
National Business and Management Conference 2015 | p. 21 
 

  

Exploring and evolving a business incubation model for higher education institutions 

 

John Octavious S. Palina  

Saint Mary’s University 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Business incubation is a dynamic process of business enterprise development (Megginson, Byrd, 

& Megginson, 2006) and is seen as a support system that assists in the development and 

commercialization of research from universities thus aids in economic development and job 

creation (Fishback, 2009). It provides a nurturing, instructive, and supportive environment for 

entrepreneurs during the critical states of starting up a new business (Wanklin, 2002) through 

interim management and access to professional advisers like financial specialists & patent agents, 

free or inexpensive counseling, and shared but secure laboratory facilities (Beaver, 2002; Smith, 

2002). 

 

These statements underscore the significance of higher educational institutions, or more commonly 

known in the Philippines as HEIs, in promoting and developing new business ventures. It also 

highlights, as Anderseck (2004) states, the shift in some universities and colleges from producing 

scientific knowledge about Entrepreneurship to transforming this scientific knowledge into 

productive ideas that can be commercialized. 

 

Braun (2006) calls this as a shift in universities’ roles from container knowledge to entrepreneurial 

learning. He said that in addition to their traditional role as sources of ideas, knowledge, and 

intellectual capital, universities must become agents of innovations, i.e., entrepreneurial 

universities through the use of an entrepreneurial learning approach. With an entrepreneurial 

learning approach therefore, an educational institution becomes a possible source of new firm 

formation. 

 

A growing number of business schools in the Philippines instituted their business incubators, also 

called as business centers, mini companies, business laboratories, or business accelerators. These 

incubators mimic the real business world by setting up a business-like environment in order to 

develop among their students practical and functional skills needed to establish one’s business. As 

compared however to the growth and development of business incubators and university spinoffs 

in Western countries and other Asian countries, the Philippines still need a lot of catching up as 

revealed in the succeeding study. 

 

The study by Nezu (2005), which was written as part of a project organized by the World 

Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) noted that collaboration between university and 

industry in the Philippines is new and not yet widespread. A very small proportion of universities 

have strong R & D units that enable university and industry collaboration. 

The challenge therefore for researches on entrepreneurship lies on how one may be able to probe 

deeply into the factors, components, processes, and/or systems of business incubation as these are 

critical to the growth and development of university spinoffs. As Teece (1987, in Gartner & Starr, 

1993: 42) avers, firms and even governments have difficulty trying to stimulate entrepreneurship 

and innovation when the factors that propel it are so poorly understood. Similarly, Shane (2003) 
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noted that while the community of scholars teaches students how to found successful new 

companies, the scholarly understanding of this field is actually quite limited. 

 

The preceding statements justify the need to conduct a study that will look more closely into the 

entrepreneurial and business incubation practices and conditions of higher education institutions 

in the northern region of the Philippines and then develop a business incubation model for business 

schools. Developing a business incubation model for the academe drawn from the perspectives of 

industry practitioners and academicians may provide a “bridge the gap” solution to a deeper and 

broader understanding about entrepreneurship theory and practice. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

 

The main goal of an incubation program is to produce successful graduates, that is, businesses that 

are financially viable and freestanding when they leave the incubator (Megginson, et al., 2006). 

Many university technology commercialization activities are conducted in a business incubation 

facility also known as university research laboratories and technology transfer offices (Shane, 

2004). 

Harmon, Ardishvili, Cardozo, Elder, Leuthold, Parshall, et al. (1997) studied how technology 

transfer (TT) process depends on size and age of recipient firm among 19 companies which had 

acquired 23 different technologies. They have identified five TT processes based on source of 

technology and nature of the transferee. Most successful transfers are based on strong prior 

connections between people in the laboratories and in the business communities. Similarly, 

Friedman and Silberman (2003) who studied the characteristics of universities that affect the 

number of invention disclosures identified the experience of a technology transfer office to an 

enhanced commercialization of inventions in a university. Hence, age of the firm is seen here as a 

variable that influences technology-transfer or commercialization. 

