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Abstract 

Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to evaluate the facilitating factors that lead 

towards innovation through the management of corporate incubation process. 

Design/methodology/approach: This research was conducted through utilising the 

multiple case study research design. The interviews were semi structured (Skype and in 

person) with multinational companies having corporate incubators. Number of 

interviews conducted were 13 in 6 companies out of 12 companies contacted. 

Theoretical framework: The theoretical framework firstly encompasses corporate 

incubation process literature that relates it to innovation, followed by the description of 

the business incubation process and corporate incubation process and comparison 

between both. Lastly, the facilitating factors that are identified from theory related to 

general business incubation process by (Patton et al. 2009) are identified for 

investigation on corporate incubation process. Afterwards the proposed drivers related 

to each facilitating factor and literature associated with themare elaborated in order to 

thoroughly explain the identified facilitating factors’ impact on corporate incubation 

process. 

Findings: From the findings, innovation can be considered as the outcome of corporate 

incubation process. The results showed that the factors: a quality ‘pipeline’, picking the 

winners, developing commercialisation skills in new tenant/client companies’ team, 

monitoring and evaluating progress, creating synergies within the internal support 

network, building and maintaining an effective external support network, access to 

appropriate funding streams and managed exit are the facilitating factors for the 

management of corporate incubation process. The drivers proposed in the existing study 

are proven to be useful in order to explain the impact of these facilitating factors on 

corporate incubation process. Furthermore, it is found that out of these eight facilitating 

factors, having a quality pipeline is the most important factor that should be developed 

and improved, in order to make the corporate incubation process more efficient. 

Managerial implications: For managers of multinational firms, it is recommended that 

they should utilise the corporate incubation process in order to contribute towards 

organisational innovation. However, the purpose of bringing innovation should be 

aligned with the long term objectives of the firm. Furthermore, they should concentrate 

on developing a quality pipeline of ideas in the initial phase of the process, since it will 

reduce the chances of failure of projects at a later stage of the corporate incubation 

process. 
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Limitations: Small sample size without adequately diverse geographical spread. 

Since,the study is conducted on the basis of interviews of 6 multinational firms having 

corporate incubators, and out of which majority were from Northern European 

countries.  

Originality/value: This paper is one of the first to analyse the facilitating factors 

leading towards innovation exclusively for corporate incubation process by interviewing 

those multinational firms which are currently following the process. 

Keywords: Corporate incubation, business incubation, innovation, technology 

development. 
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1.Introduction 
If you always do what you always did, you'll always get what you always got. [Albert Einstein] 

In this introductory chapter, the background and the motivation to research about 

corporate incubation for multinational organisations are discussed. This is followed by 

a concise critical review of the previous research developed on the subject of corporate 

incubation and its configuration, while identifying a research gap and eventually 

leading to the purpose of the study and research questions. The chapter finally 

concludes with delimitations of the research and thesis outline. 

1.1 Background 

Many Multinational Companies (MNCs) have in the recent past integrated corporate 

incubation in their businesses. This has been to increase the number of strategies being 

engaged in to accelerate innovation (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Moncada-Paternò-Castello 

et al. 1999; Bakhru, 2014; Northwestern University, 2016). Strategies have also been 

implemented in order to recognise and explore new economic opportunities (Markides, 

1997; Stringer, 2000; Eshun, 2009; Schlegelmilch et al. 2003). Corporate incubator, as 

explained by Gassmann and Becker (2006a), is a unit in a corporation that has 

specialised in enhancing a company’s technological development by hatching new 

businesses with either external or internal start-ups. MNCs engage in having corporate 

incubators for various reasons, such as to reduce the barriers of innovation related to 

business models or to build their reputation, investments or even their entrepreneurial 

mindset. All this has been done by companies to maintain their competitiveness in their 

businesses (Roessler and Velamuri, 2015; Howard, 2015). 

Incubators were introduced in the corporate world for growth which is partly driven by 

the innovation (Lalkaka, 2002; Gassmann and Becker, 2006b; Weiblen and 

Chesbrough, 2015). Companies have shifted their focus from efficiency to innovation in 

order to have competitive advantage over other firms (Kanter, 1985). Different forms of 

innovation have been the focus of improvement by many firms (Utterback, 1994; Jensen 

et al., 2007). However, various barriers to adopt them exist which originate from 

increase in digital technology usage, globalization and the shift in behaviours and 

expectations of customers (Pyne, 2015).  Firms have to use their available tangible and 

intangible resources as described by Penrose (1959), through creativeness, to produce 

outcomes that are of high quality and difficult to imitate (Hargadon and Sutton, 1999). 

Taking the definition most common to product and services, innovation can be defined 
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as a change created in a product or service range which a company takes to market (Han 

et al., 1998; Johnson, 2001). 

This concept of incubation streams from the practise of business incubation, a 

phenomenon which has been in existence for more than 50 years now (Smilor and Gill, 

1986; Brown, 2000; Monkman, 2010). Business incubation has been described by 

Voisey et al. (2006) as the support of the growth of small, new and young business 

ventures through a range of business development processes. It involves giving the 

necessary aid to start-ups to help them survive and grow during the early stage of their 

existence which is full of uncertainty (Cornelius and Bhabra-Remedios, 2003). Various 

types of business incubation have been described to fit the many that exist. Grimaldi 

and Grandi (2005) describe the four types as Business Innovation Centres (BICs), 

University Business Incubators (UBIs), Independent Private Incubators (IPIs), and 

Corporate Private Incubators (CPIs).These have been tools adopted by local 

development agencies, government and other public institutions to reduce probability of 

failure and to accelerate the business creation process (Aernoudt, 2004; Grimaldi and 

Grandi, 2005; Amezcua, 2010). 

The concept of corporate incubation is a phenomenon currently being used by 

companies as a perfect source of building innovative ideas. It is an initiative which has 

recently been integrated in research and development as a new way of hatching new 

ideas through providing support and resources for the development of new businesses to 

be used internally or externally. The proposed project can be presented by external start-

ups or internal intrapreneurs with a potential idea or technology (Simoudis, 2014). 

MNCs are big corporations that have a history to protect by staying competitive in the 

short term through exploiting current business lines and innovation. Moreover, they do 

not flexibly test various ideas that they may want to develop. In this way,long term 

competitiveness is hardly achieved. This, therefore, has made MNCs especially those 

that are technology-intensive to integrate corporate incubators as a way of increasing 

corporate entrepreneurship and advance innovation (Hornsby et al. 1993; Ford et al. 

2010). Corporate incubators are incorporated in companies as a control method of 

investing various ideas, experimenting on them and developing them without the fear of 

affecting the other parts of their business. This makes it easy for the MNCs to be more 

innovative, gain more competitive advantage and continue on the path of growth 

(Gassmann and Becker, 2006b; Howard, 2015). 
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Since the introduction of corporate incubators, many organisations have been attracted 

to the enormous results that it has shown and over 500 companies have since engaged in 

it (Bakhru, 2014). As the market is moving very fast and companies’ need of innovation 

is increasing especially for the technology dependent firms, this has been a tool of 

incorporating entrepreneurship in the organisation as a way of becoming more 

innovative. Most MNCs such as Nike, Google, Microsoft, Samsung, Coca Cola, 

Barclays, and Disney are some of the many companies that have started using 

incubators in the recent past (Simoudis, 2014; Howard 2015). However, when 

companies target unfamiliar environment, possibly trying to expand into adjacent 

markets (e.g. Nike Digital Sport) or create new ones (e.g. Google Glass), the concluding 

step in their incubation process is often best described as launch-and-pray. Since, 

lessons about overlooked customer requirements, needed improvements in product 

design and performance are learned only slowly, with costly consequences for market 

share, profitability and satisfaction (Kornel, 2014). 

The importance of corporate incubators cannot be underestimated as they benefit the 

company in various ways. Companies having these incubators have the privilege to 

easily pick on various projects to test and integrate in their existing businesses and as a 

result strengthen their brands. The exposure to continuous innovation helps to foretell 

the future of their market and hence be ready to meet the ever-changing market needs. 

This only becomes possible because of the flexibility it gives to companies to ‘fail fast’ 

with less impact on the existing business and quickly learn and get back on track with 

minimal capital expenditure. Organisations can now view incubators as an insurance 

policy. It gives cushion to the company with regards to change in the market that can be 

experienced in future. This makes firms to be bold enough to develop new businesses 

quickly (Barbero et al. 2012; Howard, 2015). 

Additionally, there are also several benefits for the intrapreneurs (employees with ideas) 

working on projects within corporate incubators. These benefits include the availability 

of large financial assistance often without too much intrusion and involvement at the 

early stage, leveraging of the parent company’s resources and technology, support from 

experienced professionals, utilisation of regulatory, legal and scientific expertise of the 

parent company moreover, chances of expansion of network to facilitate further 

investment and market growth (Howard, 2015). The corporate incubator also provides a 

‘failsafe’ environment where intrapreneurs can be more free to explore innovative ideas 

which may seem to be too bizarre in the beginning though matching with the core 
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business. The disadvantage they may face is that they can get entangled in the 

bureaucracies of the large company and may not fully function to realise their main 

goal, since they have to be split between the politics of the larger corporation and their 

own aim (Kornel, 2014). 

Corporate incubators are designed to help the sponsor build a portfolio of long-term 

product options, develop offshoots to existing products and generate innovative ideas 

that can help the sponsor grow its profits (Bakhru, 2014; Weiblen and Chesbrough, 

2015).Various companies manage their incubators differently and have objectives that 

each management sets to direct them to the desired outcomes. They may aim to boost 

their core business and retain employees or may intend to spin off businesses. Studies 

done on corporate incubators show that only 20-40 percent of the research is 

incorporated with the company’s product portfolio, the remaining percentage is either 

sold or licensed.  This may not be the result in most cases as some remain unmanaged 

and eventually wasted (Harter et al. 2000). Though incubators are flowered with so 

many advantages, if not well managed they can be poor conduits for innovation. Some 

of the key elements that need to be managed by organisations are; clearly defining 

goals, incorporating the right personnel, clearly defined strategy, corporate level support 

and direction and finally infrastructure (Swierczek, 1992; Eshun, 2009; Quon-Lee, 

2016). This now gives a lead to the reason why corporate incubation is an interesting 

study to delve into for more details to be unveiled. 

1.2 Problem discussion 

Distinction among different types of business incubators is primarily done by 

classifying them as either for-profit or non-profit incubators. Corporate incubators have 

been identified as one of the for-profit incubators, mainly used as strategic tools for 

business and technology development for their parent corporations (Gassmann and 

Becker, 2006a; Gassmann and Becker, 2006b). Although the research on business 

incubation started in 1980’s, there is relatively less research specifically directed 

towards  corporate incubators as the phenomenon of corporate incubation is relatively 

new (Hackett and Dilts, 2004; Gassman and Becker, 2006b). The main reason for this, 

as identified by SemihAkçomak (2009), is the gradual evolution of the incubation 

concept from simple tool for economic development into a high tech, sector-specific 

and profit-oriented tool for promoting entrepreneurship and innovation, as shown in 

figure 1. 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com.proxy.lnu.se/doi/full/10.1108/14601061011060139
http://www.emeraldinsight.com.proxy.lnu.se/doi/full/10.1108/14601061011060139
http://www.emeraldinsight.com.proxy.lnu.se/doi/full/10.1108/14601061011060139
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Figure 1: Typology and evolution of incubators by SemihAkçomak (2009) 

Although corporate incubation has been responsible for corporate research and 

development, there is little known about the outcome of the corporation incubation 

process. Innovation is considered important for the companies that are enhancing their 

competitive base. In the field of international business and management, in order to 

create value, to develop and sustain competitive advantage, innovation is considered 

strategically important for multinational organisations(Franko, 1989; Hitt et al., 1996; 

Baumol, 2002). Various authors have defined general business incubators as a means to 

promote innovation. Lalkaka (2002) presented different measures to promote an 

innovation-based economy. One such measure is the development of business 

incubators to nurture new ventures by providing them with focused counselling, shared 

offices, smart workplace and facilitation services. Albadvi and Saremi (2006) described 

the establishment of business incubators as an option globally applied for helping 

innovations in the product or process technologies grow and sustain their survival in the 

business world. Aerts et al. (2007), while describing the screening practices of European 

business incubators, suggested that in order to boost the innovation level and to become 

the most competitive economy, the European Union should focus on understanding 

business incubators and come up with a policy that encourages both start-ups and 

incubators.  

However, the role of corporate incubators towards innovation is not as clear in theory as 

it is for business incubators. Hence, this research intends to fill this theoretical gap by 

taking innovation as an outcome of the corporate incubation process, since the 

expectations regarding outcomes of corporate incubators should not be exclusively 
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financial nor should they be focusing on short term benefits, as the real potential of a 

graduated project is realised only many years after its development. Furthermore, 

Corporate incubator business model must be created with a long term vision, by 

aligning a particular competitive advantage with a specific strategic objective (Zedtwitz, 

2003). 

