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Abstract 

This study examined agripreneurial intentions among students in the state-owned tertiary institutions in Ondo 
State. The study profiled students’ perceptions of learning (SPOL), teachers’ impact (SPOT), and mentorship 
and explored the effects of these on their agripreneurial intentions. Both descriptive and inferential statistics 
were used to analyze 120 students, who were randomly selected from the two Ondo state-owned tertiary 
institutions. A logistic regression analysis was performed to assess the effects of SPOL, SPOT, mentorship, as 
well as other socioeconomic characteristics, on students’ likelihood to have agripreneurial intentions. The study 
revealed that SPOL, SPOT & age significantly increased the likelihood of students having agripreneurial 
intentions, while perceptions of mentorship and the number of graduates in the family decreased it. Although the 
SPOL and SPOT were positive and statistically significant, the weak effects of the mean scores suggest that 
SPOL and SPOT should be improved upon to enhance students’ interest in agripreneurship  
Keywords:agripreneurial intention, labour supply, students’ perception of learning, students’ perception of 
teachers, mentorship.  
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1.0 Introduction  

Over the decades, agricultural production in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) has been carried out mainly by extensive 
production through land expansion with minimal innovation and modern technology.   However, this method 
without modern agricultural practices is no longer sustainable (Bjornlund, Bjornlund, & Van Rooyen, 2020: 20-
33; Olomu, Ekperiware, & Akinlo, (2020): 525-530; and Olomola and Manson, 2018: 10-12). The anticipated 
massive growth in the population has re-awakened the discourse on the need to properly restructure the 
agricultural sector among the policy-makers with a view to meeting the projected 60% increase in demand for 
food by 2050 (Saiz-Rubio and Rovira-Más, 2020: 207; Nyoni, 2019: 15-27; and Myklevy, Doherty and 
Makower 2016: 271). Regrettably, the agriculture industry in Nigeria remains populated by smallholders and 
peasant farmers whose production output, despite steady increase, are far below the market demand. The 
problem is complicated by the ageing farmers and many other participants who are neither literate nor skilled 
enough to show sufficient self-efficacy required to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and actions 
needed to successfully implement innovative agricultural and business practices. The prolonged effect of this 
accounts for the low income, pronounced poverty and inferior perception associated with agriculture among 
other economic sectors in Nigeria. In SSA, farmers’ inability to compete favourably with large agricultural 
corporations is because of many factors including lack of efficient production and distribution systems. It is 
evidently clear that majority of the farmers and actors in the industry are unable to effectively source for and 
efficiently use production resources (Ajibefun, 2015: 3-5).  In other words, they are not able to compete 
favourably for the limited resources, which have alternative uses. The general consensus among scholars on how 
to solve these interrelated problems is an enduring framework to create enabling environment to attract young 
entrepreneurs into the industry. The conviction is that, entrepreneurs/agripreneurs, who are well inclined about 
commercialization of agriculture will promote entrepreneurship and business oriented models that will help in 
creating synergy among the actors in the industry (Alexandra, 2020: 5-7; Mason and Brown, 2014: 77-78; and 
Cooney, 2012: 28). Thus, it is important that highly skilled, productive and resourceful labour/entrepreneurs 
(youths) are involved in this new strategy especially when the future of African food and agricultural market is 
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expected to hit $1 trillion in 2030 (Adesina, 2018: 6-7). This is expected to have huge and positive effect on the 
poverty that has ravaged the sub-region for decades (World Bank, 2020)   
 
1.1 The Intersection between Agripreneurship and Labour Supply  
The several intersections between entrepreneurship/agripreneurship and labour markets have been explored in 
the literature (Gaweâ, 2010: 59; Parker, 2006; 435 and Knight, 1921: 273). Knight (1921) highlighted two major 
ways by which agripreneurs get involved in the labour market dynamics as: occupational choice (participation in 
agripreneurship); and hiring labour. Gaweâ (2010: 59) found an empirical evidence about the relationship 
between entrepreneurship and employment statistics. This argument was approached in two ways. One, 
unfavourable labour market conditions pushes people to become entrepreneurs. Thus, as the number of 
entrepreneurs increases, the number of people seeking to be employed decreases. Therefore, entrepreneurship 
rate is inversely related to employment rate (Parker, 2006). It can be inferred that, the intention to become an 
entrepreneur/agripreneur is an attempt to exit labour market. Situating this in Nigerian economy context, where 
the labour market is already saturated with unemployed graduates and the number of jobs opportunities in the 
public and private sectors is declining, how to encourage the youths to become entrepreneurs should be a 
strategy the policymakers should consider. Above all, the agricultural sector of the economy needs more 
enterprising and innovative young minds (agripreneurs) to develop and drive the new agribusiness initiatives 
being proposed by the policymakers. The second leg of the argument proposes that, being in charge of the 
allocation of production resources including labour and capital gives entrepreneur/agripreneur that opportunity 
to build nest of economic activities that can enhance enterprise growth, which enables them to employ more 
labour. It implies that as entrepreneurs increase their economic activities leads to more workers being employed 
on paid employment. Thus, expanding entrepreneurial economic activities lowers the level of unemployment. 
Consequently, an agripreneur gets profit as a reward for the risk taken, while a hired labour get wage or salary as 
the reward working without taking any risk. 

