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Abstract

The primary role of business incubators is to provide a variety of services, resources, and facilities in support of 
start-ups or enterprises in the early stages of their ventures.  While business incubator success indicators have 
been studied elsewhere, knowledge is scarce regarding incubator processes and how their support programs are 
organized to achieve their goal of helping out start-ups thrive and survive. This study presents an assessment 
of the University of the Philippines Visayas’s traditional business incubation facility based in Western Visayas, 
Philippines, highlighting the activities involved, outputs, and outcomes. Primary data were gathered to 
describe the project’s activities, outputs, and outcomes, while secondary data were sought from secondary 
data sources.  The key success factors of the incubation project were derived from key informant interviews 
participated by 16 incubated enterprises.  Incubatees underwent six activities throughout the project that led 
to the formulation of a business plan and improved incubatees’ enterprises. The project’s outcomes gauged 
through hard (definable and quantifiable results) and soft measures (subjective and unquantifiable results) 
were highlighted.  The most prominent outcome based on hard measures is the growth of their enterprise. 
The effectiveness of the partnership has the highest impact among the soft measures. Results of the study show 
that incubatees deemed connections and/or partnerships as crucial to the growth of their enterprises and 
affiliations with other institutions serve as a window of opportunity to secure financial assistance, marketing 
services, and technical support. Moreover, gaining trust and establishing good working teams with individuals 
who are passionate and highly committed were also identified as important factors for the project’s success.
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Introduction 

With the prime intention to lessen the likelihood 
of venture failures, incubation programs surfaced 
in the 1950s and went through substantial 
development in the early 1980s to hasten the 
growth and stability of fresh enterprises (World 
Bank 2010; Al-Mubaraki et al. 2013; Lalkaka 
2002). Initiated in North America and Western 
Europe, there are currently thousands of 
business incubators instituted throughout the 
world, primarily intended to ensure a successful 
undertaking of small- and medium-scale 
enterprises, thus stimulating entrepreneurship, 
innovation, and socio-economic development 
(Adegbite 2001). A business incubator is an 
entrepreneurial firm that aims to support starting 
enterprises in their development process through 
the provision of support, resources, and targeted 
services (Matthews and Rice 1995; Thompson 
and Downing 2007; Cameron 2007; Masutha 
and Rogerson 2015). These firms help start-ups 
survive and flourish in the business industry by 
establishing the latter’s credibility and assisting 
them to build encouraging livelihood and 
business networks (Peters et al. 2004; Pettersen 
et al. 2015). Studies centered on business provided 
reference frameworks on how to assess incubators’ 
work, performance, and impacts (Tritoasmoro et 
al. 2022; McIver-Harris and Tatum 2020; Hacket 

and Dilts 2008; Voisey et al. 2006).
 With the increasing acceptance of business 
incubation practices, various literature has 
been conducted to assess the evolving incubator 
industry (Bøllingtoft and Ulhoi 2005; Plosila and 
Allen 1985; Siegel et al. 2003). The study of Lukes 
et al. (2019) suggests that the initial negative 
effect of incubation on sales revenues will have 
a positive effect in the long term. Start-ups, 
also referred to as “incubatees'' once they have 
undergone business incubation processes, make a 
significant presence in the business world. Others, 
unfortunately, disappear. The passage of a start-up 
can be described as a challenging path confronted 
with many barriers, as established by previous 
researchers (Shane 2009; Xavier et al. 2014; Rubin 
et al., 2015). Failure of fledgling ventures has been 
attributed to factors such as stern competition, 
inadequate funding and network or linkages, 
unrealistic expectations, flimsy entrepreneurial 
knowledge, employing eligible candidates, 
partnership decision-making, cyber security, 
and gaining clients’ trust (Hackett and Dilts 
2004a; Shane 2009; Xavier et al. 2014). Rubin et 
al. (2015) have also pointed out that insufficient 
experience in management and nurturing capital 
contributes most to the collapse of start-ups. 
Competition and unrealistic expectations are 
considered to be the most prominent setbacks 
that affect the survival of start-up businesses. To 
succeed, new ventures must play aggressively in 
marketing and operational efforts to introduce 
their products and services. Moreover, it is of 
tantamount importance for start-ups to have high 
yet controlled expectations by keeping a view of 
the accessible resources, the scope of growth 
prospective, and other market elements (Hackett 
and Dilts 2004b). 

Business incubation gained popularity due to 
success stories including the impact of financial 
management, the provision of networking 
opportunities and social linkages to bring 
value, and the establishment of collaborative 
relationships with other organizations (Cooper 
et al. 2012; Sá and Lee 2012).   Business incubation 
has been particularly useful in terms of financial 
management, which is a significant element to 
ensure start-ups’ continued existence (Sonne 
2012). Extant literature demonstrates that 
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incubators produce successful companies through 
knowledge transfer and rendering services 
and resources, thereby building links between 
entrepreneurs and stability, economic growth, 
and long-term company survival (Porter and 
Kramer 2011; Schwartz and Hornych 2008; Mas-
Verdú et al. 2015; Hansen et al. 2000). Given the 
significant impact of start-ups on the economy, 
studies have been conducted to fill the gaps that 
impede their growth in the business spectrum. 
This is where business incubators set in. These 
are entities (i.e. policy-makers, universities, 
and business incubators) designed to speed up 
the progress and attainment of entrepreneurial 
endeavors through a collection of business 
provisions that could include physical support, 
capital support, mentoring, and networking 
connections (Soetanto and Jack 2016; Mian et al. 
2016). However, determining the extent of success 
that business incubators offer must be considered, 
especially in terms of expediency in implementing 
its projects and programs. The efficacy of business 
incubators has been debated at length in literature, 
and many theories about assessing business 
incubation success or effectiveness have been 
proposed. To lay the groundwork for a successful 
incubation program, incubator designers must 
spend time and money on a viability study to 
determine the critical factors associated with the 
program’s success (O’Neal 2005). Ács and Naudé 
(2013) disputed that the government guidelines 
must explicitly be integrated into the role of the 
entrepreneur and the country’s development. 
In the study conducted by Al-Mubaraki and 
Schröld (2011), four critical dimensions can 
significantly measure the effectiveness of business 
incubation: graduation of incubatees, the success 
of the business, the number of jobs created, and 
salaries paid by incubator clients. This four-
dimension model is useful in determining the 
efficacy of business incubators individually and 
as an industry. A similar study was conducted by 
Obaji et al. (2014) where the role of government 
policy in an incubator’s success was determined. 
The study exemplified that incubators are greatly 
dependent on government proclamation, which 
shape the program as a whole. Government funds 
must be directed toward the structural support 
of the innovation system through financial 