In order to understand corporate incubation, few studies have been done on the topic 

based on its configuration and theory-building literature.  Gassman and Becker (2006c), 

through a study on 25 corporate incubators of US and Europe, presented four types of 

corporate incubators by taking into consideration their source and type of technology: 

fast-profit incubators, leveraging incubators, market incubators and in-sourcing 

incubators. Furthermore, on the basis of knowledge-based view, four modes of 

specifically tacit knowledge are recognised according to different types of corporate 

incubators: entrepreneurial knowledge, organisational knowledge, technological 

knowledge and complementary market knowledge (Gassman and Becker, 2006b).  In 

relation with the resource-based view, emphasis is given on initial allocation of 

resources to the corporate incubators during their early set-up. Moreover, constant 

resource flow to and from the technology venture along with assurance of stability 

through senior management is considered vital as well (Gassman and Becker, 2006a). 

Network theory on corporate incubators, implemented by Hansen et al. (2000), 

indicated the critical role of networks that adds value to the incubation process through 

scalability of networking benefits which include vital strategic partnerships, recruitment 

of highly talented people, and guidance from outside experts. 

All these perspectives on corporate incubators are based on their configurations and 

contexts. However, they do not provide theoretical driven explanation of the factors that 

contribute towardsthe management of corporate incubation process. Even though 

various studies have focused on finding these factors for general business incubation 

process, no research has elaborated on the significance of these factors specifically for 

corporate incubators. Research by Campbell et al. (1985) was the first to emphasize on 

the provision of some factors that add value to basic incubation process. These 

intangible factors include diagnosis of businessneeds, support regarding business 

planning, provision of capital investment and access to expert networks. However, there 

are some drawbacks of this research, which include avoidance of the possibility of 

failure of incubatees, and inclusion of the factors affecting private incubators only 

(Seruga and Pascucci, 2012). Smilor (1987) and Hisrich (1988) are the ones that 
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devoted their efforts towards developing a framework for incubator-incubation concept 

after Campbell et al. (1985), yet their studies’ major drawback was exclusion of factors 

related to internal incubation process. 

Patton et al. (2009) continued the research work of Campbell et al. (1985) and 

confirmed the implications of the four factors introduced by them. Furthermore in their 

study,they recognised the timing of implementation of these factors as a vital 

component and presented thosecrucial factors that underpin high-tech business 

incubation process i.e. a quality pipeline, picking winners, developing 

commercialisation skills in new business teams, monitoring and evaluating progress, 

creating synergies within the internal support network, building and maintaining an 

effective external support network, access to appropriate funding streams, and managed 

exit. Through these factors, they recognised the key process and management practices 

which develop value for university incubators and encouraged analysis of these factors’ 

implications for other types of business incubators since,according to Siegal et al. 

(2003), deeper understanding of the performance of different types of incubators can 

prove evident for adding value, especially for policy makers and practitioners. Hence, 

this study targets to fill this theoretical gap for the emerging phenomenon of corporate 

incubators, as they are the least explored incubator type (Hackett and Dilts, 2004; 

Gassman and Becker, 2006b). Moreover, there are no existing studies that have 

explored these factors’ significance explicitly directed towards corporate incubators. 

1.2.1 Research questions 

In order to tackle the problem outlined above, one main research question followed by 

two sub questions are proposed which have guided the overall research: 

Research question: How does corporate incubation process support innovation? 

Sub question 1: What facilitating factors contribute towards the management of 

corporate incubation process? 

Sub question 2: How do these facilitating factors impact the corporate incubation 

process? 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this research is to evaluate those facilitating factors that contribute 

towards the management of corporate incubation process. They will be useful for 

multinational corporations that want to set up a corporate incubator to promote 

technology development and innovation. It will explore the key processes and 

management practices that can add value to the corporate incubation process. 
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Furthermore, it aims to assess how this process can be a way of facilitating and 

supporting innovation within multinational organisations. The study has included six 

large corporations that have been successful in building and sustaining corporate 

incubators, in order to elaborate on the significance of the factors found in theory to 

enhance the corporate incubation process which contributes to increase in organisational 

innovation in return. 

1.4 Delimitations 

The existing study does not include small and medium enterprises (SMEs) as SMEs that 

indulge in incubation are considered as independent private incubators and don’t fall in 

corporate incubator category (Gassman and Becker, 2006b). Also, since in the corporate 

incubation process, SMEs are utilised as external networks that can help the corporate 

incubators in finding external support, expertise, and technologies to help the teams 

working on products in corporate incubators. Moreover, SME’s can also be the target of 

incubation in corporate incubators for enabling them to develop and nurture their 

products and launch them in partnership with incubators’ parent companies (Ford et al. 

2010).  

Furthermore, the variables that are chosen for study (i.e. a quality pipeline, picking 

winners, developing commercialisation skills in new business teams, monitoring and 

evaluating progress, creating synergies within the internal support network, building 

and maintaining an effective external support network, access to appropriate funding 

streams, and managed exit) are from the research by Patton et al. (2009) that was 

conducted on a general business incubator and also encourages to explore the 

significance of these facilitating factors on other types of incubators. Although 

Campbell et al. (1985) was the first study to find the factors that add value to basic 

incubation process, the existing research aims to utilise the facilitating  factors found in 

the work of Patton et al. (2009) to explore their implications specifically on corporate 

incubation process. Since Patton et al. (2009) build up on Campbell et al. (1985), 

consider the importance of deployment timing of the factors introduced by them and 

finally present some additional factors that contribute towards the improvement of 

incubation process. 
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1.5 Thesis Outline 

This thesis consists of eight (8) chapters and their contents are described below: 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 1: Consists of the 

background of the study and 

states the main purpose of the 

thesis 

 

 

Chapter 2: This chapter 

highlights the theories that relate 

to the topic as well as content of 

the study. 

 

 

Chapter 3:  In this chapter, the 

literature review is transformed 

into a conceptual framework 

 

 

Chapter 4:  This part discusses 

the justification of the research 

approach and methods chosen. It 

also will give validity of the 

quality of the report. 

 

 

Chapter 5: Presentation of 

empirical data collected 

 

 

Chapter 6: Empirical data is 

analysed using the framework 

developed in chapter 3. 

 

 

 

Chapter 7: Conclusions are 

drawn from chapter 6 ,  research 

questions are answered and 

major contributions of the study 

are presented 

 

Chapter 8: Managerial 

implications, limitations and 

suggestions for future research 

are discussed  

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: Literature 
review 

Chapter 3: Conceptual 
Framework

Chaper 4: 
Methodology

Chapter 5: Findings & 
Results

Chapter 6: Analysis & 
Discussion

Chapter 7: Conclusions 
and Contributions

Chapter 8: Reflections



  
 

15 

2. Literature Review 
In this chapter, firstly the literature on corporate incubation process that relates it to 

innovation is presented, followed by the description of the business incubation process 

and corporate incubation process and comparison between both. Lastly, the facilitating 

factors that are identified from theory related to general business incubators for 

exploration of their impact on corporate incubators are elaborated, along with the 

proposed drivers related to each facilitating factor and literature associated with them. 

This is done in order to explain how the identified facilitating factors have an impact on 

corporate incubation process. 

2.1 Innovation 

A great deal of success of organisations comes from innovation (Bessant&Tidd, 2009). 

Innovation has been defined as “the process of creating something new that has 

significant value to an individual, a group, an organisation, an industry, or a society. 

Innovation is how a firm or an individual makes money from creativity” (Higgins, 

1995).  It has been considered important for firms especially that are multinationals and 

find themselves constantly competing in a global environment (Harris, 2003). 

According to Townsend et al. (2008), a recent global study showed that 93% of senior 

business executives view innovation as a top strategic priority, because of today’s 

highly globalized economy and rise in need of technology development. As such, in 

order to be competitive, top executives are in favor of continuous as opposed to ad hoc 

innovation, followed by the development of tools and strategies that are essential for 

managing innovation. 

Corporate incubators have recently emerged as an important means to contribute 

towards innovation on organisational level. Peters et al. (2004) describe the important 

role of incubator as an intermediary or mediator between incubatees and relevant 

innovation systems and categorized the innovation systems into two types i.e. regional 

and technological innovation systems.Niammuad (2014) focused on the importance of 

incubation resources i.e. market network relations, training resources, proposed 

customer database and business or legal adviceand concluded that better incubation 

resources will ultimately lead to new product development and promote innovation 

within organisations. Additionally, Roessler (2015) elaborated the usage of corporate 

incubation for fostering innovation. Since one of the reasons corporate incubators get 

evolved in corporate incubation is to tackle the inherited barriers of business model 

innovation. 



  
 

16 

Moreover, there exists a considerable overlap between the terms innovation and 

entrepreneurship on organisational level. Innovation is described as a specific mean to 

contribute towards entrepreneurship that enables entrepreneurs to utilise change as an 

opportunity for developing a different business or service (Schumpeter, 1934; Kanungo, 

1999; Drucker, 1994). Consequently, since Burns (2008) defined corporate 

entrepreneurship as “entrepreneurial behavior in an established, larger organisation. The 

objective of which is simple - to gain competitive advantage by encouraging innovation 

at all levels in the organisation – corporate, division, business unit, functional or project 

team levels”. According to Herbig et al. (1994), “Innovation requires three basic 

components: the infrastructure; the capital; and the entrepreneurial capacity needed to 

make the first two work”. Furthermore, innovation has to cater market needs and utilise 

entrepreneurship to achieve its commercial success objectives (Zhao, 2001). 

Corporate incubation also helps organisations to sustain corporate entrepreneurship. As, 

Hernández-Gantes (1996), studied incubation on organisational level and considered 

incubators with an environment where entrepreneurs are nurtured and given 

opportunities to further develop their entrepreneurial skills as a proper mean to collect 

rich insights regarding entrepreneurship. As such, entrepreneurial vision was described 

as one of the important characteristics to be acquired by both entrepreneur and incubator 

managers. Furthermore, according to Carayannis& Von Zedtwitz (2005), entrepreneurs 

in an organisation might have strong technological skills and hold a good business 

vision. However, they usually require development of organisational, management and 

legal skills, which corporate incubators fulfill by providing professional services such as 

legal advice for incorporation, assistance regarding taxation and accounting issues, and 

formation of structures for ownership and employee option plan. Conclusively, it is 

stated that corporate incubation is an instrument of supporting entrepreneurship (Dee et 

al. 2011; Hackett and Dilts, 2004) which in turn has been identified as a mean to drive 

organisational innovation (Carayannis and Von Zedtwitz, 2005). 

After the theoretical background related to corporate incubation with innovation, it is 

essential to find out the process that is behind the creation of organisational innovation. 

For this purpose, the relationship between incubation and innovation processes is 

detailed ahead. Later, the study takes a closer look at the two incubation processes 

starting from a general point of view which is the business incubation process to a more 

specific process which is of interest to this study, the corporate incubation process and 

also provides a comparison between both. 
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2.2 The Incubation Process 

The incubation process is an important aspect when it comes to business incubation. 

This is mainly because its management leads to outcomes that may result in success or 

failure (Rothaermel and Thursby, 2005). Therefore, it is important to understand the 

process in order to get maximum benefit from it (Voisey et al., 2006). Business 

incubators offer services that add value to the firm throughout the process of incubation. 

Some of the services offered are professional and management assistance, networking, 

physical office space, co-location of businesses and shared services  (Hackett and Dilts 

2004; Peters et al., 2004). The process is an important aspect in this research because its 

results finally translate to an important outcome which is innovation. 

There is a close relation that is built between incubation process and innovation process. 

In this paper understanding the difference between the two processes will guide us to 

what the aim of the study is. An innovation process can be described as a process in 

which change, new to an organisation and relevant to environment is adopted (Knight, 

1967).  Incubation process is a process which links technology, capital and know-how 

to incorporate entrepreneurial talent so as to have increased formation of new 

companies as well as hasten exploration of technology (Grimaldi and Grandi, 2005). In 

summary, incubation process implements the change that the innovation process centers 

on. This simply shows that the incubation process is an element of the innovation 

process which is the final outcome. The environment is continuously becoming 

complicated and technology is moving at a fast rate meaning innovation processes are 

taking place. This is forcing firms to be more efficient in responding to these changes 

by engaging in incubation (Rothwell, 1994; Hackett and Dilts, 2004). This can be 

concluded that incubation guides firms to the path of growth and entrepreneurship 

which promotes innovation as the final outcome (Rice and Matthews, 1995; Aerts et al., 

2007). 

2.2.1 The Business Incubation Process 

The incubation process has been a process explored by many researchers (Campbell et 

al., 1985) and is of importance to this study because it gives a clear understanding of the 

stages in the process of incubation. The study focuses on the four stages namely 

selection, business support, mediation and finally graduation developed by Hackett and 

Dilts (2004b), Peters et al. (2004), Bergek and Norrman(2008). 

A): SELECTION 

This first part of the process involves the selection of tenants in to the incubator. This is 

an important managerial task that aids in resource allocation (Peters et al., 2004) and 
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economy improvement (Hackett and Dilts, 2004b).A criteria of how the selection is 

done is developed in this part. The incubator manager selects companies that meet the 

required standards of the incubator through the selection criteria developed (Bruneel, 

2011). Different selection approaches exist. Some of which are focused on ideas others 

on the entrepreneur or the team. The selection focused on ideas requires the incubation 

manager to have knowledge regarding the market or product engaged by the tenant. 