 

Regularity of operations of incubators is also critical to producing university spinoffs. According 

to Shane (2004), universities with regular operations that provide their licensing offices with more 

resources, whose licensing officers have more expertise in firm formation and which embed their 

licensing officers in a network of start-up company stakeholders have more spinoffs than other 

universities.  Accordingly, within this context I propose: 

Hypothesis 1: The status of the business incubation program in terms of the incubator’s length 

and regularity of operations is related to the number of commercialized business ideas or plans. 

Business incubation programs depend heavily on several factors along policies, human resources, 

physical resources, and financial resources in order to spin-off a new company developed by 

business students and/or educators. There are however several issues that serve as stumbling 

blocks in realizing a successful business incubation program. Collins and Wakoh (2000) for 

instance, identified two major barriers of technology transfers in Japan: (i) little experience 

managing the technology transfer processes, and (ii) lack of complementary and intermediary 

institutions that can facilitate transferring technologies. 
 

Siegel, Waldman, Atwater, and Link (2004) on the other hand found out that lack of rewards for faculty 

involvement in TT, lack of resources for technology transfer offices (TTO), lack of mutual understanding, 

especially in terms of culture, lack of experience, know-how and skills of TTO staff serve as organizational 

and managerial barriers to successful commercialization of inventions. 
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considered as critical to commercialization of business ideas. Friedman and Silberman (2003) 

mentioned that universities need to develop policies on distribution of royalty income, invention 

disclosure, license income, and cumulative active licenses. For Di Gregorio and Shane (2003), 

university policies on making equity investments in lieu of patent and licensing costs, inventor 

share of royalties, and the university’s intellectual eminence increase the creation of new firms. 

Along human resource and financial aspects, reward to technology transfer personnel was found 

to be positively related to a university’s entrepreneurial activity (Lockett, Siegel, Wright, & 

Ensley, 2005). Therefore, with respect to these researches I propose: 

Hypothesis 2: The number of business ideas implemented or commercialized is correlated with 

the HEI’s degree of constraints experienced along policies, human resources, physical resources, 

and financial aspects. 

Traditionally, a university has to fulfill two main tasks: stimulating the intellectual activity of 

students by presenting them theoretical knowledge, which is profound as well as precise; and 

leading scientific research in the branches covered by academic staff (Teczke & Gawlik, 2004). 

These are achieved through the conduct of various entrepreneurial practices like emphasis on a 

central steering core or having a strong and decision-oriented senior management group delivering 

useful outcomes on entrepreneurial requests; change orientation or having a culture of change 

rather than a rule-based orientation; cooperation with industry and other excellent universities, and 

service offer for spin-offs or having a logistical support for gaining risk capital, consultation, office 

and small production facilities, and find guarantors, among others, contained in the Twenty Burton 

Clark Practices (Gjerding, Wilderom, Cameron, Taylor, & Scheunert, 2006). These practices make 

a university entrepreneurial and increase the likelihood of commercializing a business idea or 

producing a university spin-off. 

 

The term “entrepreneurial university” describes instances in which universities have proven 

themselves critical to regional economic development through their role of commercializing 

scientific and technological knowledge produced within research laboratories (O’Shea, Allen, 

O’Gorman, & Roche, 2004). 

 

One of the main contributions of universities is spin-off ventures in which academic researchers 

alone, or in partnership with their universities, form a company to exploit and commercialize R & 

D results (Webster and Etzkowitz, 1998 in Botelho and Almeida, 2010). The commercialization 

of business ideas may depend on the level of entrepreneurial practices of universities. This is 

further justified by O’ Neal’s (2005) study on how one can evolve a successful university-based 

incubator using the lessons learned from the University of Central Florida’s technology incubator. 

