peersfriends 184 123 06 oo 096 .0oo 38 004 .0oo 482
O_trainingentre .0oo .ooa .0oo 044 .ooa 43 38 .0oo 486 .0oo
O_connections .0oo .ooa .0oo 332 .ooa .0oo 004 .ooo .0oo .0oo
O_influsuccessful .0oo .ooa .0oo 057 014 .0oo .0oo 486 .0oo 009
hobhy .0oo .ooa .0oo ;v .ooa 028 442 .ooo .0oo 009

a. Determinant=.019
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Appendix G: Collinearity Statistics

Items VIF
Autonomy 1.940
Competitiveness 1.269
Democracy 1.700
Engage community 1.684
Innovativeness 2.158
N_career 1.929
N_employment sch 1.492
N_valueeduc 2.309
Natural resources 1.689
O_familystatus 1.616
O_influsuccessful 1.366
O_ownbusiness 1.747
O peersfriends 1.509
O_trainingentre 1.914
Optimism 1.898
Proactiveness 1.883
Risk taking 1.838
Stigmafailure 1.000
Wastes 1.195
Climate change 1.433
Discrimination 2.079
Employees 1.491
Hobby 1.660
Interdependence_activities enviro 1.540
Internal conflicts 2.790
Locus_control 2.151
Marketing_strategies 1.441
Modern_tech 1.490
Paying customers 1.567
Productivity improve 1.513
Profits 1.514
Relationships/trust 2.719
Self-efficacy 2.044
Social norms 1.337
Sustainable pdt plans 1.614
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Appendix H: Discriminant Validity- Cross loadings

Columnl Stigma Personal/beh comp 1; comp?2; economic environment social
failure avioural necessit opportun sustainabil al sustaina
factors y ity ity sustainabilit  bility
y

Autonomy 0.482 0.757 0.396 0.088 0.404 0.327 0.276
Competitiveness 0.265 0.476 0.304 0.069 0.306 0.337 0.362
Democrancy 0.195 0.243 0.222 -0.041 0.306 0.408 0.715
Engage_community 0.237 0.385 0.341 -0.073 0.507 0.524 0.748
Innovativeness 0.433 0.798 0.321 0.05 0.374 0.394 0.343
N_career 0.397 0.457 0.8 0.243 0.369 0.345 0.31
N_employment_sch 0.235 0.276 0.635 0.268 0.204 0.232 0.159
N_valueeduc 0.332 0.405 0.836 0.229 0.377 0.424 0.347
Natural _resources 0.288 0.387 0.288 -0.034 0.485 0.766 0.512
O_familystatus 0.037 0.084 0.19 0.868 0.041 0.072 -0.075
O_influsuccessful 0.006 0.07 0.232 0.781 -0.073 0.017 -0.129
O_ownbusiness 0.353 0.426 0.778 0.134 0.333 0.427 0.348
O_peersfriends 0.02 0.059 0.06 0.777 -0.024 0.114 0.043
O_trainingentre 0.282 0.418 0.794 -0.004 0.406 0.397 0.307
Optimism 0.507 0.767 0.496 0.014 0.481 0.511 0.385
Proactiveness 0.479 0.756 0.384 0.11 0.322 0.356 0.325
Risktaking 0.481 0.721 0.288 0.017 0.311 0.335 0.32
Stigmafailure 1 0.625 0.42 0.027 0.365 0.421 0.342
Wastes 0.237 0.349 0.28 0.181 0.462 0.587 0.387
Climate_change 0.33 0.322 0.371 0.077 0.372 0.705 0.438
Discrimination 0.299 0.306 0.244 -0.115 0.338 0.427 0.796
Employees 0.133 0.222 0.145 -0.06 0.311 0.338 0.625
Hobby 0.314 0.374 0.734 0.13 0.281 0.385 0.242
Interdependence 0.328 0.401 0.391 0.059 0.555 0.763 0.383
Internal_conflicts 0.213 0.261 0.196 -0.01 0.361 0.457 0.708
Locus_control 0.473 0.773 0.404 0.092 0.403 0.42 0.289
Marketing_strategies 0.333 0.433 0.314 -0.064 0.74 0.513 0.451
Modern_tech 0.254 0.434 0.367 0.033 0.756 0.512 0.373
Payingcustomers 0.217 0.303 0.254 0.028 0.706 0.455 0.338
Productivity_improv 0.288 0.387 0.364 -0.056 0.761 0.56 0.432
e