The works of Gaweâ (2010: 59-60) and Pillai (2010) have further elucidated on the two popular theories 
that have been consistently used to advance the motivation for entrepreneurship (push and pull theories of 
entrepreneurial motivation). The recessional push theory assumes that people are motivated to become 
entrepreneurs as a result of negative situations in the labour market. Such negative factors connected with the 
situation in the labour market activate people's entrepreneurial talents. However, the pull theory states that the 
desire and quest for attractive and potentially profitable business opportunities often lure people into 
entrepreneurial activity; thus a given person becomes an entrepreneur as a result of the positive effects of 
economic stimuli. This underscores the difference between opportunity entrepreneurs and necessity 
entrepreneurs (Thurik et al. 2008: 673; Block, Koellinger, 2009: 191). This kind of entrepreneurial motivation 
can affect individuals’ the entrepreneurial aspirations (Gaweâ, 2010: 60-61). According to Lynde (2020: 112866) 
and Hessels et al. (2008: 323-339), necessity entrepreneurs are less oriented towards innovation and growth. 

Experts have opined that having more agripreneurs to champion the cause of smart agribusiness can result 
to a more efficient use of production resources, high productivity, and competitive agribusiness subsector in sub-
Saharan Africa (Achim, Robert, Robert & Nina, 2017: 6148-6150). These are precursors to eliminating hunger 
and food insecurity as well as unemployment and poverty, particularly among rural households in Nigeria. 
Similarly, policymakers have identified agriculture as an area to unleash the entrepreneurial potentials in the 
youth demographic distribution. Agripreneurship is a widely acceptable model to raise new generation of self-
driven individuals who are interested in agribusiness particularly in sub-Saharan Africa with a view to enhancing 
productivity, which is key to achieving the Sustainable Development Goal No 2. According to PwC (2016: 1), 
Agribusiness is described as a large scale agricultural activities, which encompasses the cultivation, processing 
and distribution of agricultural outcomes in addition to the manufacturing of farm machinery, equipment and 
input supplies. Agribusiness orientation is capable of integrating a systemic order that can offer that opportunity 
to address, among other challenges, lack of well-structured succession plans to replace the ageing farmers by 
making the sector attractive to new entrants. On the other hand, the phrase “smart agribusiness’ is relatively new 
to agriculture lexicons across countries in SSA. Smart agribusiness is a modern approach where agricultural 
activities are driven by relevant knowledge and technology with a view to optimizing production (Emami, 
Almassi and Bakhoda 2018: 1-12; and Bell and Scott, 2011: 511- 088) and actors in the sector can also be 
guaranteed of sustainable means of livelihood. 

According to Mellor (2017: 5) and Regan, Stuart & Paul (2018: 3), smart agribusiness driven by 
agripreneurs is a pro-economic tool that has the potentials to address hunger and poverty in low income countries. 
It is a precursor to achieving sustainable agricultural production through efficient use of production resources 
and consistent evaluation of production process (Lytos, Lagkas, Sarigiannidis, Zervakis, & Livanos, 2020: 
107147) including distribution of produce and products to final consumers. In the literature, smart agriculture has 
various dimensions, and all these work together to improve the capacity to increase farm productivity and 
increase food accessibility and affordability through value creation (Achim, Robert, Robert & Nina, 2017: 6148-
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6150). In the same vein, entrepreneurship in agriculture relates to the “creation of an innovative and economic 
organization for growth under conditions of risk and uncertainty” (Omodanisi, Egwakhe, and Ajike, 2020: 65-
74). The concepts of smart agribusiness and entrepreneurship in agriculture have metamorphosed to form a new 
concept called agripreneurship. This concept is one of the key models required to solve the protracted problem of 
inefficient agricultural and food production system. However, experts have argued that lack of agripreneurs as a 
major missing link to the development of a functional agribusiness industry across countries in SSA (Omodanisi, 
Egwakhe, and Ajike, 2020: 65-74; and Laud, 2018: 1878-2456). In view of this, there have been calls for more 
agripreneurs to participate in the business of agriculture. Scholars are convinced that this strategy can adequately 
solve the problem of food insecurity that is confronting the low income countries including Nigeria (Achim, 
Robert, Robert and Nina, 2017: 6148-6150).   

An agripreneur is a risk-taker who had acquired or unrepentantly willing to acquire sufficient skills, good 
enough to initiate an agribusiness of interest and nurture the same sustainably. In brief, agripreneurship focuses 
on how to add value to food and other agricultural products. As many agripreneurs are involved in agriculture, 
and with appropriate policy strategy in place, sustainable production is guaranteed. Consequently, as more values 
are added to agricultural products, more transient incomes are received leading to more savings which will 
inevitably lead to increase in investment. Therefore, the concept of agripreneurship development refers to the 
creation of a wide pool of personal agribusiness initiatives designed to provide a variety of goods and services as 
the demand may be. Countries that have witnessed marked agripreneurship development have achieved that 
through the synergy between the industry and the research/tertiary institution under the radar of proactive 
policymakers.   

It should be noted that while it is true that all agripreneurs are actors in agricultural sector, not all those 
involved in the agricultural sector is an agripreneur. What differentiates an agripreneur from other actors in the 
agricultural sector is the unrelenting desire to take business initiatives, regardless of the risk involved, to improve 
agribusiness performance. To achieve these, value must be added to existing farm produce of interest(s). 
Therefore, in this study, anyone; a farmer, an agricprocessor, or an agri-trader/market folk, who adopts an 
entrepreneurship model that helps in creating a local business cluster with a view to sustainably increasing 
production through efficient use of productive resources is considered an agripreneur.  

In summary, agripreneurship development fostered by individuals with agripreneurial intention is a 
precursor for smart agribusiness.   
  