The study found out that university practices like bringing together diverse and often disconnected 

resources and collaborating with regional partners to create a large incubation system in a region 

greatly contributed to successful university spin-offs. Therefore, a school is likely to 

commercialize business ideas when they conduct various entrepreneurial practices as expressed in 

the third hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: Colleges or universities with higher levels of entrepreneurial practices will have 

high levels of commercialization. 

Business schools that offer an entrepreneurship program may be classified either as a school that 

adopts a knowledge container approach or an entrepreneurial learning approach in teaching 

entrepreneurship according to Braun (2006).   Knowledge container approach   assumes of being 
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student-centered, emphasis is on knowing that instead of knowing how, and fostering dependence, 

instead of independence. Entrepreneurial learning approach on the other hand is more learner-

needs oriented and uses several methods like being process-driven, developing a wide student’s 

discretion, establishing a collaborative general atmosphere and flexible lessons, among others. 

Based on Braun’s (2006) study, an entrepreneurial learning approach increases the likelihood of 

developing entrepreneurs. 

 

This statement is supported by studies about the impact of orientations and approaches used by 

universities in teaching entrepreneurship on commercialization of business ideas. For instance, 

Anderseck (2004) distinguishes two schools of entrepreneurship education based on the school’s 

orientation. A research orientation is identical to the traditional view where the subjects of teaching 

are general knowledge and academic literacy in the areas of scientific subjects and problem-

solving abilities. This orientation is the hallmark of the “old school”. In contrast, a teaching 

orientation implies vocational education of “the successful entrepreneur” with priority of 

educational aims. The subjects of teaching are decision-making and action-knowledge and start-

up management skills. 

 

In terms of a learning approach to teaching entrepreneurship, Tchalakov, Mitev, & Petrov (2010) 

emphasized the need of a learning process for successful entrepreneurship placing special 

emphases on developing business knowledge and management skills. According to Teczke & 

Gawlik (2004), providing a precise and highly practical knowledge requires creating a distinct 

specialization devoted only to entrepreneurship. Business schools that have harnessed the business 

experience and management skills among its academic inventors are more likely to generate 

university spin-offs (Samson and Gurdon, 1993 in Nosella & Grimaldi, 2009). Therefore, 

university spin-offs are likely to occur in business schools that employ an entrepreneurial learning 

approach. 

 

Hypothesis 4: An entrepreneurial learning approach adopted in a business school is positively 

related to the number of business ideas that were implemented through the business incubator 

and the number of business enterprises that evolved out of the business incubation facility. 

 

In this study, the four components of a university-based business incubation, which are policies, 

human, physical and financial resources (Anderseck, 2004; Burnett & McMurray, 2008; Chandra 

& Fealey, 2009; Collier, Gray, & Ahn, 2011)   were adopted. 

Research writings suggest that the success or failure of business incubation to commercialize the 

students’ business ideas may be influenced by facilitating factors as well as constraints along the 

areas of policies (Bothelo & Almeda, 2010; Maital, Ravid, Seshadri, & Dumanis, 2008; Patzelt & 

Shepherd, 2009; Van Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008), human resources (Ireland, Hitt, 

& Sirmon; Nosella & Grimaldi, 2009; O’Shea, et al., 2004), physical resources (Braunerhjelm, 

2007; Gatchalian, 2010; Knockaert, Spithoven, & Clarysse, 2010), and financial resources (Maital, 

Ravid, Seshadri, & Dumanis, 2008; Yang, Chang, & Chen, 2006). 