Profits 0.212 0.251 0.268 0.011 0.663 0.415 0.343
Relationshipstrust 0.206 0.211 0.15 -0.008 0.343 0.406 0.721
Selfefficacy 0.517 0.788 0.416 0.091 0.37 0.435 0.318
Social_norms 0.332 0.436 0.425 -0.043 0.427 0.507 0.697
Sustainable_pdt_pla 0.333 0.466 0.421 0.026 0.575 0.786 0.554

ns
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Appendix I: Structural model indicating outer loadings, path coefficients, and R-square
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Ahstract

Universities are promoting entreprencurship moubation as a means of mstilling an entreprencurial mindset and
creation of business ventures among umiversity shedents. This is necessitated by the hudging wouth
umemployment amoeg university gradusies in the world and most sub-Saharan African coamiries. This mitiative
aims at creating, graduaies who are job oreators and not job seckers. Despite these effons, youth unemployment
raies contmue io nse among mast gRduates. Moreover, most university-incuhated youth-led husinesses have a
bigh failure e with a majarity of them not seeing a second birthday. To address this issoe, the stsdy soueght o
examine the nature of incuhated apribusinesses and their sustainabilty performance in seven sclected
umiversities in Kema. A multisizge sampling procedure technique along with Cochran™s (19463} formula fior
determiming populations that are large and unknoan were wmed 1o select 272 respondents whose businesses were
mcubated at their mmiversities. Using an index and descriptive statistics, University Incubated agribusmesses m
Kenya on average exist for only ane year and five months. Results also revealed that the umiversity-incubated
agnbusinesses under study were 68 2% sustainable mdicating a fair performance. They revealed a higher
performance m socil sustainabalsty (728% of fix dimensional scores) == compared o oecomomic and
envirnmmental sustainability (65.2% and T0% respectively of their dimensional scores). To ensure the long-term
sucoess of university-incuhated youth agribusinesses, the study recommends that wniversity business moubalors
should assess the expectations of thewr participants before they enmoll them The study akko sugpesis that
umiversities should create standardized policies. and procedures governing all stages of incubation. Maoreover,
yauths with umiversity-incubated agnbusinesses need to intensify thewr ecomomic, social, and envirommental
practices and strategies to ensure the kalistic sustainabilsty of teeir agribnsinesses.

Keywards: incubated busmesses, sustainability performance, agribusinesses, entrepreneurship

L. Imtroduction

The memployment rate among young people m Kemyva keeps on increasing. For example; o the first quarter of
2021 it morensed compared to the previows quarter of 2020 (Waorld Bank, 2021 ). In the age growp between 20
amd 24 wears and above, the rate stond at 16.3 percent. This was an increase from 15 percend in Qg 2020, while
m the age group hetween 15 to 19 years, the unemployment level grew 1o nearly 7 percent afier reaching the
lowest level of 2.8 percent in Od D020 (Kammer, 3022 This makes youth unemployment ome of the major
challenges in Kemya, a country whene agnbusinesses are a significant bivelthood to many (World Bank, 2021}
According o Farah and Al (2018), among the many cawses of unemployment is the failure to align the education
cumicula with skill demand by the labour market 2 well as the youth huge. Consequentially, the government
and nom-governmenial coganizatsons are trymg io mitigate this problem through different inderventions. One of
the interventions is moubating youths throsgh entrepreneurship skills development and ihe provisson of star-up
capatal (Ferreiro et al, 2008). Business incubation provides the suppoat and resources necessary bo belp new
venhwres succeed i their prowth and maturity stapes Incubation cemders create an enviromment where
enireprensurs receive imtensive, personaloed abiention from manapemend consubtants, husiness exeouiives, amd
other experts in their fields of imerest (Mason & Brown, D014}, Smce mniversities play a crucial mle in youth
skill development, some of the mcubation centers are located in universities.

The importance of the wniversity-sponsored husiness moubator stems from the potentml of lmking talent,
techmology, capital, and know-how o levermge entrepreneurial talent, accelemating the development of new
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