When it comes to the selection involving entrepreneurs themselves, the incubator 

manager needs to have the ability to judge the personality or drive of the entrepreneur. 

Strictness is always applied regardless of whichever approach is chosen. This helps to 

identify firms that belong to various categories which include those that are weak but 

promising, those that cannot be helped by the incubator and those that do not need 

incubation. A final selection is made of the entrepreneur picked to be part of the 

incubator with ideas to be developed for the future (Bergek and Norrman, 2008).  

B): BUSINESS SUPPORT AND SERVICES 

After the selection of the entrepreneurs to the incubators, various services and support is 

given to the incubatee. Regarding the different services provided, entrepreneurial 

training and business development advice is part of the list. These mostly include 

coaching and education with a link to planning of the business, marketing as well as 

leadership. Other services provided are general business services such as accounting, 

legal services, advertising, financial assistance (Mian, 1996a). The success of the 

incubatee does not only depend on the services and support provided but on how they 

are provided (Bhabra-Remedios and Cornelius, 2003 in Bergek and Norrman, 2008). 

Time dedicated to monitoring and assistance, comprehensiveness when providing 

strategy through assistance and quality of the services all contribute to the success 

above all (Hackett and Dilts, 2004b). The incubatee is either independent and does not 

attract strict attention from incubator staff and on the other hand the incubator staff can 

guide the incubetee throughout the incubation process. This has a big impact on the 

success or failure of the incubatee depending on various factors taken into 

consideration(Bergek and Norrman, 2008). 

C): MEDIATION 

At this stage the incubator acts as the mediator by connecting the tenants in the 

incubator and also linking them to the outside world. The incubator in itself is the 

intermediary between the important innovation systems.  (Peters et al., 2004). It has the 

ability to connect the entrepreneur to the environment (Grimaldi and Grandi, 2005). It 

controls the entrepreneurial talent and the resources such as technology, knowledge, 
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market resources, financial capacity, human resources (Mian, 1996a). The incubator has 

the responsibility to search for lack of established networks by the incubatee and help 

create them. The incubator acting as mediator gives advantages to the tenant. Firstly it 

helps them have a greater understanding concerning various institutions (law, traditions, 

values, etc) with regards to how they can be understood, interpreted and even 

influenced. Secondly, it helps them to easily fit in the environment by being socially 

accepted as well as gain legitimacy. Lastly, incubators as mediators play an important 

role in reducing uncertainty of experience by providing relevant information, 

knowledge and expertise while connecting the entrepreneur to the external actors such 

as customers, employees, financers and researchers (Bergek and Norrman, 2008). 

D): GRADUATION 

The final stage of the business incubation process is graduation. This is the level were 

the tenants in the exit the incubator (Bergek and Norrman, 2008). The stage offers exit 

policies exploring the circumstances and conditions that an incubatee can exit the 

incubator. Timely tenant graduation contributes to the service portfolio of the incubator 

(Brunnel, 2011). Companies in the business incubator stay in the incubator for 3years 

and graduate. On the other hand other entrepreneurs stay a little longer than the normal 

graduation time and incubators tend to increase the incubator rental rates to encourage 

tenants to exit to the graduation time (Peters et al., 2004). 

2.2.2 The Corporate Incubation Process 

Looking at the process of corporate incubation is the core purpose of this paper. The 

incubation process is described quite differently from incubation itself. Therefore, a 

closer look at what it is (corporate incubation process) and what steps are involved will 

give us a clear understanding of what the focus of the report is. The corporate 

incubation process following the definition of corporate incubation by Gassmann and 

Becker (2006a) can be defined as a specialised process of hatching new businesses in 

order to support the development and growth of a corporation by improving its 

technology base. This simply means that the process takes place in a particular unit 

which is responsible for incubation. This process is defined to only relate to incubators 

ran by firms regardless of the types available (Gassmann and Becker 2006b). 

The corporate incubation process has not been a center of research by many authors as 

well as the general topic itself. The process described in this paper is one developed by 

Gassmann and Becker (2006b) which illustrates a clear process in a corporate incubator. 

The incubation process is the involvement of the incubator with the new ventures and 

also the commitment of being able to satisfy each new venture’s current cycle’s needs 
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over time. Corporate incubators in this case have certain value-adding activities that are 

planned for new ventures (MacMillan et al., 1989; Gompers and Lerner, 

1999;Gassmann and Becker, 2006c). An Incubator purpose is on other important aspect 

to be considered. As a company plans to engage in incubation, clear rules should be set 

so as to be the foundation of the formed incubator and in this regard companies are 

more likely to succeed (Wunker, 2007). 

Below is the process described in four stages namely: selection, structuring, 

involvement and exit. The formation of this process was inspired by the venture 

capitalists Gompers and Lerner (1999); Lerner (2000) as referred by Gassmann and 

Becker (2006b). The process is described along side with various variables that the 

corporate incubator managers can aim at as they exchange business ideas or technology 

(henceforth referred to as technology ventures) either internally or externally. The 

variables are summarised in the figure 2 below (Gassmann and Becker, 2006b). 

Figure 2: Process variables of corporate incubators (Gassmann and Becker, 2006b) 

The four stages of the incubation process as proposed by Gassman and Becker (2006b) 

are as follows: 

a): Selection Phase 

This is the phase were the decision is made regarding what kind of technology ventures 

are to be attracted and an incubator is selected. The aim is to scrutinize projects that are 

innovative and have already well developed business plans and guarantee increased 

growth of either start-ups or existing company’s spin-offs. A list of the options is made 
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and selection criteria is employed which sieves the large number of enquires and 

screenings made coming up with reduced rate of admissions (Gassmann and Becker, 

2006b). 

Some of the various variables considered in this stage are: for the selection 

criteria,innovative projects, business plan and high growth potentials are considered. 

Tenant origin is another which looks at the start-up and branches of existing companies. 

Industry focus looks at the information and communication technology, services and 

financial as well as manufacturing if included. Lastly, the ration of enquiries to 

screening and admission are considered such as high number of enquires and high 

number of initial screening (Gassmann and Becker, 2006b). 

b): Structuring Phase 

After selection, the next step is structuring were the technology venture decides how 

payment of services to be provided will be paid for (Gassmann and Becker, 2006c). 

This is done through either medium equity stakes (this is usually higher in for-profit 

incubators) or through service charges. The variables present in this stage deal with 

economics regarding low equity ownership and also the service charges which are 

mostly internal charges (Gassmann and Becker, 2006b). 

c): Involvement Phase 

The third stage is also the longest stage of the process. It’s called involvement stage and 

it has no specific exchange agreements made with technology ventures and gives less 

management time to direct advice, especially for for-profit incubators. Even though this 

happens, technology ventures as well as stakeholders are expected to give 

comprehensive feedback whether formal or through periodical meetings so as to know 

the incubator’s interest and it also has an impact on performance (Gassmann and 

Becker, 2006c). Performance is measured by for-profit incubators through three 

variables mentioned in order of priority. Firstly, number of graduates.Secondly, 

occupancy rate (i.e. how many technology ventures can a certain size of incubator take) 

and lastly, financial performance (Gassmann and Becker, 2006b). 

d): Exit Phase 

The final stage of the process is called the exit phase. A well developed exit criterion is 

created so as to detect unachieved objectives and achieved objectives. For the 

accomplished objectives, this may be a different case as they may not stick to the fixed 

incubation period or they may limit room in the incubator as their objectives are met 

and leave more room for others. The exit ends the direct engagement by new ventures 
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and long-term links that have been created in the process are continued and 

strengthened (Gassmann and Becker, 2006b; Gassmann and Becker, 2006c). 

2.2.3 Business incubation process VS Corporate incubation process 

Both the processes of incubation i.e. general business and corporate are similar in many 

ways for example both the processes start with the selection stage in which ideas that 

are going to be incubated are chosen. One difference at this stage is that the source of 

ideas can be only external in the business incubation process. However, in corporate 

incubation process both internal and external sources of ideas can be utilised. Next stage 

of the business incubation includes business support and services in which the decision 

about what kind of services e.g. legal, accounting, advertising, and financial assistance 

should be provided to the incubatees is made. However, in corporate incubation process 

the next stage is of structuring phase in which the estimate about costs of services and 

decision regarding funding is considered.  

The next stage in the business incubation process is of Mediation in which incubatees 

are connected to potential investors and external partners. However, in corporate 

incubation process the next stage is of involvement phase which includes making 

decisions regarding external and internal support for the incubatees and doing testing 

and evaluation of the product being incubated. Lastly both the processes end with the 

exit stage, where the decision regarding the exit of incubatee is made. In corporate 

incubation process, the project is taken as success or failure in this stage. Moreover, in 

business incubation process either the project graduates from the incubator or its stay in 

incubator gets extended according to the demand of the incubatees. 

2.3 Facilitating factors underpinning the Incubation Process 

After the description of the business incubation process and corporate incubation 

process and finding the differences and similarities between both. The facilitating 

factors that are essential for the management of business incubation process are 

explained and the reason why only these factors are chosen in order to discover their 

significance on corporate incubation process is presented. 

2.3.1 Facilitating Factors underpinning the business Incubation Process 

Temali and Campbell (1984) in their research explored the most significant questions 

related to incubator-incubation i.e. what is meant by the term incubator? What is the 

purpose of developing an effective incubator? Consequently, Campbell, Krendrick and 

Samuelson in 1985, further developed on the need of an incubator framework and for 

the first time explained the mechanism of evolving a business proposal into a viable 

business. This framework presented four key areas where a business incubator is 
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responsible for creating value. These areas include diagnosis of business needs, support 

regarding business planning, provision of capital investment and access to expert 

networks.  Through this framework shown in figure 3, Campbell et al. (1985) described 

the importance of intangible factors related to business incubation process contributing 

towards the success of new business ideas. 

 

Figure: 3 Campbell et al. (1985) model 

Although, the studies regarding the configuration research of incubators were given 

importance, Campbell et al. (1985) was the first one that took into consideration the 

roles of the people involved in the incubation process and the value of the internal and 

external network integration for commercialising a business proposal (Hackett and 

Dilts, 2004). Hence, Campbell et al. (1985) work is of great significance as it introduced 

the key value adding activities necessary for a business incubator.  

2.4Patton, Warren and Bream Model 

Patton et al.’s (2009) took the case of Southampton University incubator and elaborated 

how business ideas can be commercialised through a focus at the factors that affect the 

incubation process. The study showed the importance of several intangible factors 

affecting incubators (Campbell et al. 1985). These various factors related to business 

incubators, fostering the transfer of knowledge or technology are viewed as instruments 

for achieving the competitiveness in the global market by organisations (DTI 2003; 

Reid and Garnsey 1998). Many studies have given attention to the incubation process 

outcomes such as jobs creation, growth in profits or increase in firm’s survival rate 

(Campbell 1989; Lyons 1990; Baraldi and Havenvid, 2016), than at what the process 

itself demands. Therefore, Patton et al., have provided deeper insights on the process 

itself and what impacts the process (Mian 1997; Albert and Gaynor 2003).  

Before Patton et al. (2009) embarked on their research; a few studies were done with 

regards to the process of incubation. One of the significant researches as described 
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above was done by Campbell et al. (1985) who identified the factors (such as network 

introduction, business planning support and analysis of business needs) that underpin 

the incubation process. Patton et al. (2009) further contributed towards these value 

adding factors building on what Campbell et al. (1985) had stimulated. Patton et al. 

(2009) presented the following eight factors as a contribution through their research: a 

quality ‘pipeline’, picking the winners, developing commercialisation skills in new 

tenant/client companies’ team, monitoring and evaluating progress, creating synergies 

within the internal support network, building and maintaining an effective external 

support network, access to appropriate funding streams and managed exit. These 

factors confirmed the findings of Campbell et al. (1985).  

Therefore, Patton et al. (2009) study is taken into consideration for the existing study 

since it builds up on Campbell et al. (1985), considers the importance of deployment 

timing of the factors introduced by Campbell et al. (1985) and presents some additional 

factors that contribute towards the improvement of business incubation process. 

Moreover after building the factors, Patton et al. (2009) suggested that for future 

research, these factors’ general applicability should be examined on other types of 

incubators as well. Thus, instead of Campbell et al. (1985), on the basis of the existing 

study’s empirical findings, Patton et al. (2009) facilitating factors’ significance will be 

explored for the corporate incubation process.  

2.4.1 A quality pipeline 

The foundation of a business incubator is one of the important facilitating factors when 

establishing an incubator that will yield great results (Aerts et al., 2007). Its success lies 

in the very beginning as it sets its pipelines. Creating a quality pipeline simply means 

building a steady flow of new proposals to strengthen the internal and external networks 

towards commercialisation. This may in turn encourage firms to commercialise at a 

faster rate, help increase the possibilities of recognising technologies that has great 

market potential and also maintains the high interest of external networks willing to take 

part (Patton et al., 2009). 