support or other privileges. The assistance of the 
government must also be geared towards value 
addition and enterprise development (Aerts et al. 
2007). Universities and the academe play a vital 
role in innovative and technological development, 
and most literature agree that the presence of 
a major university is significant, though not 
sufficient, for the development of technology-
oriented enterprises (Price 2004; Allen and 
Rahman 1985; Mian 1996; Smilor 1987; O’Shea 
et al. 2005). Universities serve as outlets for 
students’ ideas that can be commercialized and 
can potentially have increasing shareholder value 
in the future. Academes are also seen as a natural 
breeding ground for the incubation industry 
(Zuo et al. 2014).  Rice (2002) suggested that the 
length of time dedicated to counseling incubatees 
may be a good indicator of business incubation 
outcomes. The incubator adds value by giving 
quality monitoring and business consulting 
services inside the incubation process (Sherman 
and Chappell 1998). From a global perspective, a 
myriad of incubation centers has been operative 
for many years (Alinsunod et al. 2019) and they 
portray an essential function in bolstering both 
small and medium enterprises as well as start-
up ventures (Esponilla et al. 2019). Its potential 
to support new and small companies in dealing 
with setbacks in the initial phases and to facilitate 
the business's growth has been described in other 
literature (Stal et al. 2016; Ozdemir and Sehitoglu 
2013). Moreover, incubation centers are discerned 
to be valuable in boosting the entrepreneurial 
culture, promoting innovation, creating revenues, 
and generating new start-ups in many developing 
Asian countries (Esponilla et al. 2019).  

In the Philippines, the underpinnings of 
technology business incubation (TBIs) have 
been recently established. Incubation centers 
serve as strategic venues where innovative 
concepts are fostered toward commercialization 
(Esponilla et al. 2019). Since the 1990s, several 
studies have underscored the importance of 
relating business incubators’ performance to the 
implemented activities in order to identify best 
practices (Bergek and Norrman 2008; Colombo 
and Delmastro 2002; Hannon 2003). While 
much is known about the outcome indicators of 
business incubation programs, studies on TBI 
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in the Philippines centered on the activities of 
incubators, and how they organize and manage 
their processes to deliver their ultimate goal of 
assisting start-ups (Bergek and Norrman 2008). 
TBI received considerable assistance from 
different institutions but due to its relative infancy, 
much has to be done to elucidate their processes, 
outputs, and impacts. These knowledge gaps have 
led to the formulation of the present work. This 
study seeks to evaluate the results and outcomes 
of incubation practices with reference to the 
experiences of participants within a traditional 
business incubation project in the Philippines. It 
emphasizes the processes implemented and the 
outcomes in terms of developing and assisting the 
entrepreneurial activity of start-ups in Western 
Visayas, Philippines. It seeks to contribute to 
the extant literature on business incubation 
by establishing good practices and identifying 
measurements of performance and success 
within similar projects. It also aims to address 
the following objectives:
1.	 Identify the key activities involved in the 

project;
2.	 Describe the salient outputs of the project; 

and 
3.	 Evaluate the incubatees’ assessment of the 

project outcomes in terms of hard and soft 
measures.

Defining Business Incubation
Various definitions exist for the term “business 

incubation” but several authors have pointed out 
a common element—the concept of assisting 
starting ventures through different provisions 
aimed at helping them to flourish, and have 
financial and operational stability (Adegbite 
2001; Hackett and Dilts 2004b; Bergek and 
Norrman 2008).  One of the most widely-accepted 
definitions is provided in 1997 by the National 
Business Incubation Association (NBIA), which 
describes business incubation as a “business 
support process that hastens the successful 
growth of start-up and f ledgling companies 
by providing them with an array of targeted 
resources and services” (World Bank 2010).  
Ozdemir and Sehitoglu (2013) remarked that this 
concept is directed at resource-sharing initiatives 
and provisions such as training, consulting, 

and networking for commercial ventures. To 
help start-ups contend with the setbacks of 
entrepreneurial pursuit, business incubation lays 
particular emphasis on gaining and amassing 
knowledge, partaking of resources, and 
developing innovativeness and competitiveness 
(Phan et al. 2005; Akcomak 2009). Business 
incubators can be categorized based on their 
industry focus, namely manufacturing, service, 
technology, and mixed-use (Lewis et al. 2011). 
A manufacturing incubation program provides 
aid to new businesses through sharing of 
space and technical assistance (Al-Mubaraki 
and Busler 2010). Service incubators enhance 
the development of ventures belonging to the 
service sector that may range from landscapers, 
accountants, and graphic designers to internet-
based and web development companies (Lewis 
et al. 2011). Mixed-use incubators, also known 
as general-purpose incubators, are programs 
designed to foster the development of all kinds 
of ventures, and incubatees under this category 
need not fit into any specified niche. Technology 
incubators are centered on community research 
and high-technology expansion. They render 
services to technology-oriented micro, small, 
and medium enterprises (MSMEs) eager to 
commercialize research and development 
(R&D) findings, with the outlook to promote 
technological advancement and entrepreneurship 
growth (Adegbite 2011). This incubator type 
creates a long-standing impact on economic 
development and job generation, as suggested by 
Al-Mubaraki and Busler (2010). The Department 
of Science and Technology in the Philippines 
elucidated the motivations of Technology 
Business Incubators (TBI): “The Technology 
Business Incubators are established to assist in the 
transfer and commercialization of technologies 
and investment in technologies with high 
economic impact and employment generating 
potential. They help ensure the survival and 
successful growth of new technology firms by 
providing them with appropriate marketing, 
financial, technical, and management assistance” 
(Macdonald and Joseph 2001). 

Business incubation is established on the 
premise that new and small ventures are 
assisted to grow and become prosperous mature 
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businesses through inclusive support programs. 
These programs are typically sponsored by 
private institutions or public entities such as 
universities and colleges cooperatively coined 
as business incubators (Etzkowitz 2002). They 
pave the way for the success of entrepreneurial 
trades by proffering resources and services such 
as facilities or physical space, equipment, funding 
sources, coaching, networking connections, 
knowledge of the market, legal and technical 
advice, administrative services, and financial 
endowments (Stal et al. 2016; Adegbite 2001; 
Ozdemir and Sehitoglu 2013). 

Processes and Fundamentals 
of Business Incubation

A run-through of the business incubation 
process was devised by Masutha and Rogerson 
(2015), which constitutes three important stages: 
pre-incubation, incubation, and after-care. 
Business incubation commences with the pre-
incubation stage, which is essentially designed 
to help out potential incubatees nurture their 
business ideas into an implementable venture 
prior to their admission as new clientele of a 
business incubator (Bergek and Norrman 2008). 
The second phase of incubation is comprised 
of an intense process of rendering all necessary 
support services to guarantee the completion and 
graduation of as many small fledgling enterprises 
as possible into prosperous and lucrative ventures 
(World Bank 2010). The incubation process 
concludes with the post-incubation stage in which 
the recent graduates are aided in their transition 
and integration into the outside business 
domain to ensure their sustained development 
and success (Masutha and Rogerson 2015). The 
fundamentals of business incubation, which 
include target enterprises, key features, revenue 
sources, business model, and goals are depicted 
in Table 1. Business incubators are essentially 
focused on early-stage enterprises that have 
high growth potential in the market. They help 
nascent and starting companies to handle the 
difficulties prevailing during the start-up period 
until they grow into full-f ledged businesses 
(Ozdemir and Sehitoglu 2013; World Bank  2010). 
The table also demonstrates that government/ 
donor subsidies, fee-for-service, rent, royalties, 

and equity are among the fund sources that 
incubatees can utilize to subsist throughout the 
incubation period. Business incubators, whether 
profit-oriented or not, share the common goals 
of creating jobs, enhancing the entrepreneurial 
environment, retaining business, establishing, 
and accelerating local industry development, and 
creating diversified local economies. 