1.2 Promoting Improved Agricultural Productivity through Agripreneurship in Nigeria  

In view of the rising population and economic growth in sub-Saharan Africa, the increasing demand for food and 
other agricultural produce requires more investments in the agricultural sector. According to Keynes, increase in 
demand is inevitably triggered by increase in income. Therefore, to increase the income of farmers and other 
actors in the agricultural sectors, they must be creative and enterprising in terms of adding values to food and 
other agricultural produce. As agribusiness folks earn more income, they spend more on food and other needs 
thus, systematically escaping hunger and poverty. Similarly, they save more and also create more investment 
opportunities. To sustain the income and consumption chain in one hand, and savings and investment chain on 
the other hand, more enterprising people (entrepreneurs) should be involved in the agricultural value chains. 
However, Agricultural activities characterized by low productivity, low investment and inefficient use of 
production resources (Ajibefun, 2015: 5-7; Ajibefun and Daramola, 2003: 391), and poor economic experience 
being witnessed in SSA is largely dictated by the limited entrepreneurial activities (Eresia-Eke and Gunda, 2015: 
55-65; and Carr and Roulin, 2016: 10). The low productivity arising from the above is a disincentive to 
participants and discouragement for intending investors in the post farm agribsuiness. All these have cumulative 
effects on the rising unemployment rate in the sub-region (Uche and Familusi, 2018: 3)  

In order to solve the problem of low productivity and inefficient use of production resources, farmers and 
other actors in agricultural value chains adapt and become accustomed to the mindset of an agripreneur 
(Alexandra, 2020: 5-7; and Gartner, 1988). Therefore, farmers, processors and market folks focus more on the 
agribusiness needs with a view to enhancing commercial activities in agri-trade and trading (Liverpool-Tasie et 
al., 2020: 38). This approach will not only increase agricultural productivity but will also sustain production. 
Similarly, Krueger and Brazeal (1994: 91-104) submit that entrepreneurship-oriented intentions are useful 
precursors for entrepreneurial actions. The literature also suggests that increase in entrepreneurship activities 
causes decline in poverty and hunger. In view of the importance of entrepreneurship, it was integrated in the 
educational curriculum for all undergraduates in Nigerian universities as one of the compulsory courses that 
must be passed before being awarded any degree certificate. The idea about this is to help students cultivate and 
grow their entrepreneurial skills regardless of the choice of their course of study.   

Fundamentally, agripreneurial intention is related to the risk taking in order to own an agribusiness and be 
self-employed (Thompson, 2009: 669-694) but the concept of agripreneurship is not the same as that of 
agribusiness. This is because not all agribusiness ventures appropriately suite the features of agripreneurship 
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(Guth & Ginsberg, 1990: 5-15; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000: 217-226). Since agripreneurship is about risk 
taking, therefore, in our concept of agripreneurship, opportunity is considered an integral part of what is 
agripreneurial driven by the desire to add value to the agricultural value chains (Olomu et al., 2020: 525-530). 
Shane and Venkataraman as cited in Shepherd, Williams and Patzelt (2014: 11-46) defined the field of 
entrepreneurship as the “scholarly examination of how, by whom, and with what affects opportunities to create 
future goods and services are discovered, evaluated, and exploited” We consider agripreneurship to be about 
finding, founding and funding of a new agribusiness venture. This plays an important role in the building of a 
sustainable business process (Gartner, 1985: 670-671; Katz & Gartner, 1988: 429-441). A number of authors 
have attempted to define entrepreneurial intention (Shepherd, Williams and Patzelt, 2014: 11-46; Iwu et al., 2016: 
168). It is from these conceptual positions a definition for agripreneurial intention is extrapolated for the purpose 
of achieving the objectives in this study. Therefore, agripreneurial intention is a condition where individual’s 
thoughts and actions are systematically guided towards self-employment as compared to pursuing employment 
prospects in an existing organisation.   

It has become evidently clear that Nigeria as well as other countries in SSA needs to raise more 
entrepreneurs, who exhibit common traits like risk taking; hard work; clear ambition; and creativity with 
problem solving-skills, from the current pool of favourable youth demographic population in the sub-region. 
This will enable Nigerian economy to benefit in the following areas: increase in productivity, resilient systems 
that leverage on finance opportunities, and in-depth economic inclusive growth which will result in economic 
growth. However, there are concerns that lack of interests in agriculture as a course discipline by the students 
and lack of interest to select agribusiness as a career by students studying agriculture (Ikuemonisan et al., 2021: 
15-21) could be serious threats to raising more enterprising young agribusiness folks and agripreneurs.    

Regrettably, evidence on the factors influencing students’ Agripreneurial intention among Nigeria students 
is scarce in the literature. Besides, since the establishment of Faculty of Agriculture in the two state owned 
universities in Ondo State, there is no study, to the best of our knowledge, that has been carried out to explore 
the agripreneurial intention of students studying agriculture in these institutions. In addition, literature on 
perception of these students on mentoring, learning and teachers’ impact on agripreneurial intentions of students 
is scanty. A robust knowledge of these can be very useful for policymakers and operators of university system to 
improve the Agricultural education system in Nigeria with the ultimate goal of raising a new generation of 
agribusiness folks.   
  
1.3 Objectives of the Study  

The overall objective of the study is to determine factors that influence the agripreneurial intention among 
undergraduate students in state owned universities in Ondo State.   
The specific objectives are:  

1. To profile the socio-economic characteristics of respondents;   
2. To examine the status of respondents’ most influential mentors   
3. To assess student’ perceptions on factors influencing the development of agripreneurship in Nigeria; 

and   
4. Determine factors that influence students’ agripreneurial intention  

 

1.4 Hypothesis  

H01: There is no significant difference between the socio-economic characteristics of those who have 
agripreneurial intention and those who have no agripreneurial intention  
H02: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of those who have agripreneurial intention and 
those who have no agripreneurial intention.  
   