Aerts et al., 2007 begins by adding a thought towards creating a quality pipeline. The 

study concluded with the findings that screening of tenant companies by incubators 

proved to be very beneficial in estimating their success or failure. They established that 

looking at the characteristics of the tenant’s market or tenant’s management team may 

not be very useful in establishing its fate. This, thus, gives a conclusion of the 

importance of screening at the very beginning of the incubation process in order to 

allow tenants that will yield greatly from the incubators. 
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Moreover, Bosch et al., (2013) builds on how idea selection and generation can be 

achieved successfully (Crowne, 2002; Mullins, and Komisar, 2009). Their research 

focuses on validation of concepts and not only on the collection of ideas. Concepts are 

to be tested with the positive feedback from customer and ecosystem partners; firstly, 

by getting feedback internally from experts in various departments and then 

implementing a product that can be experimented upon. Building a quality pipeline with 

reference to the ‘Early Stage Software Start-up Development Model (ESSSDM) created 

by Bosch et al., (2013) suggests the following: 1) generating and compiling similar 

product ideas, 2) prioritizing ideas backlog in a comparable format, 3) validation of 

multiple ideas at a time through a funnel and 4) introducing the notion of abandoning 

ideas as an alternative to their preservation. This will thereby not push tenants to 

quickly graduate from the incubator but instead it will create some time for the ideas to 

grow and many lessons would be learnt as the tenant grows (Patton et al., 2009). 

2.4.2 Picking the winners 

In business incubation Patton et al., (2009) creates a second facilitating factor which 

involves the selection of tenants to the incubator. In this part a business plan is 

forwarded to the incubator director or manager who gives the necessary informal 

support in the very beginning. The business plans states important factors that need to 

be considered in the initial stages (Lalkaka, 2001). Firstly, it gives a clear view to a 

number of people who have not participated in technology development to take an 

active role. This will help others realise what great potential the new technology may 

bring and interest others. Secondly, it allows more knowledgeable personnel to have 

input regarding market research techniques to be involved. This may help to position it 

in a specific industry. Lastly, it shows the level of involvement that the founders need 

from external parties as well as the extent to which they aspire to commercialise. The 

business plan allows the venture to take a giant step towards the selection criteria for 

entering the incubator (Patton et al., 2009;Tyebjee, T, & Bruno, A 1984).  

Companies pass through the evaluation process through the assessment of various 

characteristics that are used as a measure when it comes to the selection of tenants to be 

taken up by the incubator (Ayatse et al., 2017). The four characteristics developed by 

Hackett and Dilts (2004a) are managerial characteristics, market characteristics, product 

characteristics and financial characteristics. The managerial characteristics take a deeper 

look at the management team of the tenant applicant centering on its past employment 

experience and technical expertise. The market characteristics indicate the market 

properties the tenant applicant wishes to penetrate. The other characteristic being 
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product centers on the kind of product or service properties that the tenant applicant 

chooses to commercialise. Financial characteristics center on the potential of the tenant 

applicant’s profitability. All these characteristics described make a full selection 

criterion for selecting companies (Ayatse et al., 2017). 

Apart from analysing the business plan, incubators also assess the market for the profile 

and needs of potential incubatees. Selection is not only done for incubatees but also for 

strong public and private sponsors as well as a managing board willing to invest in 

incubatees which means sacrificing their reputation, energy and money as they patiently 

wait for their outcome. Incubatees on the other hand have an opportunity to select 

incubators which are most suitable for them in terms of resource, skills, market and 

culture. This is done so as to establish which incubator would efficiently help them 

grow according to their particular needs (Lalkaka, 2001). 

2.4.3 Developing commercialisation skills in new tenant/client companies’ teams 

After the winners have been picked the next salient facilitating factor discussed is the 

development of commercialisation skills by the tenant companies’ teams. 

Commercialisation of technology takes a whole different nature from the development 

of new technology in research context. This therefore, should be a great caution to be 

taken seriously by tenants in the incubator. Once the business plan goes through, it is 

very important for founders to understand their strengths and weaknesses in order for 

them to seek necessary help from personnel and networks at an earlier stage (Lalkaka, 

2002). The incubator manager plays an important role in helping the founders to 

understand their state through assessments and thereby connecting them to external 

networks that may offer necessary support. The incubator manager also acts as a link 

between the external network and the founders in the initial association (Patton et al., 

2009). 

On the other hand, founders don’t find it so easy to share the business ownership; this 

blinds them to see the need for external assistance. This is usually avoided by incubators 

through the assessment done just at the early stages of entering the incubator through 

the business plan. The incubator manager also analyses the business proposals and gives 

necessary warnings to the tenant teams regarding their weaknesses and how best they 

can work together with the incubator to get the best commercialisation skills needed 

(Patton et al., 2009) 

The ever changing needs, especially in technology call for the speedy commercialisation 

of entrepreneurs in the incubator in order to cope with business environment being 

penetrated. Entrepreneurs therefore should pay very close attention to the efforts 
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towards commercialisation (Nevens et al., 1990). The incubator’s role in this case is to 

make a link between the entrepreneur and resources and capabilities that are available 

and examine the problem of management and under capitalisation that most 

entrepreneurs face in their early years in the incubator. This in a way promotes the 

entrepreneur’s capacity to adapt quickly to changes that are affecting them. And also 

empowers them to employ necessary strategies for survival and much more 

commercialisation (Pena, 2002; Rothaermel and Thursby, 2005). 

There may be many sponsors that may partner up in forming various networks with the 

incubator, but one important thing to note is their willingness to be guided by the rules 

set by the incubator. In this manner, the incubator will promote the entrepreneurs in the 

incubator to center more on their aims of developing skills for commercialisation and 

not pressuring themselves to please both the incubator and the other networks in a way 

that may not build them and push them off a path of commercialisation. Building a 

dedicated and trained management team ensures success for the development of skills 

that help the entrepreneur commercialise (Lalkaka and Shaffer, 1999). 

2.4.4 Monitoring and evaluating progress 

The fourth facilitating factor as analysed by Patton et al., (2009) involves monitoring 

and evaluating progress. Entrepreneurs strengthen their relationships with incubator 

director/ manager through monitoring and evaluating the progress. Though in this case, 

frequent formal interaction are perceived to be interference whilst lesser formal 

interaction makes the incubator to be perceived as not up to standard (Smilor, 1987; 

Patton et al., 2009). It has been analysed that when there are limited formal systems, 

entrepreneurs have more time to improve their businesses and can only call for help in 

desperate situations. This helps the founders to have first had experience with various 

problems that may occur and may also be more receptive to external assistance as this 

will help them understand their weaknesses better. The incubator director deals with 

entrepreneurs more in informal interactions, as advice and support needed is offered 

regularly (Phillips, 2002; Patton et al., 2009; Scillitoe and Chakrabarti,  2010).  

Three phase iterations developed by the incubator director which involves the business 

plan, management team and funding give a method of monitoring and evaluation of the 

entrepreneur’s progress in the incubator (Mian, 1996; Lalkaka and Shaffer, 1999). This 

has been recommended by Patton et al.’s (2009) study to be a more efficient way of 

producing the best results from the incubator. Looking firstly at the business plan will 

help the incubator director to easily access the entrepreneur’s progress as it states the 

future targets being aimed at. The director can know as to how much progress the 
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entrepreneur has made through the plan and will be able to evaluate the progress and 

advise the entrepreneur as to how improvement can be made going forward (Aerts et al., 

2007; Karlsson and Honig, 2009).  

The second is the entrepreneur’s management team. This is another critical aspect to the 

progress of the entrepreneur. According to how qualified and informed the management 

team is, gives different progress. A more qualified team leads to faster progress as the 

entrepreneur goes through the incubation process. On the other hand progress is slowed 

when the team is less qualified and less informed about the market its pursuing to enter 

(Scillitoe and Chakrabarti, 2010).. This shows that education, business experience and 

the level of motivation are some of the intangible assets that affect the progress of the 

entrepreneur in the incubator (Pena, 2002). 

The last phase is that of funding. How the entrepreneur utilises the funds made available 

to them through various networks is an important factor to help monitor as well as 

evaluate how the entrepreneur is progressing in the incubator by the incubator director 

(Lalkaka and Shaffer, 1999). The connections that the incubator personnel create for the 

entrepreneur to promote productive business networks helps the entrepreneur establish 

networks that assist in building a connection between the critical economic agents. This 

aids in the facilitation of funds as financial market networks are made available through 

the strong business community that an incubator provides. This therefore builds more 

responsibility for the incubator personnel to make sure trust is built between relations 

that they generate in the social networks created. This now makes an evaluation of the 

entrepreneur’s progress possible (Pena, 2002; Adler and Kwon, 2002; Tötterman and 

Sten, 2005).  

2.4.5 Creating Synergies within the internal support network 

Having a cooperative internal network within an incubator is considered essential to 

promote innovation as innovation is more dependent on internal organisational 

networks (Love and Roper, 2001). According to Patton et al. (2009), creating synergies 

within internal support network of a business incubator is essential, as it facilitates the 

process of sharing of knowledge among participants of a business incubator. 

Furthermore, much focus on creating an environment where greater incorporation and 

integration becomes a norm is suggested. Since it contributes toward building mutual 

trust and respect among the participants of business incubator, as sometimes, one 

successful collaboration might appear as a catalyst in developing a valuable idea in the 

incubator.  
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Tötterman and Sten (2005) presented two aspects that are vital for an incubator in order 

to facilitate and enable internal cooperation and networking activities among 

entrepreneurs: first of all, physical proximity given by the incubator is taken as an 

important condition, since it encourages development of personal relations and 

facilitates ongoing networking and interactions. Second, having entrepreneurs with the 

positive attitude towards cooperation instead of competition is emphasized as another 

essential condition. These people should be willing to subscribe to the shared norms and 

values provided by the incubator. Bøllingtoft (2012) also favored these two aspects and 

suggested that mental and physical proximity both increases the level of existing 

credibility and trust among entrepreneurs. They enable incubators to successfully 

establish relationships that are high in trust among the entrepreneurs and different 

participants in the incubator network. Simultaneously, Bøllingtoft (2012) supported the 

idea of creating and encouraging an environment of cooperation among entrepreneurs 

instead of competition and decreasing their mental distance as a result. 

Moreover, Rice (2002) emphasized on the role of incubator personnel, which if handled 

correctly can assist and support in developing value adding network relations. 

Tötterman and Sten (2005) further elaborated the role of incubator personnel in building 

networks based on the three dimensions of social capital i.e. structural, cognitive and 

relational. First, business incubator personnel can help and support entrepreneurs in 

securing central positions in networks. In such development processes, emphasize is on 

the structural dimension of social capital. Second, by putting efforts in transforming a 

business incubator into a strong community, business incubator personnel can support 

entrepreneurs in enhancing their business development processes. This can be made 

possible by focusing on the cognitive dimension of social capital. Third, business 

incubator personnel should pay attention to building trust among entrepreneurs, as it 

will help them in the development and implementation of their ideas. Consequently, 

business incubator personnel should give attention to the relational dimension of social 

capital. 

2.4.6 Building and maintaining an effective external support network 

Networks are not only essential for the access of knowledge to create in-house 

innovations or for the dispersion of technological innovation but they are equally 

essential for getting the knowledge of innovative work and practices that have been 

established and adopted by other organisations (Erickson and Jacoby, 2003). In 

addition, Rice (2002) described networking as a main feature of business incubators in 

order to provide its entrepreneurs with the resources that they currently lack. If the 
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incubator is not able to directly provide those resources, then it must use its external 

networks to connect its entrepreneurs with the channels and parties that can provide 

them with the missing resources. Therefore, developing and maintaining an effective 

networking infrastructure is a vital function of business incubators. Since, it creates an 

opportunity for filling the resources and knowledge gap for entrepreneurs in the 

incubator (Birley, 1985; Dubini and Aldrich, 1991). Patton et al. (2009) also focused on 

the significance of establishing an external network, as business incubators are heavily 

dependent on the support of external professionals, IP lawyers, accountants, solicitors 

and high profile business mentors that with little or no remuneration, often are 

responsible for significant contributions to incubator firms. 

According to Burt (1992), the structure of network contributes toward determining 

social action and the structural position of a player within the network has an effect on 

its potential performance. Moreover, the type of relationship determines the depth and 

diversity of resources available to players within the network. Strong or weak ties 

(Granovetter 1973, 1974) and redundant or non redundant ties (Burt, 1992) exist among 

the players of a network. Strong ties relate to the development of intense relations i.e. 

considering time and energy constraints of a player, intense relations are described by a 

disproportionate ‘consumption’ of time and energy as oppose to other relations. Non 

redundant ties are the ties of one network member with other members that are not 

themselves associated with each other e.g. if A has ties with B and C but B and C have 

no ties with each other. Presence of non-redundant ties is important in a network as it 

provides access to unique pieces of knowledge and information.  

Granovetter (1973, 1974) elaborated that strong ties usually indicate high similarities 

between the players. Therefore, they are responsible for great depth of knowledge but 

provide little diversity of knowledge. One member’s strong ties with other members 

create at least weak ties between these two players, hence ultimately resulting in 

development of redundant ties (Granovetter, 1974; Burt 1992). According to 

Granovetter (1973), strength of weak ties can’t be ignored since they give access to 

diversity of information. Hence, entrepreneurship scholars take weak-tie networking as 

an important component of entrepreneurial behavior, which has been confirmed by 

empirical research as well (Dubini & Aldrich 1991; Chell & Baines, 2000). 