Business incubators render four major 
provisions to accomplish their goals: 
infrastructure, business services, financing, and 
people connectivity. Each of these elements plays 
a vital role in business incubation and has a well-
defined value to entrepreneurs. In establishing a 
business, an imperative expenditure that needs 
to be thoroughly considered is the infrastructure 
(World Bank 2010). This component includes the 
physical space for office and meeting rooms, as 
well as basic services such as electrical services, 
phone, internet, lab facilities, and other overhead 

TABLE 1     Fundamentals of business incubators

Target 
enterprises

Early-stage enterprise 
with high growth potential

Key features

Emphasis on co-location and the 
“cluster” effect between enterprises
Ongoing supply and demand-driven 
assistance until an agreed-upon 
performance milestone has been 
reached
Integrated mix of intensive strategic 
and operational support focused on 
the enterprise in its entirety

Revenue 
sources

Government/donor subsidies
Fee-for-service
Rent
Royalties
Equity

Business 
model Non-profit or profit-making

Goals

Create jobs in a community
Enhance a community’s 
entrepreneurial climate
Retain business in a community
Build and accelerate growth in the 
local industry
Diversify local economies

Source: World Bank (2010)
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costs that the enterprise will incur. To alleviate 
these outlays, business incubation programs 
provide an array of support to allow flexibility for 
prospective clients. Business incubation programs 
offer monthly rental terms for infrastructure 
requirements and bestow essential services such 
as internet connection, knowledge, and capital for 
technology-based start-ups (Örnek and Danyal 
2015). 

Apart from infrastructure provisions, 
business incubators also offer valuable know-
how and business services to incubatees such 
as strategy advice, market research, exporting 
facilitation, accounting, and assistance in 
securing registration and license, among others. 
This permits incubatees to render their attention 
to their fundamental business rather than to 
support infrastructure, thereby enhancing 
their capabilities and opportunities for success 
(Ikebuaku and Dinbabo 2018; Lai and Lin 
2015). Assistance on financial aspects is the 
third element provided by business incubators. 
Incubatees are given access to investment 
depending on the growth stage of the enterprise. 
Funding can be obtained from government 
grant schemes, banks, or venture capitalists, 
and some incubators render their own financial 
resources available for their clients. This element 
of the program is of particular importance 
in helping incubates overcome financial 
gaps. People connectivity stands as the final 
component of business incubation programs. 
This is of utmost significance as it emphasizes 
the relationship between incubatees and the 
incubator management team, along with an 
external expert from the industry. Incubators and 
experts help incubatees develop entrepreneurial 
skills in financing, marketing, management, 
and overall good business judgment. Moreover, 
incubators expedite connections between their 
incubatees and industry leaders relevant to the 
former’s markets. These linkages ultimately 
help incubates recruit new customers, enter new 
markets, identify prospective partners, and reach 
potential investors (Tötterman and Sten 2005). 

Incubator Performance Indicator
With reference to incubation evaluation 

literature, the concept of “performance” generally 

pertains to the attainment of the objectives of a 
scheme or an activity (Mosselman and Prince 
2004). In their study about incubator best 
practices, Bergek and Norrman (2008) described 
the term “incubator performance” as the degree 
to which the outcomes of an incubator coincide 
with the incubator's objectives.  There have been 
thousands of incubation centers functional 
for several years throughout the globe, but 
they are confronted with hurdles brought by 
the absence of standard criteria to measure 
incubator performance (Alinsunod et al. 2019). 
Consequently, this gap makes the evaluation and 
comparison between studies complicated (Dee 
et al. 2011). Some literature has demonstrated 
that incubator performance can be established 
through outcomes and main indicators such 
as economic advancement, entrepreneurship, 
job creation, and innovation (Al-Mubaraki and 
Busler 2010; Dee et al. 2011). To shed light on how 
to appraise incubator performance, a summary 
of measures adopted by Dee et al. (2011) is shown 
in Table 2.

Irrespective of whether incubators are profit-
oriented or not, previous research has indicated 
that they may have two primary objectives: (a) 
promote economic development and/or increase 
employment in a locality by facilitating the 
start-up of new firms, enhancing their survival 
and growth; and provision of training to 
entrepreneurs; and (b) stimulating companies 
engaged in emerging technologies or the 
commercialization and transfer of R&D results 
from universities and research institutions (Mian 
1997; Nolan 2003; Philips 2002; Peters et al. 
2004).  Different countries have supported and 
implemented the activity of business incubation 
driven by varying motivations such as generation 
of jobs, technology transfer, acceleration of 
enterprise growth, improved survival of MSMEs, 
entrepreneur empowerment, and revival of 
local and national economies (Akcomak 2009; 
World Bank 2010; Al-Mubaraki and Busler 2010; 
Colombo and Delmastro 2002).  

Business Incubation in the Philippines
Micro, small, and medium enterprises 

(MSMEs) make a substantial contribution to 
the economic development of the Philippines, 
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TABLE 2     Outline of measures used to evaluate the performance of incubators

Measures Literature and year
Addressed stakeholder

Entrepreneur Investors Employees University Government

Tenant firms’ 
survivability

Allen and Levine 1986, 
Allen and McCluskey 1990, 
Mian 1997, Westhead 1997

x x x x x

Tenant firms’ 
sales growth 
(%)

Mian 1997, Allen and 
Levine (1986), Lindelof and 
Lofsten 2002, Amezcua 
(2010), Chen (2009), Philips 
2002

x x x x x

Tenant firms’ 
employment 
growth (%)

Allen and McCluskey 1990, 
Mian 1997, Udell 1990, 
Lindelof and Lofsten 2002, 
Amezcua (2010),

x x x x

Incubator 
occupancy 
rate

Allen & McCluskey 1990, 
Campbell 1988, Allen and 
Rehman 1985, Smilor 1987

x x x

Average 
length of 
tenancy

Centre for Strategy & 
Evaluation Services (CSES) 
and Directorate-General 
for Internal Market, 
Industry, Entrepreneurship 
and SMEs (European 
Commission) 2002

x x x

Management 
team and staff 
(quality of 
support)

x x x x

Incubatee 
selection 
process

Kuratko and LaFollette 
1987, Merrifield 1987, 
Bergek and Norrman 2008

x x x

Funding 
sources and 
support made 
available to 
tenants

x x x x

Business 
assistance

Mian, 1996, Bergek and 
Norrman 2008, Centre 
for Strategy & Evaluation 
Services (CSES) and 
Directorate-General 
for Internal Market, 
Industry, Entrepreneurship 
and SMEs (European 
Commission) 2002, Rice 
2002