2.0 Literature Review on Factors Influencing Agripreneurial Intention  

Entrepreneurship encompasses general business initiatives to add value to existing produce or product to produce 
a new commodity while agripreneurial initiatives are limited to the field of agriculture. Therefore, 
agripreneurship is a subset of entrepreneurship. Therefore, in view of the scarce literature on agripreneurship, the 
study reviews the literature on entrepreneurship on the understanding that the principles that guide the two 
concepts are basically the same except on some peculiarity which this study attempts to address.  

Quite a number of factors have been identified as both motivating and inhibiting factors for individuals with 
entrepreneurial intentions. Findings revealed that students’ entrepreneurial intentions have been largely 
influenced by cultural context (Liñán & Chen, 2009: 593-617; and European Commission, 2012). According to 
Shepherd, Williams and Patzelt (2014: 11-46) those who showed keen interest and desire to be entrepreneurs 
have better success stories that those who are perceived to have high ability. This line of thought harps on the 
importance of the willingness of an individual to be an entrepreneur. A resourceful entrepreneur is an asset to 
his/her employer. Studies have also shown that individuals with entrepreneurial abilities (and for that matter, 
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attitudes about risk, work, and independence) are also likely to be highly valued by employers and may be 
offered sufficient financial incentives to remain an employee (Douglas & Shepherd, 2000: 231-251). 
Furthermore, employees with higher earnings are less likely to make the decision to leave their current employer. 
However, if they do decide to leave, they are more likely to create a new venture than those with lower earnings 
who leave their current employer (Campbell, Ganco, Franco, & Agarwal, 2012: 65-87). Nwosu, John, Izang and 
Akorede (2018: 582-589) found that low competence of instructors, absence of curricular capacity to support 
training, lack of infrastructure, unfavourable policy support are some of the discouraging factors that affect 
entrepreneurship development.   

Exploring the relationship between entrepreneurial intention and socio-economic variables, Iwu et al., (2016: 
164-181) revealed that there were no statistically significant relationships between students’ entrepreneurial 
intention and socio-economic variables like age, gender, cultural background, etc. However, Zhang et al (2014: 
630-632) found that more males have entrepreneurial intention than females. On the importance of 
entrepreneurial education, evidence from the literature showed that entrepreneurship education is a significant 
factor influencing entrepreneurial intention (Hattab, 2014: 1-18, Solesvik et al., 2014: 54-62, and Zhang et al., 
2014: 638). On the other hand, Ajzen (1991: 179-211) opined that cognitive variables including academic 
performance have positive effects on career related intentions. In a similar position, Liñán and Chen (2006: 6-7) 
argued that situational factors such as educational environment have influential effects on career related 
intentions. Lee and Wong (2004: 7-28) found that needs, values, wants, habits and beliefs affects people’s 
decisions including career decision and entrepreneurship intention.   
 
3.0 Research Methodology and Design  

3.1 Study Area 

The study was carried out in Ondo State, Nigeria between November and December, 2020. Ondo State is richly 
endowed in natural resources and wide range of fertile land for agricultural activities hence the attractiveness of 
the land for farming activities. Its history as the largest producer of cocoa in Nigeria has not been re-written. 
Besides crop farming, fishing is another popular occupation in the southern part of the state where the longest 
coastline in the country is situated. The state has two distinct seasons, raining and dry season with temperature 
ranging between 230-260, and annual rainfall of 2,000mm down south and close to about 1,150 up north 
(Adejumo, 2008: 91). The state ranked very high among states with highly educated people, and with a 
population of about 3.4 million people (National Population Commission [NPC], 2006), the state has about 10 
accredited tertiary institutions. Four of these institutions are owned by the state to advance tertiary knowledge 
among the youths. However, rate of unemployment in the state is relatively high (11.4%).  
 
3.2 Research Design  

A research survey approach, where individual students were expected to give quantified responses to questions 
itemized on a list of questionnaires in line with the approach used by Veal (2011: 14) and Iwu et al. (2016: 168-
169), was deployed in this study. It is a well-established fact that in Nigeria, B.Agriculture Programme is run for 
a period of 5 years. However, students in this programme only begin to understand and appreciate the objectives 
of agricultural education from 300 level. At this stage, the students have begun to learn skeletally from the 
teaching and research farm. At 400 level, students are fully mobilized to teaching and research farm for a whole 
semester after which they are posted out to agribusiness ventures for real field experience. Upon returning, in 
500 level, students are expected to have gained enough experience and be ready to apply knowledge gained to 
their project work. Therefore, a sample of 120 students were drawn from 2 universities in Ondo State (Olusegun 
Agagu University of Science and Technology [OAUSTECH] and Adekunle Ajasin University, Akungba Akoko 
[AAUA]).  These two schools were purposely selected because they are the only two universities that run a 
B.Agriculture programme in the state. Five (5) students were randomly selected per department (4 Depts) per 
level (3 Levels) using their departmental register. Given that there were four departments per school, we then 
have 20 students (5 students x 4 departments) per level. When the selection was done across the three levels (300, 
400 & 500 levels) and the two universities, we have 120 students in all.   