 

The commercialization of a business idea may also be influenced by the entrepreneurial condition 

in the university, that is – the entrepreneurial practices in the university (Gjerding, Wilderom, 

Cameron, Taylor, & Scheunert, 2006; Shane, 2004) and the learning approach adopted in 

Entrepreneurship (Anderseck, 2004; Braun, 2006). 
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Other than these factors, external forces like government agencies, non-government organizations, 

entrepreneurs, and financial intermediaries are considered to have an influence on the 

commercialization of business ideas (Burnett & McMurray, 2008; Chandra & Chao, 2011; O’Shea, 

O’Gorman, & Roche, 2004). Hence, this study shall also draw information from key informants, 

particularly from the provincial and regional offices of the Philippines’ Department of Trade and 

Industry (DTI) in region 02, also known as Cagayan Valley region. The influence of the external 

factors will be integrated in the human resources since networks or university relations (Johansson, 

2007) and university-business relationship involve people, albeit outside the incubator 

environment. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This study employed triangulation or the use of multiple methods (Smith, et al., 2002) for 

collecting data like combined quantitative and qualitative methods, which increases the quality of 

the research (Cooper & Schindler, 2008). It is also a method that can improve the accuracy of 

judgments, and thereby results (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2005) and can be applied to many elements 

of research methods, including strategies, settings for data collection that affect external validity, 

and sources of data, either single versus multiple (Scandura & Williams, 2000). 

 

Data sources 

 

In the study, both the quantitative and qualitative methods were used. The sources of data were the 

following: survey questionnaire results from the business schools, interviews with key informants 

from business schools (department and administrative officers) and from the Department of Trade 

and Industry (DTI) regional and provincial offices, follow up interviews with the teaching staff of 

the institution involved in the incubation project, observations of existing business incubators, and 

documentary analysis for HEIs with a business incubation program. The questionnaire was crafted 

based on existing theoretical and empirical literature on business incubation, business incubators, 

university spinoff and academic entrepreneurship. Finding out the entrepreneurial level in the 

university or college in terms of their entrepreneurial practices of HEIs was based on the Twenty 

Burton Clark Practices (Gjerding, et al., 2006) while their approach in entrepreneurship education 

using the two contrasting approaches was based from the study by Braun (2006). 

 

Research Setting 

 

The respondents came from business schools and DTI regional and provincial offices in region 02, 

also known as Cagayan Valley region. The region is located in the northern part of the Philippines 

consisting of five provinces. The presence or absence of a business incubation/ acceleration facility 

was not considered in choosing the university-respondent. The study thus covered all schools that 

do or do not carry out technology transfer or commercialization activities. Nineteen HEIs, which 

are categorized as state or public-owned universities and private-sector HEIs served as respondents 

out of the expected 24 HEI-respondents.  From the five HEIs that were not included in the study, 

one school has stopped offering its business course due to very few enrollees, three state 

universities do not offer the business program, and one school does not want to participate in the 

study. 
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DISCUSSION 

 

Business incubators among HEIs in the region 

 

It was established that only nine out of the 24 HEIs in the region that offer entrepreneurship and 

business courses, have business incubators. From these nine HEIs, only five specifically offer the 

BS Entrepreneurship program. More than half of the existing business incubators operate on an 

idle or irregular basis. Some of these facilities are generally not well- maintained and are not 

reflective of any entrepreneurial activities like product conceptualization and development, office 

operations, and marketing, among others. The incubators may have existed for more than 5 years, 

but the number of business plans or ideas that were implemented and commercialized is relatively 

low. Besides, the type of business is mostly related to buying and selling merchandise. 

 

This situation therefore defeats the purpose of business incubation, which is nurturing new 

business ventures (Bartol & Martin, 1988) or establishing a business enterprise in the university 

by exploiting inventions made by faculty, staff, or students (Shane, 2004). It can be inferred that 

academic entrepreneurship, which refers to the efforts and activities that universities undertake in 

order to commercialize the outcomes of research (Wood, 2011) among HEIs in the region is still 

very weak. 

 

Hypotheses testing 

 

Relationship between incubator’s length & regularity of operations and number of 

commercialized business plans. The results of hypotheses testing were highlighted in Tables 1-
4 
Table 1 shows that there is a significant correlation between the length of operations and the 

number of commercialized business ideas or plans. This means that incubators that have been 

existing for a longer time tend to produce a greater number of commercialized business plans. 