x x

Incubator 
industry 
network and 
incubator 
support 
services 
network

Smilor 1987, Mian 1996, 
Hansen et al. 2000, Nowak 
and Grantham 2000, 
Dettwiler et al. 2006, 
European Commission 
2002, Rice 2002

x x
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manifested through the creation of job 
opportunities, source of foreign exchange income, 
and reduction of poverty. In 2015, roughly 100 
start-up businesses were documented, and 
the figure is envisioned to magnify to 500 (Ito 
and Shahnaz 2019). The total funding for these 
start-ups ranges from $40 million (2015) to 
$200 million (2020), creating 8,500 high-skilled 
jobs and acquiring 15,166,684 users globally. 
Over 900,000 MSMEs subsist at present, 
representing 90% of all Philippine enterprises 
and constituting 70% of total employment in 
the country (PricewaterhouseCoopers 2017). 
Given their essential role in the country’s 
economic advancement, three government 
agencies are dedicated to create and help start-
up ventures through business incubators: 
the Department of Science and Technology 
(DOST), the   Department of Information and 
Communications Technology (DICT), and 
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI). These 
agencies render assistance using four strategies: 
collaboration, policy promotion, education, and 
fostering technology entrepreneurship. Apart 
from these agencies, the Commission on Higher 
Education (CHED) extends financial provisions 
to various universities intended for instituting 
incubation centers . As of July 2018, the number of 
incubation centers amounted to 20, consisting of 
30 investors, 20 venture capitalists, and more than 
200 active start-ups (PricewaterhouseCoopers 
2017; Alinsunod et al. 2019). The DOST funded 
14 of the 20 incubation centers, and some were 
instituted and supported in collaboration with 
other agencies (Alinsunod et al. 2019). 

Voisey et al. (2006) developed a framework 
that identifies the performance measures of 
business practice in incubators through soft and 
hard measures. These are further identified as 
client/incubatee-specific and incubator specific. 
Hard measures are quantifiable information 
that contributes to the success of the business 
(Voisey et al. 2006). These include sales turnover, 
profitability, growth of the enterprise, graduation 
to independent trading, number of clients, 
number of business trading independently, 
meeting targets, and continued operation/
success. These are widely known as part of the 
critical success factors in the business industry 

and are considered to be eye candy to investors. 
Soft measures are subjective indicators that 
are more difficult to ascertain and rate but 
nonetheless exist. Under this are enhanced client 
professionalism and skills, improved confidence 
in self and business, productive networking 
with peers, expertise growth savings through 
the use of business incubator resources, and 
creation of favorable publicity. Although these 
are immeasurable factors, they contribute to 
the success of an enterprise in the long run. The 
framework also delineates the parameters to 
effectively quantify the attainments of incubators. 

Conceptual Framework 

The framework developed by Voisey et al. 
(2006) was modified and adopted to provide an 
end-of-project assessment of UP Visayas’s TBI 
Project (Figure 1). Through this framework, the 
key processes consist of four domains: inputs, 
activities, outputs, and outcomes. The input 
element describes the interventions done and 
provisions rendered by the project to its incubating 
enterprises. With reference to Australian Centre 
for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR) 
Impact Assessment Series Report (Mayne and 
Stern 2013), interventions are a generic term to 
describe a specific set of activities or deliberate 
actions undertaken to fulfill the goals of a 
project. The activities element of the study’s 
framework depicts the six-step process done 
during the project, commencing with profiling, 
and concluding with the incubatees’ graduation. 
The results, referred to as the sequence of effects 
deriving from the interventions, are depicted in 
terms of outputs and outcomes (Mayne and Stern 
2013). The output element encompasses the first-
level results from the interventions, including the 
services and information delivered by the project, 
congruent with its objectives. The outcomes or 
the effects and consequences of the actions taken 
by the incubatees as a response to the output are 
presented in terms of hard and soft measures 
based on Voisey et al.’s (2006) framework. The 
outcome element includes changes in the behavior 
of the incubatees, reflected as changes in skills, 
capacity, and practices.  
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FIGURE 1   Conceptual framework for assessment of the Technology Business Incubation Project

Methodology

The study seeks to evaluate the results and success 
of business incubation practices with reference 
to the experiences of participants within a 
traditional business incubation project in the 
Philippines. Since the success of an incubation 
facility is inseparably associated with the 
experiences and outcomes of the incubating 
businesses, this study provides an overview of the 
operation of the Technology Business Incubation 
Project and outlooks from the participating 
enterprises on their experience of its incubation 
procedures. To address the research objectives, 
a 5-point Likert Scale was applied to elucidate 
the general incubator performance (Voisey et 
al. 2006), while the qualitative approach was 
used to contextualize the incubatee-incubator 
interaction, the incubatees’ needs, and progress, 
thus conveying a rounder, more factual image 
of the project’s impacts (Dewson et al. 2000). 
A descriptive design was chosen as it provides 
a more realistic representation of the situation 
under consideration by stating and explaining the 
observed situation and the behavior concluded. 
Furthermore, a descriptive study is associated 
with statistical methodologies related to the 
explanation and documentation of information. 
Since the evaluation is largely qualitative in 
nature, the result depended on both primary 
and secondary data sources. Secondary data 
gathering encompassed a literature review of the 

project services, which was performed to create 
a descriptive analysis of the project’s processes 
(inputs rendered and activities undertaken). 
Primary data such as the project monitoring 
report and terminal report were elicited to 
describe the outputs and outcomes of the project

The three-step procedure commenced with 
the identification of target incubatees and the 
formulation of survey questionnaires based on 
the outlined performance measures of business 
practice for incubators (Voisey et al. 2006). 
The second phase involved the conduct of key 
informant interviews (KII) with the 16 micro-
enterprises that have undergone the project. 
Incubatees rated their perception of the outcomes 
of the incubation project in terms of hard and soft 
measures using a 5-point Likert Scale. Table 3 
shows the 5-point Likert scale measures responses 
or attitudes, with 5 as the highest score, denoting 
“Best”, and 1 as the lowest, which signifies “Poor”. 

The interviews explored the incubatees’ 
experience and perception regarding the training 
modules and their outlook on establishing 
networks with other incubatees. In the context of 
business incubation, qualitative data was used for 
the following purposes: highlight progress at an 
individual level, show stakeholders what progress 
is being made, and assess support for the project. 
While the researchers recognize the importance 
of hard measures in evaluating success, 
considering soft outcomes postulates a valuable 
context for clients’ needs and progress, thereby 
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disciplinary project of UP Visayas, government 
institutions, the private sector, and the 
local government units of Western Visayas. 
This project envisions the following goals: 
institutionalize the first technology business 
incubator; catalyze entrepreneurial development; 
and promote growth in consonance with 
technological advancement. The TBI Project was 
the first technology business incubator in the 
region established in 2011 with funding from 
the Department of Science and Technology. 
Since its inception, the project has conducted 
various entrepreneurship fora, boot camps, and 
training; and provided business, technical, and 
administrative support services to students, 
graduates, start-ups, and fledging companies. 

The business incubator has the following 
objectives:
1.	 Stimulate development and value-adding of 

micro-enterprises and enable products and   
services to make them more competitive; and

2.	 Provide technical and business support to 
SMEs to prepare them for their eventual 
convergence with the mainstream business 
environment.