A structured questionnaire was designed to elicit responses on socio-economic characteristics, 
agripreneurial intention, knowledge about various meanings of agripreneurship, profile of perception of learning 
environment, perception of teachers, and mentoring, cognitive variables and academic performance of the 
respondents. Questions related to perception of mentoring, learning environment and perception of teachers were 
ranked variables set on a 5 point likert scale (Strongly agree=4, agree=3, undecided=3, disagree=2 and strongly 
disagree=0).  

For various statistical analyses required in this study, IBM’s SPSS version 23 software (IBM Corporation, 
2015) was used. The first stage of data analysis employed descriptive statistics to derive percentage frequencies 
of responses. All statistical tests were done at a 95% confidence interval.  
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3.3 Analytical Technique  

The logistic regression model, as proposed by Bateman et al. (2002), which assumes the probability of 
respondents’ preference for agripreneurship intention (P) is expressed as;   

   …………. (1). The probability of respondents’ no agripreneurship intention was  
expressed as (1-��).  
�� ranges between zero and one and it is non-linearly related to �� ������	
	����� �
�	
��
. Put succinctly, 
Yes, ������	
	����� �
�	
��
 = 1; No ������	
	����� �
�	
��
 =0    �� is the stimulus index which range 
from minus infinity to plus infinity and it is expressed as:  

 ………………..(2)  
To obtain the value of ��, the likelihood of observing the sample was formed by introducing a dichotomous 
response variable. The explicit logit model is expressed as:   
�� = �0 + �1�1 + �2�2 + �3�3 + �4�4 + ⋯ �12�12 + � ………………………….(3)  
X1 = Gender of respondents (Male=1; Female=2); X2 = Number of Graduates in the Respondents’ family, X3 = 
Age of respondents (number of years); X4 = Students’ perception on mentorship after gaining admission into 
university (scale); X5 = SPOL (scale), X6 = SPOT (scale), X7 = CGPA.  
 
3.4 Apriori Expectations  

One factor, among others, that is expected to act as a push to the students’ agripreneurial interest in Nigeria is 
the exposure to entrepreneurship education early in 100 and 200 levels. However, the impact of this exposure, 
measured by subjective happiness and/or fulfilment, is expected to be contingent on the quality of learning and 
quality of teachers available for the students (Yoo and Kim, 2019: 405-407). According to Sweeney (2004: 1), 
mentoring is regarded as one of the best tools for “reducing stress for novice teachers, orientation to curriculum 
and promoting the creation of better norms of collegiality and collaboration”. This has the potential to enhance 
students’ perception to learn and be guided in their career choice. Okurame (2008: 3-5) posited that mentoring 
helps in the resolution of challenges and predicaments, making it more likely that an individual attains his career 
goals and growth. Therefore, students who are majoring in Agriculture, if well mentored, can be inclined to 
embrace agripreneurship. Furthermore, Umukoro and Okurame (2018: 1-13) found strong reasons to incorporate 
“adaptive mentorship models that cater for contextual factors in entrepreneurship education aimed at enhancing 
specific modules of career adaptability and other important entrepreneurial traits”. This approach has the 
potentials to improve students’ interest in entrepreneurship and the quest to create employment on their own. 
Therefore, mentorship was expected to have a positive effect on the students’ likelihood to become an 
agripreneur. More scholars are positive that the age, gender, number of the graduates in the family, size of the 
family, cumulative grade point average (CGPA) are among other variables that provide positive and statistically 
significant influence on their subjective happiness triggered by entrepreneurial and career intentions (Yoo and 
Kim, 2019: 407; Zhang et al., 2014: 635; Sullivan & Mahalik, 2000: 54-62).    
  
4.0 Results and Discussion  

4.1 Socio-Economic Characteristics of Respondents  

Figure 1 contains the distribution of respondents by gender. The Figure reveals that in OAUSTECH, both male 
and female are 50% apiece, while in AAUA, the male are about 38% and the female are close to 62% of the 
sampled population. Since the sampling was restricted to students in 300, 400 and 500 levels, it is difficult to 
generalize this finding as the reflection of the students’ distribution across the Faculty of Agriculture in the 
concerned universities. However, if the sample is a true representative of the population, it implies that the 
proportion of both male and female in Faculty of Agriculture in OAUSTECH is equal while that of AAUA 
indicates more female than male students are admitted into B.Agricultural Programme.  
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Figure 1: Distribution of Respondents by Gender  

 
Source: Field Survey, 2021  
  
4.2 Distribution of Students by Gender and Agripreneurial Intention 

Figure 2 reveals the distribution of students by Gender and Agripreneurial Intention. The Figure shows that more 
male (51.1%) than female students (48.9%) have agripreneurial intention. This finding is in line with the finding 
of Zhang et al. (2014: 637).  
Figure 2: Distribution of Students by Gender and Agripreneurial Intention  

Source: Field Survey, 2021  
  
4.3 Comparative Distribution of Students by Socio-economic Characteristics 

Table 1 reveals the comparative distribution of respondents by their socio-economic characteristics between 
those who have agripreneurial intentions and those without agripreneurial intentions. The Table also presents the 
equality of variance tests as assessed by Levene's Test for Equality of Variances, and an independent t-test was 
run on the data with a 95% confidence interval (CI) for the mean difference. From the Leven’s test, the null 
hypothesis that “there is no significant difference between the variances” is rejected and the alternative 
hypothesis that there is significant difference between the variances is accepted. Therefore, on the condition that 
the equality of variances was not assumed, the results showed that monthly expenditure of food spent by 
students without agripreneurial intention (N6986.67) was significantly higher than that of students with 
agripreneurial intention (N4906.67) (t(117.92)=-2.40; p-value=0.019).  