The regularity of operations however is not correlated with the number of commercialized 

business ideas or plans. This could be attributed to the fact that many of the incubators are either 

idle or have irregular operations. 

 

Table 1. Pearson r correlation coefficients of length and regularity of operations and number 

of commercialized business ideas or plans 
 Number of commercialized business ideas or plans 

Variable Pearson r Sig. (2-tailed) N 

Years of operation .511** .001 40 
Regularity of operations .038 .817 40 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Test of relationship between degree of constraints and number of implemented and 

commercialized business plans. In general, there is an inverse correlation between the degree of 

constraints experienced by HEIs in their business incubation and the number of business ideas 

implemented and commercialized (Table 2). The negative correlation however for both dependent 

variables are weak. Based on these results, the hypothesis that the degree of constraints is 



National Business and Management Conference 2015 | p. 27 
 

  

correlated with the number of business ideas implemented or commercialized is supported. The 

correlation being negative means that HEIs with higher extent of problems encountered along the 

areas of policies, physical resources, human resources, and financial resources tend to lessen the 

likelihood of implementing or commercializing a business idea. 

 

The business incubator barriers highlighted by the respondents include lack of policies regarding 

use of the facility as well as policies for incentives & awards for personnel to spend time on 

spinouts or commercialize business ideas; the type of faculty culture that pervades in the school, 

lack of employees with skills and lack of personnel with commercial background for the incubator; 

poor layout and inadequate space of the facility; and inability to obtain financing and lack of funds 

for the facility’s operations. 

 

Table 2. Summary of Pearson r correlation coefficients of number of business ideas 

implemented & commercialized businesses and degree of constraints 
 Number of business ideas 

implemented 

Number of businesses that 

evolved 

Constraints Pearson r Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

N Pearson r Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

N 

Policies -.442** .004 40 -.362* .022 40 
Human Resources -.494** .001 40 -.501 .001 40 

Physical Resources -.309 .052 40 -.198 .221 40 

Financial Resources .027 .944 40 .032 .674 40 

Constraints (overall) -.444** .004 40 -.414** .008 40 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Test of relationship between level of entrepreneurial practices and level of 

commercialization. The hypothesis, which states that colleges or universities with higher levels 

of entrepreneurial practices will have high levels of commercialization, is not supported (Table 3). 

The obtained correlation coefficient between the levels of entrepreneurial practice among HEIs 

and the level of commercialization was .249. This indicates that there is no significant correlation 

between HEI’s level of entrepreneurial practices and the level of commercialized businesses. 

From among the 20 entrepreneurial practices, competitiveness of campus infrastructure has the 

highest perceived level of entrepreneurial practice among the respondents while service offers for 

spin-offs obtained the lowest mean score. According to Gjerding, et al (2006), universities with a 

low level of practice along this aspect are not sufficiently focused on assisting students or faculty 

members to create start-up business. This finding is expected since earlier results of the study 

indicate a low level of commercialized businesses even with schools that have established their 

incubators for the last five years. The issue on lack of seed capital brought out by some of the 

respondents from both private and public HEIs during the follow-up interviews. They mentioned 

that aside from the lack of policies regarding spin-offs, they observed that students who intend to 

establish their business do not have enough seed capital. 

 

 

Table    3. Pearson r correlation coefficients of HEIs’ level of entrepreneurial practices 

and commercialized businesses 
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 Number of businesses that evolved 

Practices Pearson r Sig. (1- 
tailed) 