It offers an array of services such as:
1.	 Shared meeting, training, and conference 

facilities;
2.	 Mentoring, advisory services, and training;
3.	 Networking opportunities and linkages to 

strategic partners;
4.	 Regulatory compliance assistance; and
5.	 Access to microfinancing, grants, aids, and 

other loan funds
These services mainly constitute the inputs 

provided by the project to the incubating 
enterprises intended to support the growth and 
scaling up of nascent companies. These inputs 
are purposed to: (1) reduce the cost of starting 
a venture; (2) save time and money in securing 
regulatory compliances; (3) gain knowledge 
and psychological support, and establish 
partnership and business relationships; and (4) 
overcome financing gaps (World Bank 2014). 
The project’s resources adhere to the four basic 
components proffered by business incubators 
(World Bank 2010): infrastructure such as office 
space, meeting rooms, lab facilities, and utilities; 
business services in the form of assistance in 

TABLE 3    Verbal interpretation of the weighted mean

Score points Mean range Verbal interpretation
1 1.00–1.89 Poor

2 1.90–2.59 Fair

3 2.60–3.39 Good

4 3.40–4.19 Better
5 4.20–5.00 Best

rendering a truer, more comprehensive picture of 
accomplishments (Dewson et al. 2000). The third 
step involved the transcription of the information 
gathered from the interview and the analysis of 
the survey results to generate descriptive statistics. 
Calculated mean scores were used to evaluate the 
incubatees’ assessment of the project’s outcomes. 

Results and Discussion

This study presents the processes of the University 
of the Philippines Visayas's Technology Business 
Incubation Project, which conducted a series 
of training workshops on the comprehensive 
entrepreneurial process and implementation with 
micro-enterprises from 1 June 2018 to 31 May 
2019. The project assisted 16 micro-enterprises 
in Western Visayas, Philippines, belonging to 
three industries: retail, service, and food industry. 
Twelve of the participating incubatees were 
females and four were males, all registered as sole 
proprietors under the Department of Trade and 
Industry (DTI). The majority of the incubatees 
(10) were registered for two years or less, while 
six of them were registered for two to five years. 
The TBI Project was initiated to provide business 
and technical support services and facilities to 
MSMEs. Through provisions like this, start-ups 
and fledgling companies are assisted to become 
competent, viable, and responsible players in 
the regional, national, and global economy. 

Inputs of the Project 

The Technology Business Incubation Project 
With the goal to provide a total package 

of assistance to budding entrepreneurs and 
start-ups in Region VI, the project is a multi-
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the technicalities of the company’s operations. 
The training needs assessment were conducted 
to the accepted incubatees. The result shows 
that they needed inputs in crafting the business 
plan. The project team then formulated the 
training design and modules. The commitment 
and perseverance of the start-up companies 
to finish the one-year project were thoroughly 
considered. After finalizing the official list 
of incubatees, they will enter the next steps 
of the project—participation in training in 
preparation for their business plan formulation. 
In particular, the project provides four modules 
for incubatees throughout its entire duration. 

The incubating businesses went through a series 
of training and workshops, covering four modules 
to equip them with relevant information and 
skills to administer their respective enterprises. 
The training series discussed the following 
modules: (1) Introduction of entrepreneurship 
business model canvas, (2) Product marketing 
and organizational structure, (3) Production 
process and simple financial statements, and (4) 
Digital and social media marketing. 

Training Series 1: Introduction to 
Entrepreneurship Business Model Canvas

The training commenced with an overview 
of the definition and fundamentals of 
Business Model Canvas (BMC). Developed by 
Alexander Osterwalder, BMC serves as a visual 
representation of the business, showing all 
the building blocks when starting a business 
including the target customers, value proposition, 

registration, licenses, accounting, strategy 
advice; people connectivity through mentoring, 
coaching, and marketing linkages; and funding 
such as brokering, provision of financial services 
such as equity, credit, and guarantees. These 
inputs allow the incubatees to concentrate 
on their core business whilst obtaining 
operational support and thorough coaching. 
Mentoring, advisory services, and training were 
provided by experts consisting of the faculty 
members of the implementing state university. 

Activities of the Project
The project consisted of six key activities 

undertaken by its 16 incubatees, with profiling as 
the initial step and graduation as the concluding 
step. All prospective incubatees should meet 
the entry requirements and observe all defined 
guidelines to be able to avail of the services of the 
facility. The periodic assessment was conducted 
to monitor incubatees’ performance as the 
basis for exit/graduation from the TBI. With 
affordable lease rates and service fees, and an 
integrated business support services package, the 
Project aims to yield sustainable and competitive 
enterprises ready for the local and global market. 
Figure 2 shows the f low of activities of the 
project for all incubatees of the organization.

The initial step involves profiling potential 
incubatees of the project. An interested entity 
pass an application form to the organization, 
which will be subject to deliberation with the 
committee. They will subsequently undergo a 
series of panel interviews to know more about 

FIGURE 2    Project activity flow
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channels, route to market, and financial 
considerations. It is a business tool useful in 
describing, designing, challenging, inventing, 
and turning a business model. As deduced from 
the training, BMC also provides a common 
language through which business practitioners 
can assess traditional procedures and create 
innovation in their business models. The concept 
of BMC can be useful to incubating businesses as 
a strategic guide for establishing their business 
plan roadmap.  

Training Series 2: Product Marketing 
and Organizational Structure

The second module emphasizes theories 
and processes in developing a marketing plan. 
It provides practical knowledge on market 
analysis, marketing mix, and competitive 
position. Organizational structure, which refers 
to how individual and team functions within 
an organization are coordinated, was also 
discussed in depth. To achieve the goals and 
objectives of an organization, the responsibilities 
of each individual must be coordinated and 
managed. Organizational structure allows for 
the demarcation of tasks of the management 
body and members. A working and efficient 
structure with clearly-defined roles allows for 
improved accountability and flow of information; 
delineation of formal communication channels 
and authority; and allocation of responsibilities 
within the organization. Various organizational 
models exist, having distinctive advantages and 
shortcomings, and some structures are better 
suited for specific environments and tasks. 

Training Series 3: Production Process 
and Simple Financial Statements

Since operations are one of the most crucial 
facets of a business, the third training session was 
devoted to the paradigm of business operations 
such as the location, store hours, supply chain, 
and production procedures. The incubatees were 
taught about the key factors in determining the 
strategic location for the business, aspects to 
consider with the store and business hours, and 
its operations. The elements in the supply chain 
and the production process were also discussed. 
A comprehensive lecture and run-through on 

the fundamentals of financial assumptions and 
projections including the income and expense 
assumptions, assets, and product costing were 
also given. These are basic sections of all business 
plans and are useful in projecting future sales and 
constructing the cash flow statement.