Similarly, on the condition that the equality of variances was not assumed, findings revealed that the 
monthly expenditure of food health by students with agripreneurial intention (N2095.45) was significantly 
higher than that of students without agripreneurial intention (N871.43) (t(49.85)=3.52; p-value=0.001).  

In all other variables, the results from Leven’s test shows that the “null hypothesis that there is no 
significant difference between the variances” cannot be rejected because p-value is greater than 0.05. On the 
strength of the results of the t-test equality of means, the differences between the means of other variables listed 
in Table 1 except the monthly expenditure on food and health were not statistically different between those 
students with agripreneurial intention and those without agriprenurial intention.   
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Table 1: Comparative Distribution of Students by Socio-economic Characteristics 
  Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

t-test of Equality of Means 

 N Mean Equality Variances F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Age of respondents Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 25.29 Equal variances 
assumed 

.121 .728 -1.91 118.00 .059 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 26.32 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    -1.90 90.77 .061 

Family size Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 6.00 Equal variances 
assumed 

.019 .891 0.81 118.00 .422 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 5.72 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    0.78 82.36 .440 

Number of 
graduate in the 
family 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 2.56 Equal variances 
assumed 

3.961 .049 0.69 118.00 .490 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 2.35 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    0.66 80.14 .510 

Expenditure on 
food 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 4906.67 Equal variances 
assumed 

18.812 .000 -2.14 118.00 .034 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 6986.67 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    -2.40 117.92 .018 

Expenditure 
transportation 
within University 
Community 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 5571.11 Equal variances 
assumed 

.037 .848 1.48 118.00 .142 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 4448.00 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    1.46 88.75 .148 

Expenditure on 
photocopies and 
printing 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 2993.33 Equal variances 
assumed 

2.327 .130 -0.35 118.00 .725 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 3112.00 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    -0.36 98.22 .720 

Expenditure on 
Religious activities 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

44.00 3031.82 Equal variances 
assumed 

8.545 .004 1.47 109.00 .144 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

67.00 2432.84 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    1.38 71.67 .173 

Transfer & 
Expenditure on 
gifts to others 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

44.00 1338.64 Equal variances 
assumed 

1.335 .251 -0.57 105.00 .573 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

63.00 1506.35 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    -0.57 93.33 .572 

Monthly 
expenditure on 
accommodation 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

44.00 2041.36 Equal variances 
assumed 

4.637 .034 0.19 105.00 .850 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

63.00 1982.54 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    0.20 103.54 .844 

Monthly 
expenditure on 
health 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

44.00 2095.45 Equal variances 
assumed 

30.060 .000 4.07 105.00 .000 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

63.00 871.43 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    3.52 49.85 .001 

Monthly stipends Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 7031.11 Equal variances 
assumed 

2.127 .147 -1.72 118.00 .087 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 8640.00 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    -1.84 110.22 .069 

O_LEVEL_SCOR
E 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 13.33 Equal variances 
assumed 

2.623 .108 1.09 118.00 .276 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 12.88 Equal variances not 
assumed 

    1.13 102.62 .260 

Monthly 
Expenditure 

Agripreneuria
l Intention 

45.00 26740.4
4 

Equal variances 
assumed 

7.088 .009 -0.29 118.00 .769 

No 
Agripreneuria
l Intention 

75.00 27582.6
7 

Equal variances not 
assumed 

    -0.31 110.26 .755 

Source: Field Survey, 2021  
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4.4 Profile and Respondents’ Perception on Mentorship   

Table 3 shows the Profile and Respondents’ Perception on Mentorship. In accordance with the interpretation 
given in the literature by McAleer and Roff (2001), the mean score (MS) obtained on each of the subscales 
(SPOL, SPOT and Mentorship) for all respondents was interpreted as follows: when MS ≤ 2.0, it is an indication 
of problem that needs to be urgently addressed; when 2.0< MS < 3.5, respondents are more positive than 
negative. However, it is a pointer to the fact that such condition needs to be improved; however, when MS ≥ 3.5, 
it is a reflection of factual positive opinions.  

The Mean Score for SPOL, SPOT and Mentorship were found to be between 2.68 and 3.01. This implies 
that although students are more positive than negative about the quality of learning, quality of their teachers’ 
impact and the impact of their mentors however, despite that, there is a need for improvement.  

In SPOL, SPOT and Mentorship subscales, the results from Leven’s test indicate that the null hypothesis 
that there is no significant difference between the variances cannot be rejected because p-value is greater than 
0.05. On this premise, the results of the t-test equality of means are indication that the differences between the 
means scores for SPOL, SPOT and Mentorship for students with agripreneurial intention were not statistically 
different from those without agriprenurial intention.   
Table 3: Profile and Respondents’ Perception on Mentorship   
  Mean  Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

SPOL AI 2.850 Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 

2.21 .139 -1.89 118 .060 
NIA 3.031   -1.811 79.7 .074 

SPOT AI 2.681 Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 

2.15 .144 -1.618 118 .108 
NIA 2.779   -1.651 98.7 .102 

Mentorship AI 3.036 Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 

.192 .662 0.693 118 0.489 
NIA 2.960   .696 93.968 .488 

Source: Field Survey, 2021:  
(AI = Agripreneurial Intention; and NIA = No Agripreneurial Intention) 
 