N 

1.  Independence of government funding -.010 .475 40 
2.  Emphasis on a central steering core .267* .048 40 

3.  Management quality of staff .305* .028 40 

4.  Change orientation .358* .012 40 

5. Lump sum budgeting .009 .479 40 

6. Output-oriented contracts with financiers .125 .221 40 

7.  Flat structure .131 .210 40 

8. Mission statement & strategic plan .206 .101 40 

9. Extensive alumni activities .119 .231 40 

10. Co-operation with industry and other excellent universities .019 .453 40 

11.  Competitiveness of campus infrastructure .144 .188 40 

12.  Additional funding through cash cows .094 .282 40 

13.  Focus on a limited range of teaching and researching fields .160 .162 40 

14.  Monitoring future opportunities in teaching and research .222 .084 40 

15.  Attractiveness for endowments .281* .039 40 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed);

16.  Attractive environment for young researchers .226 .081 40 
17.  Interdisciplinary research structure .183 .130 40 

18.  Technology transfer .355* .012 40 

19. High share of master/postgraduate students .326* .020 40 

20.  Service offer for spin-offs .424** .003 40 

Entrepreneurial Practices (overall) .249 .061 40 
 

R 

elationship een entrepreneurial learning approach and 

number of implemented and commercialized business 

plans. As shown by Table 4, the computed correlation 

coefficients were .156 and .125 indicating no significant 

correlation between the HEIs learning approach in 

entrepreneurship and the number of business ideas that were 

implemented and commercialized, respectively. The 

hypothesis therefore, which states that an entrepreneurial 

learning approach adopted in a business school is positively 

related to the number of business ideas that were 

implemented and commercialized is rejected. 

The findings along approaches of entrepreneurship 

education among HEIs in the region appear to negate their 

level of entrepreneurial practice. The research findings 

indicate that majority of the institutions believed that their 

institutions adopt the entrepreneurial learning approach 

rather than the knowledge container approach. Braun (2006) 

averred that business schools that adopt an entrepreneurial 

learning approach are more likely to develop new business 

ventures, which was not the case with regard to the number 

of business that evolved among the HEIs. These could 

probably be the reasons why the tests of relationship 
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Relationship between entrepreneurial learning approach and number of implemented and 

commercialized business plans.  

 

As shown by Table 4, the computed correlation coefficients were .156 and .125 indicating no 

significant correlation between the HEIs learning approach in entrepreneurship and the number of 

business ideas that were implemented and commercialized, respectively. The hypothesis therefore, 

which states that an entrepreneurial learning approach adopted in a business school is positively 

related to the number of business ideas that were implemented and commercialized is rejected. 

The findings along approaches of entrepreneurship education among HEIs in the region appear to 

negate their level of entrepreneurial practice. The research findings indicate that majority of the 

institutions believed that their institutions adopt the entrepreneurial learning approach rather than 

the knowledge container approach. Braun (2006) averred that business schools that adopt an 

entrepreneurial learning approach are more likely to develop new business ventures, which was 

not the case with regard to the number of business that evolved among the HEIs. These could 

probably be the reasons why the tests of relationship indicated no significant relationship between 

level of entrepreneurial practice and commercialization and no significant relationship between 

entrepreneurial approach and business idea implementation & commercialization. 

From among the answers given during the follow-up interviews, there was no strong statement 

about the practice of an entrepreneurial university to turn ideas into a commercial reality (Smith, 

2002) and develop students for early stage, emerging, and mature organizations that were 

commercialized inside the school (Boni, Weingart, & Evenson, 2009). The presence of an 

incubator was pointed out but the practice of incubating business projects so that these are later 

spun off outside the university after the students graduate was not articulated. There is evidence 

therefore, that the respondents have a rather limited view about the definition of an entrepreneurial 

university. 

From the government agency’s perspectives, the interviewees emphasized the importance of 

providing a practical experience thus learning does not only happen inside the classrooms. 