Training Series 4: 
Digital and Social Media Marketing

The last part of the training series centered on 
how marketing can be done using digital social 
media platforms. The concept pertains to all 
sorts of marketing strategies that a business can 
implement digitally. Specifically, the incubatees 
were trained on how to create a website and use 
free social media platforms such as Facebook 
and Instagram in promoting and selling their 
products and services. They were also coached 
on how to boost their online page as well as the 
approaches to promote and extend their reach on 
social media. 

The project also convened a trainer workshop 
for the staff of a partner institution. The workshop 
enabled the staff to learn the fundamentals of 
incubation, which is regarded as indispensable 
when handling different incubatees. The trainings 
attended by the trainers followed the same 
modules. Unlike the incubatees, the training 
for the trainers were conducted for four days 
only. The partner organization designated its 
business development services (BDS) staff as one 
of the trainers. They take part in training and 
monitoring activities and take full responsibility 
for their incubatees until the end of the project. 
The personnel of the incubation facility then 
conducted site visits to monitor whether the topics 
discussed during the training and mentoring 
sessions were being applied by the start-ups in 
running their businesses. Finally, the project is 
capped off with a graduation ceremony to certify 
that the start-up business finished the program. 
It also shows that the enterprise is fully equipped 
and ready to hit the ground in the business world.

Most of the DOST-funded incubator projects 
operate only as “in-wall” or incubatees residing at 
the university TBI facility. This incubation project, 
however, operates both as “in-wall” as well as 
“out-wall” where incubatees still avail of the 
services while staying in their respective business 
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addresses. Moreover, this is a collaborative 
project that involves the partner organization to 
designate a business development services (BDS) 
staff to take part in training and monitoring 
activities. The personnel of the incubation facility 
then conduct site visits to monitor whether 
the topics discussed during the training and 
mentoring sessions are applied by the start-ups. 
The project likewise opened opportunities for 
the incubatees to partner and affiliate with other 
stakeholders such as the endowment of financial 
aid and market expansion through Tinukib, a 
souvenir shop that also served as the program’s 
marketing arm.

Outputs of the Project
The series of activities undertaken by the 

incubatees led to the generation of the project’s 
outputs. As defined by Voisey et al. (2006), 
output encompasses the tangible services that an 
incubation project renders. The outputs include 
the first-level results such as the information, 
services, or goods provided by the project’s 
intervention (Mayne and Stern 2013). Based 
on the incubatees’ responses during the key 
informant interviews, TBI Project’s outputs were 
the business plan and the incubatees’ enterprises.

Business Plan
The business plan can serve as a bridge between 

academic, theoretical, and general knowledge; 
and practical contextualized activities of the 
potential entrepreneur (Dal Mas et al. 2021). The 
series of training courses that includes business 
plan writing resulted in new product development 
and some of the incubatees improved the product. 
Out of the 16 incubatees, six of them were able to 
develop new products, which became the central 
content of the business plan for this incubation 
project. Other incubatees used their existing 
products or enterprise for their business plan, 
with improved content either in product costing, 
marketing, or operations. The business plan 
spells out the incubatee’s role as a caretaker of 
the natural environment alongside the business 
endeavors. The output business plan is also a 
tool used to communicate their business ideas to 
convince investors that the proposed venture will 
be worth investing in. This output specifies the 

ways to convert the business idea into a saleable 
product; know more about the target market; 
identify the distribution channels, the pricing 
strategies, and ways on how to promote the 
product. It also presents the needed competencies 
of the management team in running such a 
business as well as the production/operations 
management aspect. Lastly, the business plan 
shows the likelihood of business prosperity as it 
presents the anticipated costs, probable sales, the 
expected net income, and the general strategies 
to achieve the success of the planned business.

The knowledge and skills from the training 
were used by the incubatees in the formulation 
of their business plan, which can be applied to 
their respective enterprises. The information 
also allows new entrepreneurs to develop good 
management techniques, a positive outlook, and 
exemplary behavior. These outputs translate to a 
better demeanor in running a business (Chang 
and Rieple 2013) and are a key factor in achieving 
enterprise sustainability and expansion (Adegbite 
2001). 

Incubatees’ Enterprises
Micro-enterprises play an essential role in 

the advancement of a country. They contribute 
to economic progress in several ways such as 
increase employment, social income distribution, 
economical utilization of resources, and 
desirable sustainability. (Ruhiu et al. 2014). This 
incubation project consisted of six key activities 
undertaken by its 16 incubatees, with graduation 
as the concluding phase. As a major output of 
this project, each incubatees must be able to 
successfully implement an enterprise using the 
business plan as a key guide in the monitoring. 
The incubatees’ performance served as the criteria 
for their graduation from the TBI, which were 
based on the results of the periodic monitoring. 

True to its mission and goal, UP Visayas and 
the government aims to yield sustainable and 
competitive enterprises ready for the local and 
global market. 

Outcomes of Project
The ultimate gauge of the success of an 

incubator is the outcome defined by Voisey et 
al. (2006) as “a wider behavioral change that 
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results from the output”. As argued by Bergek 
and Norrman (2008), business incubation 
performance must adhere to the objectives of 
the project. Hence, the outcomes attained need 
to be relevant to the pre-defined or expected 
results. The incubatees’ assessment of the project 
outcomes was determined through hard and soft 
measures, with reference to Voisey et al. (2006) 
framework on business incubator performance.  

Results Based on Hard Measures
One of the main goals of the study is to 

determine the outcomes of the incubation project 
through hard measures. Voisey et al. (2006) 
described hard measures as “clearly definable 
and quantifiable results which show progress 
made through incubation”. The project assessed 
the outcomes in terms of hard measures through 
the workshop evaluation scores, funding network, 
financial standing, and growth of enterprise. 
To gauge the immediate outcome, incubatees 
went through an examination to evaluate their 
learnings and insights regarding the workshop. 
A 5-point Likert Scale was used to assess the 
incubatees’ perception of the usefulness and 
relevance of the module used during the training. 
The data collected were evaluated through mean 
and standard deviation, and the responses were 
summarized in the form of a weighted mean, 
wherein the scale or score point is used as a 
weight multiplied by the frequency divided by 
the total frequency to compute the weighted 
mean. The calculated weighted mean was then 
interpreted using an interval or numerical range, 
corresponding to its verbal description (Table 3). 

A tabular representation of the workshop 
evaluation results is shown in Table 4. The scores 
were deduced from the incubatees’ interview 
responses conducted after each training activity. 
Several appreciation responses were drawn from 
incubatees such as “Through the training, I’ve 
learned that I am also entitled to have a salary so 
that it can be included in the computation of the 
cost”; “I am glad that I am able to study about my 
business and to have this business plan to guide 
me in my daily operations and future decisions”; 
and “Learning the break-even point and break-
even in sales helped me to decide my target sales 
in a month.”

The highest mean score recorded for Training 
Series 4 signifies that incubatees consider this 
as one of the vital components in underscoring 
the competitiveness of their product in the 
market. With the high-strung competition in 
the corporate world, MSMEs must adapt to 
existing strategies, especially in marketing their 
products and/or services through the web. This 
allow them to have a reasonable advantage over 
their competitors by breaking geographical 
barriers and reaching a larger number of potential 
customers. This also boost the awareness and 
interest of customers regarding the product. 
The workshop attained an overall mean score 
of 3.94, which indicates positive feedback from 
incubatees. It suggests that the information 
imparted is an essential add-on for their business. 
This finding also typifies the importance of 
having an on-site trainer that guide the business 
owners throughout the project. The training 
modules are of great help to the incubatees.