Consequently, it can be inferred that establishment of weak and non redundant ties as a 

result of external networking by business incubators would prove beneficial for their 

entrepreneurs. 
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Furthermore, Lechner & Dowlin (2003) considered relational capability essential for 

effective management of external networking. Relational capability of the central firm 

in a network is its ability to choose the right partners and to develop and maintain 

relationships with other firms. Such a capability is necessary for creating a sustainable 

competitive advantage through external networking (Pihkala et al. 1999). According to 

Tsai et al. (2009), relational capabilities are essential for building relational capital. 

Relational capital includes development of trust, joint problem sharing and information 

sharing with external networks. Moreover, Ngugi et al. (2010) linked relational 

capability as a tool for co-creation of value and innovation with external networks of the 

firm. Therefore, it is stated that development of relational capabilities will help business 

incubators in building and maintaining an effective external support network. Since, 

relational capabilities if nurtured properly in business incubator will enable it to provide 

resources and support for production, marketing activities and technology development 

to entrepreneurs with the help of external networks as well (Pagano, 2009).  

2.4.7 Access to appropriate funding streams 

Giving access to appropriate funding streams to the entrepreneurs has been considered 

critical for business incubators as it is not easy for the projects and start-ups with 

potential for growth, to always get access to the desired amount of investment or 

opportunities. Therefore, business incubators can play a crucial role in this regard by 

providing entrepreneurs with the events to pitch for funding from potential investors, 

and by offering them sufficient training and guidance with regards to developing and 

writing persuasive business proposals and enhancing their pitching skills. In order to 

successfully assist entrepreneurs that enter business incubator, there is a need to develop 

a network of funding agents that agree to fund their entrepreneurs’ projects along all the 

risks associated with them (Patton et al. 2009). 

MacMillan at al. (1985) presented that it is the quality of entrepreneurs, not the project 

or market that contributes the most towards the selection of those projects that have the 

potential for growth and chances of spin out after getting funding from prospective 

investors. Generally, in a business plan, importance is given to the description of project 

i.e. its products/services, its market and competition. These details are necessary 

however not sufficient. Furthermore, there is little to nothing in a business plan that is 

indicative of the characteristics of entrepreneur. Thus, a business plan should indicate 

using whatever feasible and reliable means that entrepreneur involved has a track 

record, has staying power, can react to risk well and is well familiar with the target 
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market. Failing this, he/she needs to gather a team with all such characteristics and also 

show that he/she has the ability to lead that team.  

Van Deventer & Mlambo (2009) also supported the results of MacMillan at al. (1985) 

study. In their research regarding finding the criteria that is most relevant for funding 

decisions of investors, they tested the 4 characteristics i.e. entrepreneur characteristics, 

financial characteristics, product characteristics and market characteristics of a project. 

From the results, it was concluded that entrepreneur characteristics i.e. entrepreneur’s 

experience and personality plays a key role in funding decision. Entrepreneur’s 

personality traits and experience are rated much higher than the financial criteria, which 

in return is ranked higher than product and market criteria. 

Additionally, by utilising the quantitative methods of research and including 94 venture 

capitalists in the study, Sudek& Baucus (2008) also tested the results presented by 

MacMillan at al. (1985) that whether investors focus more on the project details or the 

entrepreneur’s ability while making the investment decision. The paper in conclusion 

presented the same findings as MacMillan at al. (1985) that the strength of the 

entrepreneur becomes slightly more important than the actual opportunity while making 

the investment decision. Therefore, it is inferred that business incubators should focus 

on building entrepreneurial characteristics of the people related to projects chosen for 

incubation. Since, doing this will be essential and beneficial in linking entrepreneurs’ 

projects developed in business incubator to potential investors in future. 

2.4.8 Managed Exit 

The last stage of the business incubation is the exit stage. In which the projects that are 

being incubated finally reach the graduation phase and leave the incubator. It is a crucial 

stage of the business incubation process and requires proper criteria of exit from the 

incubator in order to know what projects are ready for independent self sustained future 

(Gassman and Becker, 2009b, Patton et al. 2009). However, there are no major 

differences in the time span of incubation for the selected projects among different types 

of business incubator, as generally they last for one to five years in the incubation 

process after their entrance (Cohen and Susan, 2013; Hochberg et al. 2014). According 

to Patton et al. (2009), in order to prevent uncertainty, the moment of exit from the 

business incubation should be prepared. Moreover, uncertainty can be reduced by 

making the current entrepreneurs of business incubator interact with management team 

of recently graduated tenants and by building a proper alumni network of graduated 

projects. 



  
 

33 

Furthermore, managed exit is essential for measuring the success of an incubator. 

Hackett and Dilts (2004) considered incubator as a unit of analysis while incubation 

outcomes, measured on the basis of financial performance and entrepreneurs growth at 

the time of exit, as indicators of success. Outcomes are relevant to the failure or success 

of a project at the time of exit from incubator. For the time of completion of the 

incubation process, Hackett and Dilts (2004) presented five different mutually exclusive 

projects outcome states on the operational level: 1) the project is surviving and is 

growing profitably. 2) the project is surviving and growing and is on the way towards 

profitability 3) the project is surviving but neither is growing nor is profitable, in other 

words, it is marginally profitable. 4) while still in the incubator, project operations were 

stopped however, the losses were minimized. 5) while still in the incubator, project 

operations were stopped however, the losses were large. The first three outcome states 

are considered as indicative of incubation success and the last two outcome states are 

representative of incubation failure (Hackett and Dilts, 2004).  
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3.Conceptual Framework 
In the following chapter, the literature review is transformed into a conceptual 

framework and the conceptual model for this research is described and elaborated. 

Furthermore, research questions of the paper are also put into relation to the theory 

and conceptual model. 

3.1 Conceptual Model 

The theoretical review suggested that the trend of having corporate incubators emerged 

in big organisations due to the need of incorporating innovation and technology 

development in the companies (Bessant&Tidd, 2009; Higgins, 1995; Chris Townsend et 

al. 2008). Therefore, innovation is taken as an outcome of the corporate incubation 

process in the proposed model. This relation implies that the implementation of the 

corporate incubation process is aimed for contribution towards innovation in companies. 

This representation is made, in order to answer the research question of “How does 

corporate incubation process supports innovation?” Through the empirical analysis, 

the research aims to describe in what way this process is facilitating innovation in big 

organisations. Furthermore, the corporate incubation process as described by Gassman 

and Becker (2006b), consisting of four phases (Selection, Structuring, Involvement and 

Exit) is utilised in order to explore this relationship as shown in figure 4. 

 

Figure 4: Relationship of corporate incubation process with innovation 

The eight facilitating factors of Patton et al. (2009) are then placed in the model, and 

each factor is linked to a specific phase of corporate incubation process. This has been 

done, by taking into consideration the definition of each phase, and including only those 

factors which are related to different phases of the process on the basis of their 

definition. Therefore firstly, the factors quality pipeline and picking the winners are 

linked to ‘Selection’ phase of incubation process as by definition, the decision regarding 

what kind of technology ventures are to be attracted for incubation is made in this 

phase. Secondly, factors of funding streams and commercialisation skills are linked to 

the ‘Structuring’ phase of the incubation process. Since, according to theoretical review 

done above, the decision regarding the payment of services provided to projects in the 
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incubator is considered during this phase. Thirdly, the factors related to monitoring, 

internal networks and external networks are linked with the ‘Involvement’ phase of the 

incubation process because the decision regarding what kind of internal and external 

support should be given to projects after their performance analysis is made in this 

phase. Lastly, the factor of managed exit is linked to the ‘Exit’ phase of the corporate 

incubation process as by definition, the decision regarding the exit of projects according 

to certain criteria is considered during this phase. The representation of all these 

relationships in the conceptual model is done, for answering the research question of 

‘What facilitating factors contribute towards the management of corporate incubation 

process?’ Presented in the figure 5. 

Figure 5: Relationship of facilitating factors with corporate incubation process 

In addition, by incorporating new literature, the existing study also proposed some 

possible drivers that are related to Patton et al. (2009) factors for underpinning business 

incubation process. This has been done, in order to make analysis of Patton et al. (2009) 

eight facilitating factors more insightful and to explore their relationship more in depth 

for the incubation process in corporate setting. Hence, the drivers of ‘Screening’ for 

having a quality pipeline (Aerts et al. 2007), ‘Selection Criteria’ for picking the winners 

(Ayatse et al. 2017; Hackett &Dilts, 2004a), ‘Developing Entrepreneurial Skills’ for 

appropriate funding streams (MacMillan at al. 1985), ‘Business Plan’ and ‘Networking’ 

for commercialization skills (Lalkaka& Shaffer, 1999; Lalkaka, 2002), ‘Interaction’ and 

‘Monitoring Criteria’ for Monitoring and evaluation (Scilltoe&Chakrabarti, 2010; Mian, 

1996), ‘Physical Proximity’ and ‘Personnel involvement’ for internal networks 

(Tötterman and Sten, 2005; Rice, 2002), ‘Weak & Non Redundant Ties’ and ‘Relational 

Capability’ for external networks (Granovetter, 1973; Lechner&Dowlin, 2003; Tsai et 
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al. 2009) and lastly ‘Criteria on financial performance and entrepreneurial growth’ for 

managed exit (Hackett &Dilts, 2004b) are proposed in the conceptual model.  

The representation of all these drivers in the conceptual model is done, for answering 

the research question of ‘How do the identified facilitating factors impact the corporate 

incubation process?’ These drivers are found by taking into consideration the general 

business incubation process, however, the empirical analysis of the study will describe 

their importance in corporate incubation process. By incorporating these drivers, the 

final proposed model for the research is presented in figure 6. 

 

Figure 6: Proposed Conceptual Model 
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4.Methodology 
In this chapter the methodology is discussed and the reasoning behind choices made is 

explained. The chapter starts by presenting research approach, research method, and 

research strategy. Afterwards, the selected data collection method is described along 

with the details of the operationalisation. This is followed by a brief presentation of the 

six case companies and an explanation of how the data is analysed. The chapter ends 

with a section that depicts what measures are taken to ensure that the study represents a 

sufficient level of validity and reliability. 

4.1 Research Approach 

The three main types of research approaches that can be used to conduct a study are 

deductive, inductive and abductive. In the configuration studies related to business 

incubation, corporate incubation was categorised as one of its types by many authors: 

Allen & McCluskey (1990), Carayannis & Von Zedtwitz (2005), Grimaldi & Grandi 

(2005), yet few studies were directed specifically towards understanding this 

phenomenon. In the existing paper, the conceptual framework is based on finding the 

relationship of factors presented by Patton et al. (2009) with the process of corporate 

incubation. Furthermore, the driving factors of these eight factors are proposed on the 

basis of theoretical studies on general business incubators and their significance is 

explored for corporate incubators. Additionally, the outcome of the corporate incubation 

process is then taken as innovation.These various relationships are accounted for 

fulfilling the purpose of the study i.e. identifying and evaluating thosefacilitating  

factors that lead to innovation by the management of corporate incubation process and 

abductive approach is utilised for conducting the study as it is considered best suitable 

when the target of the research is to identify new things i.e. new variables, factors and 

relationships for a recent subject of study which in the existing study is ‘corporate 

incubation’. The previous papers on corporate incubation by Gassman & Becker 

(2006abc) were also based on abductive approach of research because of this subjects’ 

recently emerged theoretical focus.  

Systematic combining which is grounded in an abductive logic, is characterised by 

going back and forth between different activities in the research process.In the existing 

paper, researchers gathered theoretical and empirical data at the same time and were 

open towards new findings and outcomes that lead to constant alternations in the 

content of the paper. Initially the theory was screened for general business incubators, 

however,while doing the theoretical review, the term for incubators in corporate setting 
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was identified as corporate incubators, so the researchers had to refine theoretical 

review which was initially done. The conceptual model developed was open to any kind 

of modification on the basis of analysis of the cases. The major advantage of using 

systematic combining logic for this study is its dual impact of inductive and deductive 

approaches. There were situations when researchers were not able to find evidence in 

the data. The reason was because there was insufficient data related to corporate 

incubation in literature. Therefore, in this situation inductive thinking was utilised and 

help from general business incubation literature was taken, then researchers went back 

to the data after looking for evidence in corporate incubation units to support, refute or 

modify the conceptual model (Strauss & Corbm, 1990). Hence, due to the reasons of 

using systematic combining which holds an abductive logic, the research approach for 

this paper is called ‘abductiveapproach’ (Dubois et al. 1999). 

4.2 Research Method 

The various methods of research that exist as explained by Bryman and Bell (2015) are 

quantitative, qualitative and mixed method  ofresearch. Quantitative research is defined 

by Creswell (1994) in Sukamolson (2010) as research type that uses numerical data 

analysed using methods that are mathematically based (Statistics) to explain a 

phenomenon. This does not describe the type of research theexisting  study is reflecting. 