Practicum should not be done in offices; instead, it should be conducted in the school's incubator 

facility. When the businesses are already on-going at the business incubator, one interviewee said 

that an in-plant study must be conducted by the business students themselves and specialists from 

the Department of Trade and Industry. Other suggestions talk about sustainable operations of 

business enterprises through written policies, active participation in trade fairs, updated training in 

specialized areas, bookkeeping, and the appointment of a consolidator who serves as a marketing 

arm of all school-based businesses. The consolidator takes care of labeling, packaging, 

promotions, and other marketing concerns. 
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Table 4. Pearson r correlation coefficients of number of business ideas implemented & 

commercialized businesses and HEIs’ learning approach in entrepreneurship 

 Number of business ideas 

implemented 

Number of businesses that 

evolved 

Aspect Pearson r Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

N Pearson r Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

N 

1. Approach .186 .251 40 .205 .204 40 
2. Focus -.002 .989 40 -.012 .942 40 

3. Emphasis .386* .014 40 .259 .106 40 

4.  Role of teacher .188 .245 40 .129 .428 40 

5.  Student activity .004 .978 40 -.046 .776 40 

6.  Student’s role .066 .685 40 .020 .902 40 

7.  Student’s expectation -.040 .808 40 .039 .811 40 

8.  Student’s discretion .042 .797 40 -.093 .567 40 

9.  General Atmosphere -.296 .063 40 -.237 .141 40 

10. Lessons .072 .658 40 -.092 .572 40 

Learning Approach (overall) .156 .337 40 .125 .440 40 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

A proposed business incubation model 

The model, which is presented as Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the key aspects 

in establishing and managing the business incubator as well as the entrepreneurial practices, 

learning approach in entrepreneurship, and enablers for successful business incubation. The 

components of these aspects were based on the results of the study. The arrows in the model depict 

how these components may lead to commercialization of business ideas. 

 

The model starts with important components needed in institutionalizing and managing the 

business incubator. During the establishment of the business incubator, HEIs should focus on 

preparing the various aspects along policies, human resources, physical resources, and financial 

resources. This includes preparing or refining the manual of operations and providing adequate 

training for the staff that will be designated to manage the incubator. Qualifications in terms of 

experience, competence, educational qualifications, special trainings, and other criteria may be set 

by the institution. Since the incubator serves as a laboratory for commercializing business ideas, 

the physical structure, facilities, and equipment should be adequate and must imitate a businesslike 

set-up to service its purpose. An operating budget that is allocated annually to be used for activities 

in the incubation facility is believed to significantly contribute to the successful launching and 

regular operations of the business incubator. 

 

Along entrepreneurial practices, schools need to provide logistical support for gaining risk capital, 

consultation, office and small production facilities, consultation office and small production 

facilities, and finding guarantors. In addition to this practice, HEIs need to make the campus an 

attractive environment for the recruitment and retention of excellent students, hire quality 

professionals and offer sufficient staff development programs to maximize their input and 

retention, develop a well-communicated document which contains information about strategic 

decisions and objectives of the college or university, and ensure that its reputation, its plans, and 

alumni attract regular and substantial donations. 
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With regard to learning approach in entrepreneurship, emphasis on knowing how was found to be 

correlated with the number of business ideas implemented. This approach requires business 

schools to provide the practical application of theories learned in the classroom. 

 

This model also outlines the factors that may facilitate successful business incubation. HEIs should 

be aware of these factors and ensure that enablers are carried out and barriers addressed so that 

spinoffs are realized. Again, it must be made clear that the items for each area were drawn from 

the results of the study. For instance, clear cut policies, existence of a manual, and clear & 

accountable structure for the business incubator were given as key factors along policies that may 

facilitate successful business incubation. For HEIs, they should take note of these factors and 

ensure that these are carried out in order to produce university spinoffs. Commercialization of the 

product means that the students are now ready to produce and sell their product. At this phase, all 

the key aspects outlined in the business plan are carried out, with special emphasis on 

implementing an excellent marketing mix strategy.  An in-plant study, which is conducted with 

the aid of specialists from the Department of Trade and Industry, may be carried out to determine 

and analyze problems along functional areas of the business. 