The outcomes of the TBI project in terms of 
hard measures were also assessed using other 
important indicators, forming the intermediate 
outcomes. These include the following: (1) access 
to funding network, (2) improvement in financial 
standing, and (3) growth of the enterprise. Voisey 
et al. (2006) described access to funding as a key 
element in establishing an economic environment 
beneficial for the growth and sustenance of 
business. The funding network is hampered by 
shortcomings in the financial and the credit 
market, inadequate capital, and credit constraints. 
This is amplified in the context of developing 
nations where small and medium businesses are 
beset with the challenge of accessing financial 
sources due to high collateral requirements, 
towering capital costs, and weak experience with 
financial mediators. The incubatees’ perception 
of their financial standing after the incubation 
process was also rated. Financial standing is 
considered as one of the chief indicators of a 
business's success, manifested by its ability to gain 
revenues to sustain the operation (Eveleens et al. 
2017). It can be assessed based on the positive 
flows made, which can then be used to finance 
the business’ succeeding productions (Buys and 
Mbewana 2007). Enterprise growth has also 
been assessed as an indicator of the project’s 
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outcomes. Gupta et al. (2013) characterized 
enterprise growth as the generation of revenue, 
value addition, and business expansion in terms 
of volume. Market position, product quality, and 
customer goodwill are qualitative attributes that 
can also be used to measure enterprise growth. 
According to Sarlija et al. (2016), the growth of 
an enterprise is a highly enviable outcome for 
scholars and decision-makers, and an essential 
driver of employment, economic development, 
social inclusion, and competitiveness. Table 5 
depicts the mean scores along with the verbal 
interpretation for the three hard measure 
indicators. 

Key informant interviews were conducted to 
determine the impact of the incubation process 
on their fledgling businesses in terms of three 
hard measures. The 16 incubatees were asked 
a series of questions based on the modified 
conceptual framework of Voisey et al. (2006) for 
performance measures of business incubation. 
Respondents characterized the prime benefit of 
the incubation project as the growth of enterprise 
(4.31) and improvement in financial standing 
(4.06).  The incubation project has served as a 
venue where start-ups can display and promote 
their products, and interact with prospective 
customers and partners.  This has substantially 
expanded the reach of their merchandise and 
boosted their sales. As for the resources and 
funding network, new donors and sources of 
financial were observed among the incubatees’ 
funding networks. This was brought about by 
the affiliations and partners of the program with 
other stakeholders, which endows financial aid 
to incubatees; and Tinukib, a souvenir shop, 
which serves as the program’s marketing arm. 
Establishing connections is deemed necessary to 
facilitate the expansion of juvenile businesses as 

exemplified by favorable outcomes attained by the 
program. 

The hard measures of the incubation program 
attained an overall mean of 4.08. These benefits 
are further validated by the responses from the 
incubatees, “This Project helped in boosting my 
sales since we are able to display and advertise 
our product in public. The partner agencies’ 
events indeed aided us to be connected to new 
clients”; “My production has increased by 10% 
because Tinukib ordered more items from me. 
I am really pleased that I have been part of this 
incubation Project”; and “I met new clients in the 
event conducted by a partner institution. Now, my 
production has risen by 15%.”

Sixteen incubatees shared information 
on their performances, specifically on hard 
measures such as sales increase, sales outlets, 
partnership, employees/workers, and investors. 
All incubatees calculated an increase in sales by 
up to 5% (37.5%) and up to 10% (62.5%). Ten of 
them (62.5%) were able to open new sales outlets, 
an increase of up to 15% versus current outlets. 
Fourteen (87.5%) of the incubatees were able to 
seal new partnerships. There was an increase in 
the number of employees/workers employed for 
11 of the incubatees (68.75%). Fourteen incubatees 
(87.5%) also saw an increase in the number of 
investors. Table 6 shows a summary of the hard 
measure indicators as reported by the incubatees. 

Based on the monitoring reports and terminal 
reports, the incubatees reported that they 
developed three ready-to-market products with 
10 contracts closed in the new market network. 
In total, the reported direct and indirect jobs 
generated is 15. 

The results of the hard measures largely 
adhere with the mainstream findings positing 
that an incubator’s performance is determined 

TABLE 4    Workshop evaluation table

Training title Mean Standard 
deviation Remarks Rank

Series 1: Introduction to entrepreneurship business model canvas 3.94 0.68 Better 2
Series 2: Product marketing and organizational structure 3.69 0.79 Better 3
Series 3: Production process and simple financial statements 3.19 0.40 Good 4
Series 4: Digital and social media marketing 4.56 0.51 Best 1
Overall mean evaluation 3.84
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through enterprise growth, reduced dependence 
on incubation support, number of graduates or 
enterprises completing the incubation, ability 
to create employment opportunities, increase in 
production, and sales, revenue growth (Stephens 
and Onofrei 2012; Masutha and Rogerson 2015; 
Mian 1997; Hackett and Dilts 2004b; Al-Mubaraki 
et al. 2015). For entrepreneurs, the establishment 
and expansion of a funding network also play 
a significant role in enhancing their businesses 
since financing is often perceived as a crucial 
setback, especially for start-ups and early-stage 
ventures (World Bank 2014). 

Results Based on Soft Measures
As suggested by Dewson et al. (2000), soft 

indicators underscore the clients’ progress and 
exhibit a more factual depiction of success. To 
establish the project’s competence in terms 
of soft measures, semi-structured interviews 
among participating incubatees were carried out. 
Incubatees were allowed to rate each soft measure 
indicator based on their personal viewpoints 
from 1 to 5, with 1 as the lowest score and 5 as 
the highest. The scores given by each incubatees 
were pooled to obtain the mean value for each soft 
criterion (Table 7).

The effectiveness of partnership was rated the 
highest (mean score=4.56), denoting that this 

indicator was considered the most significant 
soft benefit of the incubation procedure. This 
can be attributed to the appropriate affiliations 
established with other institutions. The 
partnership has allowed incubatees to avail 
themselves of funding resources, marketing 
assistance, and technical support, thereby 
promoting the expansion of their respective 
businesses. Positive publicity, increased 
confidence in self and business, and improved 
information technology was also perceived as 
the most important soft outcome, with mean 
scores ranging from 4.310 to 4.440 This implies 
that the project was able to fulfill the following: 
create a better stance and publicity for the 
enterprise, render knowledge and skills, and 
enhance the competencies and know-how of the 
staff. By and large, positive responses were also 
recorded for other measures such as “increased 
professionalism” and “relevance to its mission/ 
objectives”. The soft measures of the incubation 
program attained an overall mean of 4.292. 
Several remarks to the questions signify positive 
reception of the incubation process: “The one-
year project was very useful to me because the 
project team went to our production area and 
made recommendations. The effectiveness of the 
partnership involved made our incubation project 
successful” and “I am now confident to sell my 

TABLE 6     Hard measures indicators reported by incubatees

Indicators 
Increased by

0%/No change Up to 5% Up to 10% Up to 15%
F % F % F % F %

Increase in sales 0 0.00% 6 37.50% 10 62.50% 0 0.00%
Increase in sales outlets 0 0.00% 4 25.00% 2 12.50% 10 62.50%
Increase in partnership 2 12.50% 8 50.00% 5 31.25% 1 6.25%
Increase in employee/staff 5 31.25% 6 37.50% 4 25.00% 1 6.25%
Increase in investors 2 12.50% 8 50.00% 4 25.00% 2 12.50%

TABLE 5     Hard measures indicators mean table

Indicators Mean Standard deviation Remarks Rank
Growth of enterprise 4.31 0.70 Best 1
Financial standing 4.06 0.68 Better 2
Funding network 3.88 0.89 Better 3
Overall mean 4.08
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products since I was given a chance to pitch my 
products in front of my co-incubatees, target 
clients, and other stakeholders.”