Qualitative research involves the collection and analysis of data with an emphasis on 

words and shows an abductive approach towards theory and research (Bryman and Bell, 

2015). This method typically reveals the kind of approach the existing research is 

taking. The study as earlier mentioned in part 4.1 of the chapter adopts the abductive 

approach which is linked to the qualitative method of research. And the third is mixed 

method of research which involves the combination of both the quantitative and 

qualitative research methods which is not the path that this study takes (Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  

This research employs deductive review of theory and research. Afterwards, it also 

examines social world to draw conclusions and has its outcomes result from interaction 

with individuals and not phenomena (Flick, 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2015).  The 

research decides to establish its findings through talking and interactions and through 

the connection to reality and understanding the actual corporate incubation process in 

reality. The current study is more interested in the view that the participants look at the 

factors being analysed. It exposes the study to the natural environment of the process of 

corporate incubation (Gubrium and Holstein, 1997; Bryman and Bell, 2015). 
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Exploration is one angle being taken into consideration in selecting the research 

methods. By exploring, establishment of what the impact of the facilitating factors on 

the corporate incubation process will be made. This way makes it possible for the 

research to add to theory through the analytical approach this research adopts as well as 

the use of unstructured interviews (Blumberg et al., 2011; Bryman and Bell, 2015). 

4.3 Research Strategy 

Research strategy to conduct the research used for the existing study was case study. 

Since, the paper was targeting incubation in a particular context i.e. corporate setting 

and according to Yin (1994) an important strength of using case studies is the ability to 

undertake an investigation into a phenomenon in a particular context. As the main area 

of research i.e. corporate incubation is not much explored previously, utilizing case 

studies will add valuable insights to the process. Since, case study is an in depth 

examination from various perspectives of the complexity and uniqueness of a particular 

project, process, or system (Simons, 2009). 

For research either single case study or multiple case study methods can be utilised. 

Single case study method means inclusion of only one case to conclude the findings of a 

research. However, multiple case study method means inclusion of two or more cases to 

conclude the findings of a research. In the existing research, multiple case study method 

is used. Due to theabductive approach being utilised, the various factors introduced in 

the conceptual framework are not guaranteed to produce alike results, so multiple cases 

will help the researchers to conclude and generalise that whether the facilitating 

factorsunder study suggested from general business incubationliterature will have a 

similar or contrasting effect on corporate incubation process. Moreover, even though 

multiple case study method is hard to implement than single case study, ensuing data 

from it would bring greater confidence in the findings and results of the existing study 

(Yin, 2014). The six selected cases for this research are of multinational companies 

which are currently implementing corporate incubation process(presented in section 

4.5.1).  

Additionally, whether a research includes single or multiple case studies, it can have a 

holistic or embedded approach towards it. Holistic approach means to have a single unit 

of analysis however embedded approach means to have multiple units of analysis. The 

existing research is based on an embedded approach. Since, in the six chosen cases, at 

least two interviews were conducted with the person related to corporate incubation per 

case company. The aim of the research is to find the factors leading towards innovation 
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by the management of corporate incubation process, so another reason to opt for 

embedded approach was because it’s an empirical form of inquiry which is suitable for 

descriptive studies, where the objective is to describe the context, process and features 

of a phenomenon (Schoot Uiterkamp, 2013). 

4.4 Data Collection 

The research used both secondary and primary data. As secondary data is categorised 

into two parts which are internal and external. External secondary data was mostly used 

in this paper. It was extracted from published and commercial sources such as scientific 

articles, previous research and market research. In this case data related to business 

incubation, innovation, corporate incubation and many other theories developed by 

other researchers for different purpose was reused in this research. This study also made 

use of various materials published by the companies that were interviewed. The 

materials gave deeper insights to the data that was collected. The secondary data was 

used to assist in the grasping of the context of theory as well as helped in giving deeper 

understanding on the subject of Corporate incubation which the study took (Hox and 

Boeije, 2005). Primary data was collected by conducting interviews, the details of 

which can be found in the next section. 

4.4.1 Interviews 

For collecting data, solely for the purpose of this research, interview were conducted. 

Data for this research was collected through interviews with personnel working in 

various corporate incubators selected (Yin, 2011). Qualitative interviews were 

conducted for this research as knowledge was needed to be acquired from the incubator 

personnel’s experience and have an understanding on how they run their incubator 

(Brinkman and Kvale, 2015).  

The interview questions were grouped in form of themes that summarised the most 

important parts to be captured during the interview. They were also created with a 

careful inclusion of the conceptual framework created in order to give representation of 

what the study was centered on. Both open-ended and closed-ended interviews were 

used in the research. Open-end interviews enabled the study access well explained and 

broad information concerning the research. They helped with engaging in long 

conversations with the interviewees that was very beneficial in collecting the 

information. Closed-ended interviews enabled the study to collect relevant details much 

needed for the study to make conclusions (Yin, 2011). The interviews questions were 

also constructed to answer the research main questions of ‘what’ facilitating factors 
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affect the corporate incubator and ‘how’is innovation attained (Yin, 2014; Brinkman 

and Kvale, 2015). 

Approximately half of the interviews conducted were face to face. Though costly and 

time consuming, they gave the study an explorative experience and a close connection 

with the interviewees was created. The other half of the interview was done via skype. 

This was because of the unavailability of the interviewees and this became the most 

convenient way to communicate as it helped save time as well as enabled real time 

communication. Interviews conducted were semi-structured to facilitate the acquisition 

of knowledge that is more qualitative and an interview guide was formulated in order to 

make sure that all the areas of theory have been questioned as a better way of capturing 

the details needed by the study. (Yin, 2011; Brinkman and Kvale, 2015; Bryman and 

Bell, 2015). As the interviews went on, notes were taken. Audio recording were also 

done which aided in the transcribing of the interviews for validity. 

4.4.2 Operationalisation 

This study adopted an adbuctive approachwhich has both components of deduction and 

induction in it. In realising the importance of theory in the research, operationalisation 

was done in order to derive and highlight the importance of theory in the research. 

Furthermore, various themes and categories were compiled in order to capture the entire 

theoretical part which was built in the conceptual framework for easy understanding and 

relation of the empirical data collected tothe main concepts of the theory (Fisher, 2010; 

Maxwell, 2012;Bryman and Bell, 2015). 

In the quest of research quality, operationalisation of the research theoretical model was 

done for categorising of the data collected. In order to capture all the parts of the model 

as reflected in the theory, various concepts and sub-concepts developed were 

categorised into various theories and later questions were developed and codes were 

made for easy identification in the interview guide. This finally gave a connection of 

how concepts and sub-concepts of theory were developed into keywords and later 

developed an interview guide as discussed in section 4.4.1 of the methodology 

(Maxwell, 2012; Yin, 2014; Bryman and Bell, 2015). 

The  keywords of ‘organisational success, creativity and competitive advantage were 

used for questions related to innovation. The keyword ‘screening’ was used for the 

questions related to quality pipeline. The keywords of ‘selection criteria’ was used for 

the questions based on picking winner. The keywords ‘business plan and networking’ 

were utilised for questions related to developing commercialisation skills. The 

keywords ‘enterpreneurial skill’ were utilised for access to appropriate funding 
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questions. The keywords ‘interaction and monitoring criteria’ were used for questions 

related to monitoring and evaluation. The keywords ‘physical proximity and personnel 

involvement’ were opted for questions related to internal networks. Keywords of 

‘external relationships, startups and business incubators’ were used for external network 

related questions. Furthermore, keywords of ‘financial performance and entrepreneurial 

growth’ were opted for managed exit related questions. For finding the outcomes, 

keyword of ‘innovation’ was selected. 

Concepts Sub concepts Theory Categories Keywords 

Innovation   Bessant&Tidd, 2009 B Organisational success 

    Higgins, 1995   Creativity 

    
Chris Townsend et 

al. 2008 
  Competitive Advantage 

      C   

Corporate 

incubation  
i) Selection       

process& 

factors 
a) Quality Pipeline Aerts et al. 2007 C (i) a Screening 

affecting the 

process 
        

          

  b) Picking Winners Ayatse et al. 2017 C (i) b Selection Criteria 

    
Hackett &Dilts, 

2004a 
    

          

          

  ii) Structuring       

  
a) Developing 

commercialisation 

Lalkaka & Shaffer, 

1999 
C (ii) a Business Plan 

  Skills Lalkaka, 2002   Networking 

          

          

          

  
b) Access to appropriate 

funding  

MacMillan at al. 

1985  
C (ii) b Developing entrepreneurial  

        Skills 

          

  iii) Involvement       

  
a) Monitoring and 

evaluating  

Scilltoe & 

Chakrabarti, 2010 
C (iii) a Interaction 

    Mian, 1996   Monitoring Criteria 

          

          

          

  b) Internal networks 
Tötterman and Sten, 

2005 
C (iii) b Physical Proximity 

    Rice, 2002   Personnel involvement  
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Concepts Sub concepts Theory Categories Keywords 

  c) External Networks Granovetter, 1973 C (iii) c external relationships 

        Start-ups 

    
Lechner & Dowlin, 

2003  
  business incubators 

    Tsai et al. 2009     

  iv) Exit       

  a) Managed Exit 
Hackett & Dilts, 

2004b  
C (iv) a Financial Performance & 

        entrepreneurial growth 

          

Outcomes     D Innovation 

          

Table 1: Operationalisation Table 

The above table 1 is of operationalisation and shows a summary for how the collection 

of data was done. The ‘first column’ shows the three main concepts that werecentered 

on. The second column highlights the sub-concepts that were derived from the 

conceptual framework made. The ‘third column’ focuses on the theory that supports the 

conceptual framework created. The column of categories show the codes to the 

interview guide which range from A-D and was also sub-divided into other sections to 

show the various question structured from each sub-concept on the interview guide. The 

last column gave the keywords the study centers on in each sub-concept which gave 

clear guidelines on the important sections to be focused on during the interview. 

An interview guide is attached  in Appendix A  which shows all the detailed questions 

and themes laid out. In Appendix B, attached is an interview schedule showing the 

number of companies that had face to face and Skype interviews and the approximate 

time taken during the interviews which ranged from 30mins-1 hour. 

4.5 Sampling 

The sample of this study was selected by using non-probability sampling. Non-

probability sampling is that technique of sampling in which not all of the possible units 

in the population will get the chance of inclusion in the sample of the study. One of the 

consequences of using it is that it becomes harder to generalise the data. However, 

usage of non- probability sampling is best suitable when the researchers want to get 

deeper insights related to certain field of study and when the researchers know the 

source of those respondents that are more likely to be able to answer the questions 

presented to them(Bryman& Bell, 2005). In the current case we knew those 

multinationals that are currently utilizing corporate incubation process with the help of 

internet sourcing technique i.e. search strings. Furthermore, the non-probability 
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sampling method that was applied for this study is snowball sampling.Snowball 

sampling is used when the desired sample characteristics are rare and it is extremely 

difficult to locate respondents in the preferred situations. So, researchers depend on 

referrals from initial subjects that lead to required subjects for study. For the existing 

research, initially twelve multinationals having corporate incubators were contacted 

through email i.e. GOOGLE, YAHOO, AMAZON, SAMSUNG, SIEMENS, STENA 

Recycling, ERICSSON, SONY, VOLVO CE, ABB, IBM, AstraZeneca. However, six 

out of twelve responded positively (presented in section 4.5.1). 

Snowball sampling is applicable to this research because in all the six cases involved in 

the study, we contacted the multinationals through email and asked for contact of the 

person that can possibly be able to participate in the interview of the existing research. 

The draft of that email is presented in Appendix C. After obtaining the contact, the 

researchers got in touch with the interviewees through email or phone for scheduling an 

interview. It was made sure that in the interviews that were conducted, for each 

company at least one of the interviewees was in a leading position related to corporate 

incubation and at least one was in a subordinate role. Doing so increased the 

researchers’ chance of understanding the context and therefore the meaning of 

interviewees’ experiences. It also enabled researchers to validate the findings of the first 

interview with the second one. However in one of the companies, only interview of the 

leading person was conducted because huge amount of information and insights were 

already available related to that company online. 

4.5.1 Presentation of case companies 

Table 2 represents six multinational firms that were selected for this research, because 

all of them are utilising corporate incubation process and are competing in technology 

intensive business.  

Table 2: Case companies selected for the study 

Case Company Incubator 

Year 

Established 

(Incubator) 

Number of 

Projects 

ERICSSON ERICSSON Garage 2014 19 

IBM IBM Garage 2014 20+ 

SONY Seed Accelaration Program (SAP) 2016 15 

ABB SynerLeap 2016 13 

AstraZeneca Bio Venture Hub 2014 19 

VOLVO CE VOLVO CE 2010 20+ 
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4.6 Data Analysis 

When analysing data, the research used qualitative methods of analysis such as ‘cross-

case synthesis’ for its cases (Yin, 2011;Creswell, 2013). This was employed because of 

the multiple cases in the study which brings in the need to compare the replication of 

the various cases. Each case was firstly analysed separately in order to understand the 

details of how each case employs all the essential parts of the research using the ‘within 

case analysis’ (Creswell, 2013). Table 3 was later formulated to enable the comparisons 

of how the different concepts and themes relate to each other in every case (Yin, 2011). 

Each sub-concept that was developed from the conceptual framework and later made 

into questions was then analysed and conclusions were drawn. Each sub-concept was 

then discussed in the discussion-chapter according to the theory and empirical data from 

the cases in order to have conclusions that apply to the corporate incubators being 

researched. 