 

The centrality of business incubation across all resources (human, physical & financial) is policy 

formulation and implementation, which have to be aligned with institutional goals and objectives. 

A set of written guidelines and a defined scope for its operations provide students with a conducive 

learning environment for entrepreneurship, which will hopefully lead to spinoffs.  The arrow that 

goes back to the business incubator of the HEI represents feedbacks that aim to improve its 

business incubation.  The process therefore is iterative. 

 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 

The geographical coverage of this study is Region 02 (Cagayan Valley), which consists of the 

provinces of Batanes, Cagayan, Isabela, Nueva Vizcaya, and Quirino. The province of Batanes 

was not covered by this study since it is geographically isolated from the other provinces in the 

region. Besides, not a single college or university offers a BS Entrepreneurship course based on 

the list obtained from the regional office of the country’s Commission on Higher Education or 

CHED last August 2012. One limitation of the study lies on its generalizability, i.e., it will be 

proposing a business incubator model drawn from the systems, practices, experiences, and 

conditions of HEIs in Region 02, which may not be generalizable to other regions or settings. 

Another limitation lies on the use of Braun’s (2006) survey questionnaire, which differentiates a 

college or university whether their entrepreneurship program uses a knowledge container approach 

or an entrepreneurial learning approach. The instrument simply differentiates a school along 

several dimensions using a single word or a phrase, thus lacks elaboration of each dimension. It 

was assumed though that as business educators, the respondents knew and understood the context 

within which each dimension was described. Besides, it must be made clear that the results speak 

only of the learning approach in entrepreneurship among HEIs in   the region. Such instrument 

was also designed and carried out in a Western setting; hence, the use of the same instrument in 

future researches may require contextualization in the local setting. 

 

Future researches that seek to develop other business incubation models may consider perspectives 
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from successful entrepreneurs who went through the various stages of the business life cycle like 

pre-commercialization, commercialization, growth, and stability. Future research might also 

investigate and develop a model drawn from the students’ perspectives considered by colleges and 

universities as clients of the entrepreneurship program. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

Many of the business schools have relatively low level of entrepreneurial practice based on the 

Twenty Burton Clark Practices (Gjerding, et al., 2006). The fact that many of the respondents 

believed that more than half of the twenty practices were neither practiced nor very much practiced 

indicates a concern regarding their business or entrepreneurship program. Surprisingly, their 

perceptions along the school’s learning approach in entrepreneurship ran counter to the expected 

outcome of an entrepreneurial school. An entrepreneurial learning approach as opposed to a 

knowledge container approach normally results to a high level of commercialization, which was 

not the case. 

 

In order to establish a more comprehensive plan in carrying out the business incubation program, 

business schools should formulate operational guidelines along the areas of human, physical, and 

financial resources during the pre-incubation, incubation, and post-incubation stages. These 

policies cover general and specific guidelines for the business incubator as well as corresponding 

activities that must be conducted by students and faculty members during each of the above-

mentioned stages. For instance, HEIs during the pre-incubation stage may focus on policy 

formulation, establishment of systems and procedures, staff training, physical set-up & lay-outing 

and budget allocation. Correspondingly, students at this stage conceptualize & develop their 

business ideas through business plan preparation, business registration, participation in trade fairs, 

and fund sourcing. The students then proceed to other stages like commercialization, growth, and 

stability. On the part of HEIs, they must further promote the business incubation program through 

policy refinements, human resource development, facility upgrading, financing schemes or 

subsidies for spinoffs, and linkage with agencies & practitioners during the incubation and post-

incubation stages. 

 

This study suggests a business incubation model that was drawn from academe and industry 

perspectives. Future researches that seek to develop other business incubation models may 

consider perspectives from successful entrepreneurs who went through the various stages of the 

business life cycle (pre-commercialization, commercialization, growth, and stability). Future 

research might also investigate and develop a model drawn from the students’ perspectives whom 

HEIs consider as clients of the entrepreneurship program. 
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