Contrary to hard measures, soft measures 
are mainly intangible benefits delivered by the 
project, which are largely subjective and trickier to 
gauge but are relevant in the skills development of 
the incubatees (Voisey et al. 2006). Soft measures 
may include fostered business knowledge and 
capacities, increased business awareness, and 
expansion of client networking, which may 
be useful in future entrepreneurial endeavors 
(Hackett and Dilts 2004b; Voisey et al. 2006). 
Based on the monitoring reports and the terminal 
reports, the incubatees cited that they developed 
significant entrepreneurial competencies, skills, 
and values. The most frequently cited were 
communication skills, passion, innovativeness, 
basic digital marketing skills, basic financial 
statement preparation, resourcefulness, and self-
confidence.

Conclusion and Recommendation

This study encompassed the performance 
measures of a multi-sectoral incubation project 
through the lens of participating incubatees. As 
the pioneering technology business incubator 
in Western Visayas, Philippines, the project 
aimed to: (1) institutionalize the first technology 
business incubator, (2) accelerate entrepreneurial 
development, and (3) promote enterprise 
expansion in consonance with technological 
advancement. It has provided the four basic 
components for incubation as outlined by World 
Bank (2010): infrastructure support, business 

services, people connectivity, and funding. This 
study provided a measurement process that 
captures the usefulness of incubation through 
hard and soft indicators. In terms of hard 
measures, incubatees indicated that the growth 
of enterprise and improved financial standing 
were achieved through establishing formal ties 
with local institutions, educational systems, 
business associations, local clubs, organizations, 
and individuals. Looking through the soft 
measures, the findings indicate that the personal 
development of the incubatees and forging 
effective partnerships are valuable results of 
the incubation process. For the participating 
entrepreneurs, enriching their technical skills, 
confidence, professionalism, constructive 
publicity, and professional networks has a 
beneficial impact on their businesses. The result 
of the project shows that the majority of the 
incubatees improved their communication skills, 
passion, innovativeness, basic digital marketing 
skills, basic financial statements preparation, 
resourcefulness, and self-confidence, which they 
gained in the trainings. The training included the 
preparation of the business plan, which fostered 
increase in their sales and products marketing. 
Based on the overall mean scores, participating 
incubatees were more perceptive of the hard 
measures than soft outcomes because the former 
provided more tangible effects (i.e. increase 
in sales, increase in sales outlets, increase in 
partnership, increase in employees/workers, and 
increase in investors). Soft measures, on the other 
hand, are more subjective, with indeterminate 
and less tangible results. Hence, they are more 
difficult to assess. Nonetheless, the success of an 
incubation process cannot be captured using hard 

TABLE 7    Soft measures indicators mean table
Soft measures indicator Mean Standard deviation Remarks Rank
Effectiveness of partnership 4.560 0.51 Best 1
Positive publicity 4.440 0.63 Best 2
Increased confidence in self and business 4.375 0.72 Best 3
Improved incubatees’ it skills 4.310 0.70 Best 4
Increased professionalism 4.190 0.54 Better 5
Relevance to its mission / objectives 3.875 0.86 Better 6
Overall mean 4.292
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measures alone. The inclusion of soft measures 
offers a more comprehensive framework to 
evaluate the outcomes of business incubation. 
The study used the modified version of the 
framework developed by Vosiey et al. (2006), 
providing a suitable holistic approach to assess 
the performance of the incubation process. 

One limitation of the study is that it only 
encompassed the project’s success through the 
viewpoints of the incubating businesses. The 
outcomes can also include the development 
experienced by the faculty and trainers of the 
incubation project. Therefore, further studies 
involving the trainer's/facilitators’ perception 
would capture the diversity of incubation 
experiences and improve understanding of 
business incubation outcomes. The study 
also recommends the conduct of a personal 
entrepreneurial competency test among the 
trainers and the incubatees to determine the skills 
developed and if the incubation process was able 
to enhance their mindset. This would substantiate 
the outcomes of business incubation. 

Given the insights amassed from the present 
work, the study proposes that a comprehensive 
strategic plan tailored to the digital landscape 
of the project must be developed beforehand. 
Based on the results, incubatees consider this as 
one of the imperative topics that must be mulled 
over. Taking into account the importance of 
affiliations, an incubation facility must also 
invest in different kinds of connections. The 
government plays a significant role in this realm 
by encouraging business and venture principals 
to capitalize on the nascent entrepreneurs’ trades. 
This can be done by granting tax reductions 
or exemptions on the earnings from start-up 
investments, along with a lowered corporate 
income tax rate. A classic example of this is the 
recent ratification of Republic Act No. 11337, or 
the Innovative Start-up Act, a new law that seeks 
to provide tax benefits to all registered start-up 
companies in the Philippines. 

Application of the framework developed by 
Voisey et.al. (2006) is highly recommended in 
determining the impact of business incubations 
as it considers both internal and external factors 
of the facility. To gather more diversified results, 
it is suggested that more factors be added to the 

conceptual framework. The use of other statistical 
tools to analyze the relationship between variables 
and to determine their contribution to the 
incubation project’s success is also proposed. A 
few good research subjects relevant to the topic 
are recommended. Detailed case studies focusing 
on technology-based enterprises that successfully 
sustained operations even after an incubation 
project can be conducted. Documenting the 
processes undergone by enterprises while 
incubated in the TBI, challenges experienced, 
and lessons gained from these start-ups will help 
future ventures in adopting the best practices.

It is also important to undertake in-depth 
research about the ideal environment needed 
to accelerate technology commercialization in 
academic and R&D institutions. To effectively 
encourage innovation, the incubator should 
be pitched to other elements in the ecosystem, 
like venture capitalists and the entrepreneurs 
themselves (Aerts et al. 2007). This research 
study provides an example of an incubation 
project approach that captures the value and 
relationships of business incubation and thus 
should be useful to incubators, investors, 
incubatees, government agencies, and academe. 
Finally, comparative research highlighting the 
differences in performance of a start-up managed 
by a team versus that of an individual can also be 
carried out.
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