4.7 Research Quality 

In a research process, ethics and trust are extremely important in order to guarantee that 

the researchers’ findings can be considered conclusive and true. Moreover, the study 

(including data collection, analysis and results) must be valid and reliable. There are 

still debates about measuring the research quality for qualitative research however, 

Mirriam and Tisdell (2016) have proposed a generic method which holds an essence of 

trustworthiness and ethics, and is applicable in the case of qualitative research. Due to 

this reason, it has been adopted for the current study. 

4.7.1 Credibility 

Credibility of the research was guaranteed by, as much as possible usage of 

triangulation methods i.e. through validating the information and knowledge obtained in 

the interviews firstly with the documentations provided by the case companies and 

secondly by verifying it from the websites of the case companies and their corporate 

incubators’ related online media articles/blogs. In order to reduce reactivity in the 

interviews, the research conducted semi structured interviews. It was ensured that the 

interview guide contained both open and closed-ended questions. Leading questions 

were avoided for not leading the interviewees to the researchers’ desired results. It was 

made sure by not providing the interview guide to the case companies before the actual 

interviews. Instead only interview themes were provided through email which did not 

include any interview questions (presented in Appendix D). In order to maintain 

subjectivity in the analysis of the research, findings and results were discussed between 
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the two researchers of the study and various quotations are also included in the findings 

and analysis. 

4.7.2 Transferability 

A research is expected to be useful for others as well as to be useful in other situations, 

in order to enable others to test and build on. For a qualitative research, it is considered 

as transferability of the study i.e. implementation of the study in such a way that it 

becomes useable and applicable for another researcher as well. It can be achieved by 

ensuring transparency and depth of the information collected during the execution of the 

study (Merriam &Tisdell, 2016).The existing study ensured transferability by providing 

as much as possible descriptions and details of the data collection methods including 

case participation invitations (Appendix C), additional information introduction 

(Appendix E) interview themes (Appendix D), interview guide (Appendix A) and the 

information regarding case companies engaged and their corporate incubators (Section 

4.5.1). Furthermore, the findings were also presented by utilising quotations from the 

interviews, which were validated against the interview recordings. All these measures 

will enable the future researchers to easily test and build on the existing study (Merriam 

& Tisdell, 2016). 

4.7.3 Consistency 

In order to ensure the consistency of the existing study which is the way of conducting 

and reporting research in a consistent manner that is publicly accessible (Yin, 2011; 

Merriam & Tisdell, 2016), the researchers made sure that their findings can be 

corroborated with the data presented. By being methodical, consistency of the study was 

ensured: an audit trial can be utilised in order to validate the reliability and consistency; 

for monitoring the data collection process, a research journal was kept by the 

researchers. Additionally all the interviews conducted during research were recorded by 

the permission of the interviewees in order to enable peers or investigators to 

crosscheck findings of the current study as being presented reliably (Merriam & Tisdell, 

2016). 
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5. Findings and Results 
In the following chapter the findings and results collected from the interviews of six 

case companies are elaborated in detail for each case company.  

5.1 ERICSSON 

The interviews at Ericsson were conducted with three people working closely with the 

incubator which is called the Ericsson Garage. The first interview was conducted with 

the director of a part of Ericsson Research called digital services design were the 

incubators/garages belong. The director is in charge of running all the garages at 

Ericsson. The second interview was with the head of incubator dealing specifically with 

operations. His main task is to insure coordination, aligning and communication among 

the garages for uniformity all around Ericsson. The last interview was with the head of 

innovation at Ericsson. He is also a member of the selection board and is involved in 

commercialisation of projects. Other materials concerning the garages were also 

provided which was in form of secondary data. 

The incubation concept at Ericsson started in the year 2014 and was given a name 

‘Ericsson Garage’. As explained by the head of the incubator, ‘The incubator is a 

platform and we have 10 physical Ericsson Garages. Three of them are in Sweden; 

Stockholm, Gothenburg and Lund. The rest are found in Ottawa, Budapest, Montreal, 

Zagreb, Aachen, Paris and Silicon Valley. The Stockholm Garage is the one 

coordinating all the other garages. The projects in the garage run up to the maximum of 

9 months with the first project beginning in Stockholm. Since the creation of the garage 

about 19 projects have been incubated and 2 among the project have been 

commercialised. When the concept was first began, larger projects were incorporated 

but with the passage of time only smaller projects are being done in the garages taking 

only about 3 months. The garage is managed by four personnel and Support staffs in the 

garage are usually called upon when their help is needed for some specific resource. 

Other than that they have no specific people working in the garage apart from those that 

spear head the garage’. Being an MNC present in more than 130 countries makes 

Ericsson engage in so many innovative actives. Apart from the garage concept, it also 

owns ‘innovation centres’ for its customers specifically. So apart from having garages 

dealing with internal employees, it has innovation centres extended to customers which 

are currently only present in the United States. 

The introduction of the garage concept was triggered by many thoughts. As explained 

by the head of operations, ‘Review on research and strategy showed that we lacked the 
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application of the many ideas’. Many good ideas after research were given up hence the 

establishment of the garage which helps everyone with ideas to grow them. There were 

external and internal factors that led to the establishment of the garage. ‘External 

challenges are that; telecommunication industry has fast moving competition, there is 

destruction because of the start-ups and open source communities that are changing 

business models making application services to move fast and only one Swedish 

company was among the top 100 innovative companies. This has called for Ericson to 

embrace innovation. The internal challenges are that; to foster the first attempt in 

learning in order to embrace the culture of innovation, provide services and solutions 

for customers and innovate with them thereby providing new solutions and portfolios 

for them. And lastly, retention of employees that want to build their career paths in the 

right direction and also attract potential employees that want to stay innovative’. This 

will now lead the company to nature innovation locally, capture ideas that are 

‘disruptive’ meaning they are not matching with the core business and finally get linked 

with the external environment. 

The Ericsson garage does not have a specific process in which it incubates its ideas but 

has adopted a particular framework, as the head of innovation stated, ‘A process of 

innovation usually kills innovation because it forces people to follow a specific process 

or destruction approach, for this reason we choose to use tools and no 

framework’.Ideas that enter the garage firstly come from the employees and are 

submitted to the sounding board. An idea needs to meet three main areas before it is 

submitted. The three main points to be met are; firstly it should be able to solve a real 

pain point. It can be either organisational or from a customer/ company. Therefore no 

business plan is needed. Secondly, it should be verified by someone else who in most 

cases is an external customer who can be partnered with and thirdly minimum viable 

product (MVP) should be available’. The sounding board also helps the idea owner 

build the idea so as to analyse if it can go further to the next step. Guidance and help at 

this stage is given to the idea owners and external partners in this case being customers 

or potential customers are only used as verifiers of the idea. At this stage the sounding 

board then decides if an idea can go forward and the idea owner prepare for a pitch. The 

technical side of the solution is viewed and the actual problem which needs to be 

solved, what possible solutions and what will be the benefits of the solution found. So 

the solution is only a small part of the entire part needed. So a pitch is prepared for the 

selection and a pre-pitch is prepared which is like a training session for the main pitch 



  
 

49 

as it was noticed that people were not so prepared for the pitch which made us introduce 

a pre-pitch session’. The other tools that are embedded in the idea selection are business 

model canvassing, lean start-up methodology, design thinking and customer focus. 

Ideas brought forward should lean on the four tools presented. 

When it comes to the selection of an idea, the entry selection board is in charge. The 

pitch is then made by the idea owner to the entry selection board which comprises of 

people representing various business units in the company who are there to evaluate the 

idea and guide to help build it. At this stage the idea owner is expected to clearly 

explain the problem being solved verified by an external partner. Then an explanation of 

what is new in the idea is needed as well as an understanding should be shown 

regarding the competition to be faced in that particular field being entered. An MVP at 

this point is shown as one is experienced enough to tell what type of market will be 

attracted but no business plan is required as the business potential is analysed later. 

After the pitch is made and idea is accepted, the idea owner has to firstly seek approval 

from his/her manager to work in the garage for 3 months. 

When the project enters the garage, the incubator or garage manager’s duty is to simply 

take charge of all the activities happening in the garage. As the Director stated, ‘The 

role of the Garage Manager is to simply run the whole show’. He has to build internal 

and external communications, make sure entry selection points are organised and make 

sure projects are successful. Encouraging communication between garages is another 

duty that the garage manager looks at. Currently only internal ideas are accepted to 

enter the garage, going forward it may be open even for external partners like start-ups 

to start from the garage. At the Ericsson garage funding is done internally and the 

various external partners that maybe involved in various projects running in the garage 

are not paid to be in the garage but are partners with Ericsson regarding the various 

projects being run. And idea owners in the garage are paid by their various managers 

from the various business units that they are coming from. The Director of the garage 

explained by stating, ‘It’s like a franchise, so we are not owning any budget for this but 

it’s more like a bottom up’. 

The garage has no specific monitoring or evaluation tools for the projects in the 

incubator. As the Head of the garage operations mentioned, ‘Most people operating in 

the garage are highly motivated which helps the garage on monitoring’. No strict 

monitoring and no formal structure for reporting are in place because the idea owners 

are trusted and are given help whenever necessary. There is internal support for the 
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garage in terms of resources that are made available. Besides the funding that is done 

internally, support is also given through legal, research teams, infrastructure, 

communication and experts in various fields to aid in the project’s success. Apart from 

using external partners as idea verifiers, the garage also incorporates external networks 

that also aid in it running successful projects. Its external network consists of other 

incubators like the KTH innovator, universities like KTH, Linköping and many others. 

Summer jobs, internships and also thesis work is given to students. The garage also 

involves other strategy partners as well as ventures and start-ups. It is an important fact 

that these relations that are created should also be maintained and Ericsson garage 

maintains them by gradual meetings, start-up challenges and other activities that will 

continue to boost their network. The garage has a physical space were research 

personnel and idea owners work, this encourages collaboration between projects and 

also garages. External partners are also welcome to be part of projects running to ensure 

a better solution is found to the problem. 

Projects in the garage may run from 3-9 months before they finally exit the garage and 

this stage is called the ‘lion’s den’. The garage has so far had 2 months as the minimum 

period and 9 months to a year including commercialisation of the project as the 

maximum period. The criterion used for exiting projects is usually that the potential 

customer or external partner should be happy with the project and satisfied that it should 

exit the garage. On the other hand if the project’s outcome can be able to benefit other 

customers then it can be ready to exit. This is because the main aim of the garage is 

technology based projects that can be finally spin-off. At this stage of exit, funding is 

done so as to ensure the continuity of the project and three outcomes are projected; 

firstly the R&D funds it with their budgets if it falls under any business line. Secondly, 

it can be taken up by research if it does not fit any business line and research works on it 

until an alternative solution is found or the idea may die. But plans are underway to 

insure projects that do not fit business lines are instead taken to Sales. The third 

decision is the cancellation of the project this maybe as a result of lack of supporting 

solution or overwhelming demand and lessons are learnt from it. The Innovation 

manager stated, ‘another problem with incubation is that it turns out to be a marketing 

tool rather than innovation of ideas and in the end commercialisation is not mainly 

considered’. This therefore maybe the reason as to why some projects are not 

commercialised. 
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The Director of the incubator concluded by saying the stage which he thinks is most 

challenging and time consuming is the obtaining the best idea. On the other hand the 

other respondents made mention that commercialisation seems to be more challenging 

and time consuming. In this regard various suggestions were made as the best way to 

continue running the garage. More garage personnel, more funds and resources to 

support, more ventures and a proper spin-off process to help in commercialisation. 

5.2 IBM 

For the purpose of collecting data for research, three interviews were conducted and all 

three were done in person at the IBM office in Malmö, Sweden. First interview was 

with the founder of IBM Copenhagen Garage, second interview was with the chief 

architect, whose team’s idea was selected to be incubated in IBM Garage. Third 

interview was with the business developer, who is responsible for the maintainance of 

external networks for the IBM’s Garage. Moreover, secondary sources of information 

were also utilised for findings and analysis i.e. newspaper articles, blogs and company’s 

presentation provided by IBM.IBM‘s incubators are known as IBM Garages, the project 

of IBM Garage started in 2014. There are 15 garages in total and are located in various 

cities across the globe. The aim of the garage is to assist its clients in developing new 

innovative programs, products, services and apps using IBM’s expertise, technology 

and experience acquired over the years. These clients can include individuals with ideas, 

startups and big enterprises. The driving force to come up with the idea of IBM Garages 

was to get closer with its customers by creating more partnership relationships with 

them. These garages help their customers become more successful by ensuring that the 

products and technologies provided to them fit their needs. They also assist their clients 

in finding the right market fit for their future or existing innovative product offerings 

and technologies.  

The incubation process of IBM starts with attraction of quality projects in the garage. 