4.5 Distributions of Respondents by the Status of their Main Mentors/Influencers in Agripreneurial 

Intentions   

Table 4 presents the distribution of respondents by the status of their mentors/influencers in Agripreneurship 
development. About 33% of the students were mentored mainly by freelancers outside academic facility while 
about 31% of the students were influenced mainly by the views of their colleagues. It is surprising that only 
about 11% of the students were influenced on agripreneurship by their lecturers. This result does not agree with 
the findings of Iwu et al. (2016: 170) where most of the students investigated strongly agreed that lecturers and 
professors’ views in South African Universities largely influenced their entrepreneurial intentions. The 
difference in the findings may not be unconnected to the weakness of adaptive mentorship models in 
entrepreneurship education in Nigerian tertiary education system. Teachers are supposed to be involved in the 
mentoring of their students.  
Table 4: Distributions of Respondents by the Status of their Main Mentors/Influencers in Agripreneurial 
Intentions   

S/N  Categories of Agripreneurial Mentors/Influencers   Percentage  

1  Lecturers in your School  11.11  

2  Parents  22.22  

3  Freelancers outside academic facility  33.33  

4  Views of Colleagues  31.11  

Source: Field Survey, 2021  
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4.6 Student’ Perception on Factors Influencing the Development of Agripreneurship in Nigeria.  
Table 5 shows the students’ level of agreement on the factors influencing the development of agripreneurship in 
Nigeria. It shows the students’ percentage of agreement to different questions asked to ascertain their perceptions 
of factors influencing the development of agripreneurship in Nigeria. The perception of students is that “the 
attributes of potential Agripreneurs (48%)”, “Off school and informal capacity building system” (46%)”, “The 
economic conditions (level of inflation, tax system, state of economy, etc.) (43%)”, and “positive climate for 
innovation in businesses and institutions, easy access to resources (41%)” are the most important factors 
influencing the development of agripreneurship in Nigeria. However, students’ perception on mentorship role in 
the development of entrepreneurship is 38%. These findings are similar to those of Zhang et al. (2014: 637), 
Solesvik et al. (2014: 54-62), and Iwu et al. (2016: 170-178) which harped on the importance of education and 
attributes of potential agripreneurs to their interest in entrepreneurial intention.   
Table 5: Student’ Perception on Factors Influencing the Development of Agripreneurship in Nigeria.  
S/N  Statements  Percentage of 

agreement  
1  The attributes of potential Agripreneurs  47.92  
2  Structure of the Economy and Government Policy  35.94  
3  The economic conditions (level of inflation, tax system, state of economy, etc.)  43.79  
4  Off school and informal capacity building system  46.19  
5  A positive climate for innovation in businesses and institutions, easy access to 

resources, etc.  
41.11  

6  The educational system (relevance of the available courses, reward for creativity), 
and mentorship and other system of support  

37.66  

Source: Field Survey, 2021.  
 
4.7 Regression Model showing the Factors Influencing Students’Agripreneurial Intention  

Table 6 reveals the regression model of the factors influencing students’ agripreneurial intention. The results 
showed that number of graduates in the family (b=-0.370, s.e=0.167, p = 0.026) and mentorship (b=-0.981, 
s.e=0.332, p = 0.003) are negative and significant predictors of the likelihood of students having agripreneurial 
intention. The odd ratios were indications that as the number of graduates in the family increased, it declined the 
odds of a student having agripreneurial intention by a factor of 0.691. Therefore, the result showed that the less 
the number of graduates in a family, the more a student was likely to be inclined towards having agripreneurial 
intention.   

In similar manner, the results showed that mentorship (b=-0.981, s.e=0.332, p = 0.003) are negative and 
significant predictors of the likelihood of students having agripreneurial intention. as students expressed stronger 
positive opinion about mentorship, it declined the odds of a student having agripreneurial intention by a factor of 
0.375. Therefore, the result showed that the less opinion expressed by a student on mentorship, the more a 
student was likely going to be inclined towards having agripreneurial intention.   

Age (b=0.317, s.e=0.100, p = 0.02), Students’ Perception of Learning (SPOL) (b=0.184, s.e=0.036, p = 
0.001) and Students’ Perception of Learning (SPOT) and (b=0.048, s.e=0.018, p = 0.004) are positive and 
significant predictors of students inclination towards having agripreneurial intentions. The odd ratios indicated 
that a unit increase in age, SPOL and SPOT increased the odds of a student having agripreneurial intention by a 
factor of 1.372, 1.202, and 1.050 accordingly. In other words, there was a predicted increase of 31.7%, 18.4%, 
and 4.8% in the log odds of a student having agripreneurial intention as a result of a unit increase in age, 
students’ perception of learning  

(SPOL) and Students’ Perception of Learning (SPOT) in that order. The implication of this is that an older 
student and a student who expressed stronger positive opinion about learning (SPOL) and teachers’ impact 
(SPOT) was likely going to have agripreneurial intention.  
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Table 6: Regression Model showing the Factors Influencing Students’Agripreneurial Intention  
Parameter  B  Std.  

Error  
95% Wald  
Confidence  
Interval  

Hypothesis Test    Exp(B)  

Lower  Upper  Wald ChiSquare  df  Sig.  
(Intercept)  -0.718  0.151  -14.077  -0.159  9.805  1.000  0.002  0.488  
[gender=1.00]  -0.353  0.483  -1.299  0.593  0.535  1.000  0.465  0.703  
No of Grad in the Family  -0.370  0.167  -0.697  -0.043  4.932  1.000  0.026  0.691  
Age  0.317  0.100  0.120  0.513  9.958  1.000  0.002  1.372  
Mentorship  -0.981  0.332  -3.220  -0.742  9.823  1.000  0.003  0.375  
SPOL  0.184  0.036  0.742  3.625  8.814  1.000  0.001  1.202  
SPOT  0.048  0.018  -0.473  2.570  1.824  1.000  0.004  1.050  
CGPA  -0.381  0.4199  -1.204  0.442  0.822  1.000  0.365  0.683  
Source: Field Survey, 2021.  
  
4.8 Discussion  

This study revealed that more male students than female had agripreneurial intentions. This is in line with the 
findings of Harris and Jenkins (2006: 1-5). In the literature, men are always willing to take risks and explore new 
opportunities than women. Since agripreneurship is about innovativeness and risk taking with a view to creating 
new products and/or services along agricultural value chains (Omodanisi, Egwakhe, and Ajike, 2020: 65-74), it 
explains why more male students are inclined to having agriprenerial intention than their female counterparts. 
Except on monthly expenditure on food; and health, the differences in the means of the socio-economic 
characteristics between those with and without agripreneurial intentions were not statistically significant. It 
suggested that that both groups were confronted by the same socio-economic challenges. The study revealed that 
the average monthly allowances received by students were N8036.67 whereas their average monthly expenses 
were N27266.83 giving a deficit of N19,230.16 (debt or transfer or gifts). Experts have found that debt impaired 
students learning and the choice of career they make (Sieg and Wang, 2018: 145; and Kenny, 2010: 45-48). 
Despite this huge monthly debt incurred by students, the average monthly amount spent on food was found to be 
ridiculously low [N6206.67 ($0.542/day)]. It echoes the position of Ukegbu et al. (2019: 271-281) and Etim et 
al., (2017) that food insecurity is very high among undergraduates in Nigeria. In the literature, food insecurity 
was significantly associated with monthly stipend received by the students, cost of food, and sources of income. 
Hunger and food insecurity affect students’ learning process (Deeds, 2015; and Afridi et al., 2019: 353-395). The 
mental stress arising from these, to a large extent, limits students’ self – efficacy and business skills cognitive 
functions (Cibrian-Llanderal et al., 2018: 11), which also affects students’ entrepreneurial intentions (Molaei et 
al., 2014: 140-162). Furthermore, perceptions of students with and without agripreneurial intentions about their 
quality of learning (SPOL), teachers’ impact (SPOT) and mentorship are not statistically different between the 
two groups. Despite more positive perceptions than negative perceptions, the mean score indicated that there is 
need to improve the Faculty of Agriculture in both institutions in the area of SPOL, SPOT and mentoring skills 
of teachers. Quality learning and teaching of entrepreneurship is a precursor to agripreneurship development 
(Boldureanu et al.,2020: 1267; and Diegoli, & Gutierrez, 2018: 1-11). The negative impact of mentorship tells a 
lot about the source of mentoring. The result in this study negates the finding of Iwu et al., (2016: 170-178) 
where teachers are major influencers of students’ entrepreneurial intentions. In this study, the two major factors 
influencing agripreneurship development in Nigeria in the perspective of students are: the attributes of potential 
Agripreneurs (48%), and the off school and informal capacity building system (46%). However, students’ low 
perception of the contribution of educational system and associated support system agripreneurship development 
in Nigeria is an evidence of deteriorating academic motivation which has not only affected agripreneurship 
development but professional development (Lee, 2018: 279-281). It suggests needs for tremendous improvement 
in the following areas: the educational system, economic conditions, and structure of the economy & government 
policy to take more prominent roles in agripreneurship development in Nigeria. This study also found that 
number of graduates in the family and mentorship reduced a student’s likelihood to have agripreneurial intention. 
One is surprised that despite the poor economic situation in the country, many are still not willing to become 
entrepreneur due to difficult and highly risky business environment. In most cases, the older graduates offer 
discouraging advice on agripreneurship. As students grows older, they gain experience and become more mature 
to take responsibilities for their actions and inactions. Therefore, decisions taken by older students are likely 
going to be from the informed point of view. SPOL and SPOT have positive and significant influence on 
agripreneurial decision of students. This finding agrees with that of Moraes, Iizuka, & Pedro (2018: 226-248), 
who found that students’ entrepreneurial intention was being influenced by, among other factors, educational and 
concept development supports. This suggests that as students are exposed to quality learning and quality 
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teaching, their development and their decision making process especially as it relates job satisfaction and 
happiness are enhanced. Interventions that improve the quality of learning and teaching will motivate students 
towards having agripreneurial intentions.   
  
5.0 Conclusion  

This study examined the agripreneurial intentions among Agricultural students of state owned institutions in 
Ondo State owned tertiary institutions. In the opinions of the students their agripreneurship interests were largely 
influenced by freelancers and their colleagues. The place of their teacher was missing among their mentors. The 
study also found that both quality of learning and quality of teachers have positive and statistically significant 
but very weak effect on students’ likelihood to have agripreneurial intention. On the other hand, increase in the 
scores of students’ perception of mentorship declined their likelihood to have agripreneurial intention. Evidence 
from the study showed that poverty and hunger were highly pronounced among the students, who receive little 
monthly allowances and feed on less than $1/day. This is a disincentive to learning and thus, it should be 
addressed with appropriate policy strategy. In clear terms, improving quality of learning and university teachers’ 
impact in the area of providing motivations to arouse students’ interests in agripreneurship is an appropriate 
strategy to reduce youth unemployment, tackle hunger and poverty among the youths in Nigeria. In this way, the 
over-bloated Nigerian labour market can be drastically reduced. 
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