Business development team is responsible for attracting those startups whose innovative 

ideas and demand of technology, matches any of IBM’s big enterprise clients. The idea 

is to facilitate these startups to build the technology that a big enterprise is in need of, 

and sell it to them in partnership with IBM. Projects of big enterprises can also be the 

target of garage, in case these companies want to have access to IBM garage methods 

and services and implement them in their own organisation. Furthermore, in order to 

create engagement around the business strategy and to start incubation of innovative 

ideas that come from employees within the company, IBM also started a Cognitive 
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BUILD program in 2016 in which, initially the employees of IBM are asked to develop 

ideas, apply Application Program Interface (APIs), and build a team to work on that 

idea. The area where the need of ideas is present is specified by the company. This 

program is a competition to encourage employees to come up with innovative ideas and 

projects by guaranteeing monetary incentives for the winners of the competition. In the 

end, only few ideas get selected that have committed team members having clear idea of 

their proposed project and an external potential investor. As the founder of IBM 

Copenhagen garage stated that ‘the entry ticket to the garage is that you have a business 

opportunity’. The teams are also encouraged to use lean start up methodology in order 

for them to get ready and present a quality pitch of their idea and represent an agile 

team.The selected winning projects of Cognitive BUILD Program are then transferred 

to IBM garage, where they are further developed and then commercialised on the IBM’s 

cloud eco system in future. 

Moreover in IBM garage, external projects of startups that have a high potential of 

being successful in tech market are approached. Another requirement for these projects 

is to have a strong team with a clear plan of their idea. For evaluating the progress of 

external projects in Garage, lean start up methodology is used by IBM by building 

prototypes, doing continuous testing and providing user feedback to the startups. Teams 

are encouraged to be co located in one building to create an open atmosphere for them. 

Each project has a lead, who is responsible for making sure that project is moving 

forward in the right direction; however his/her role is not too rigid as IBM encourages 

to have a fluid corporate culture in garage. Other kind of internal support given to 

projects in garage includes workshops and boot camps on design thinking and lean 

startup methodology as well as resources and experts of research, design, technology, 

softwares and business development matching to their needs and demands.  

Building an external support network is necessary for IBM Garage; it is done by having 

big enterprise clients on their cloud eco system in order to assist the projects exiting the 

garage, to find potential investors and be successful in tech market. Having partnerships 

with other local business incubators is essential as well for IBM, in order to provide 

space to those startups which are not yet developed enough to enter a garage and need 

improvements in their ideas and teams before their entrance. For funding, the founder of 

Copenhagen garage stated that ‘we don’t equity invest. We don’t put equity in 

companies in any shape or form’.They are interested in startups, big corporations and 

open source projects. They only get licensing rights from the softwares and products 
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they provide to their customers and to use their intellectual property. For getting 

investors for internal ideas generated from Cognitive BUILD program, entrepreneurial 

skills of the team members of selected ideas play significant role in selection of the 

projects to be transferred to Garage, since having an external partner for the proposed 

and pitched idea is necessary.    

The project in the Garage would be ready for exit in 12 weeks. 12 weeks is not the time 

for launching the product however it is the time required to build and test the minimum 

viable product and to find the product and market fit for it. The success of a project is 

judged by its potential to have already attracted the interest of an external investor or 

IBM’s big enterprise clients. The biggest challenge in the implementation of the 

incubation process as stated by Founder of IBM Copenhagen garage is building of 

external and internal teams as well as finding the right set of people and maintaining 

their relationship i.e.‘How do you allow a team in corporate setting to self manage 

itself?’Furthermore, the Business Developer for garage stressed on the maintenance of 

external networks, as it is essential to build and sustain these networks for starting 

business development utilising the participants involved in the company’s ecosystem. 

5.3 SONY 

For this research, two interviews were conducted for SONY of the people that are 

associated with its incubator, one interview of Chief Architect was conducted in 

SONY’s office in Lund. He is a design expert working in the incubator. The other 

interview was with one of the projects’ lead conducted through Skype. He is responsible 

for leading and motivating his team which is working on the project for incubator 

alongwith him. Furthermore, secondary sources of information which include 

newspaper articles, books regarding the topic, and company’s presentations provided by 

SONY were also taken into consideration for the findings and analysis.SONY’s 

corporate incubator has been in presence as Seed Acceleration Program (SAP) in Japan 

since 2014 and has already generated a number of products. However, it has been 

initiated in Europe last year in 2016, by launching it in Lund, Sweden. The aim of this 

program is to enable employees to run innovative projects based on their own business 

ideas. The program is considered a mean of increasing the pace of innovation of the 

company by developing technologies with a specific focus on co-creation opportunities, 

Internet of things (IoT) sector and new ways to transform their business. At SONY, 

innovation is considered as a constant and fundamental process that is why the research 

and incubation (R&I) teams, being a part of this program are working on emerging 
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technologies which are sometimes years away from becoming a product in market 

(SONY, 2017). 

In the initial stage of company’s incubation model, it is necessary to maintain a quality 

pipeline of ideas. In order to achieve this goal, they have the (SAP) online inbox where 

all the employees within organisation can submit their ideas, Moreover, there is an 

incentive system to make people think of new ideas all the time. For generation of 

quality ideas there are brainstorming sessions and design thinking technique is used for 

these sessions to be effective, as ‘it contributes to the development of open innovation in 

big companies’. (SONY, 2017). After the ideas generation, and submission in the (SAP) 

inbox, some of them are selected on the criteria that if the proposed product can be a 

solution to an existing or emerging customer pain. The selected ideas are then further 

refined and worked on using the lean start up methodology. In lean start up 

methodology, instead of writing a rigid business plan, hypotheses related to each project 

are presented in a framework called business model canvas which is a diagram to 

present how the project will create value for itself and for its customer. After further 

investigation and refinement of the proposed ideas, they are then pitched and presented 

to the selection committee. In SONY, for picking the winners, having selection criteria 

is essential. The committee makes sure that the selected ideas are validated on the basis 

of lean startup methodology adopted by the company and for achieving this, some 

questions regarding the projects’ feasibility are asked, for example: How is the project 

going to be implemented?  Who is the potential customer? How well the project works 

in total eco system? Are there any market factors that are working against the project? 

What are the regulations regarding the proposed project? The ideas that are not 

validated on the basis of these questions are then rejected and put in recycle. 

Monitoring and evaluation of the progress of selected projects is done by validating 

them on certain assumptions.  As told by the Chief Architect: ‘there are a lot of 

assumptions that we need to validate, we try to work on a very simplistic model 1) we 

have an assumption on user, consumer experience, 2) assumptions on tech 3) we have 

assumptions on the business side. For example, we have a technology related to cloud, 

and we are targeting specific end users and we have to sell some 50 million items. So, 

basic thing here is to validate those assumptions, how can we make sure that the 

business is right.’ The projects that do not meet the monitoring standards get closed 

down; most of the failures till date are due to the failure on validation of the projects for 
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assumptions on tech and business. However, pre-testing of the projects on non 

commercial level lowers the risk of failures.  

Internal support to the team working on a certain project in incubator is provided from 

the start of the process. Firstly, by forming the core team consisting of 3 to 4 people 

with different sets of skills and backgrounds for working on the project. Each project 

has a lead for example,if a project is design intensive then the lead will be a designer. If 

a project is tech intensive then a tech person will be the project lead. The role of the 

project lead is not rigid. SONY has a strong global internal network, and the project 

teams can get help from the global experts present in different business units of SONY 

across the globe. They have an internal project web space to enable teams working in 

research and incubation (R&I) unit to keep track of different projects that are in 

progress and weekly meeting are conducted as well in which each team has to give 

feedback on what they are doing. In addition, collaboration and interaction between 

different projects’ teams are also encouraged. Moreover, SONY does not officially have 

any collaboration with other incubators till date; however project team members have 

good connections with them on personal level.  

The funding of the projects is done both internally and externally, if idea is core 

industry then it doesn’t have to be funded externally and if it’s not, then the project 

teams try to get external investors. Furthermore, it was elaborated that the 

entrepreneurial skills of the team are taken into consideration for giving funding to 

teams. It’s not a requirement to have found an intentional partner or funding but if a 

project has then it’s a big advantage for the ability to survive for project.When the 

projects exit the incubation process, Internet of Things (IoT) business unit takes up the 

projects in order to commercialise it. The time of exit from the incubator for a project 

can be one or two years. The time of exit as told by the Project Lead interviewedcomes 

when ‘at a certain point you have your initial product really sold to someone, you have 

started marketing and selling it.’Furthermore,the ideation and innovations that the 

company is looking at are for improvements that can be for internal purpose as well. 

However, the incubator set up of SONY is mainly for external products and services. 

There are three possibilities for an incubated project, it can become a SONY product or 

service, it can be a joint venture with a partner company or it can completely result in a 

new startup company. 

Conclusively, the most challenging stage of the SONY’s incubation model as stated by 

both interviewees of SONY is the ideation stage. Since according to the Chief Architect, 
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if the product worth in the market is known then there will be no concerns about its 

returns or issues or cancelation. To do the market research well is essential because after 

launching it and getting the problems and repairing them will be extremely costly. 

Moreover, the Project Lead interviewed presented the same stance that spending a lot of 

time and money on research of the area or field of the product is important as it will 

save the time and effort wasted on the projects which shut down during the testing and 

evaluation phase.  

5.4 SynerLeap (ABB) 

An interview was done with the founder and Managing Director of Synerleap and the 

aid of secondary data made it possible for the information to be verified and compiled. 

ABB is a company that is a leader in technology dealing with utility, industry, 

transportation and infrastructure and is a product of many mergers and acquisitions 

which dates back to 1988 (ABB, 2017). Being an MNC and in a fast moving market, 

ABB has been involved in many innovative activities one of them being the 

introduction of their Incubator called Synerleap. Synerleap is a growth hub that has 

been created by ABB to support the expansion of fast growing start-ups to help them 

expand to the global market through synergies and collaborations with several partners. 

Synerleap is situated in the largest ABB R&D centre located in Västerås, Sweden. 

It was established in September, 2016 and operations started in December, 2016. It first 

started by incubating 4 start-ups companies and now has 13 companies. Their aim is to 

reach at least 25 companies. As a way of introducing the entrepreneural culture in the 

organisation, Synerleap has a physical space for all the companies to share and are 

located at one floor of the building. As stated by the Managing Director, ‘We provide 

uniqueness in terms of the services and resources that are provided as these have not 

been provided before by incubators in Sweden. We offer access to world class industrial 

infrastructure (laboratories) and knowledge as well as our competence’. The company 

has been also collaborating with other existing innovation systems such as venture 

capital or business culturing to give the best in its incubator.Synerleap is interested in 

start-ups dealing with industrial automation, robotics and energy. The start-up 

companies are then allowed to be in the incubator for a maximum of 18 months but 

none has exited because the incubator has only been running for 9 months. 

There should be a realisation of the outside world even as an MNC is doing its business. 

It carries with itself many advantages like its knowledge, business and customers, its 

experience and capabilities can be utilised to expose the corporate culture. But an 
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entrepreneurial culture is needed in order to incorporate new innovations in the old 

MNCs which may not be exposed to them like the start-ups are. Therefore, engaging 

with start-ups is the best way to expose the corporate and entrepreneurial cultures and 

benefit from them.Synerleap has no specific acceleration programme that it provides to 

its start-ups but each start-up progresses at its own pace and may exit at different stages 

as well. Though there is a physical space available for Start-ups to seat each company 

has its own time that it manages to be in the incubator. Some start-up companies as they 

grow decide to employ more people to seat in the incubator.  

When it comes to the selection of the start-ups that are to be included in Synerleap, 

there are certain selection criteria to be followed. Start-ups that are mature enough and 

are in the industry that involves industrial automation, robotics and energy are the ones 

that are considered including digitalisation and technology as an overall area that the 

incubator looks at. The main selection criterion that is used by Synerleap focus on the 

following; the company should have the fast growing potential, it should be ready to 

extend and entre larger market. Having customers is another potential to scale up that 

the company should show. Another criterion is to be willing to collaborate with ABB, 

Synerleap companies and other partners of the incubator. This does not mean that ABB 

may take shares or ownership but the close collaboration with others is an important 

part for the incubator to grow entrepreneurial culture. A firm’s patent portfolio and 

business strategy is needed from these start-ups. This shows ownership and protection 

of what the start-up is doing. This in another way reduces changes in the core business 

of the start-up as the company has direction of its business and ensure growth. A last 

criterion is that the start-up companies joining the incubator should have no competition 

with the other existing Synerleap companies or ABB itself. The start-ups should be 

more mature and should be able to benefit from the incubator’s facilities provided like 

the robot laboratories.  After the start-up is completely accessed by the manager, it is 

later sent to the Review Board which consists of global representatives from ABB 

divisions, technical and R&D personnel. They then rank their interest in the start-up and 

the Advisory Board finally gives its remarks before the decision is finally made. 

Among the many manager roles in the incubator some of them performed by the 

Synerleap manager are that of shortening the innovation cycle and helping the start-ups 

to accelerate and grow faster. Synerleap has been dealing with mature start-ups that 

have already moved a step further in their business this means that they are already 

funded and Synerleap does not therefore need to fund them. Dealing with mature start-
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ups simply makes it extremely easy for them to progress. This is because the companies 

already have their own direction and therefore, no close monitoring or evaluation of 

process is done by the incubator but it always ensures all companies find an easy route 

to innovation.  

Synerleap members are exposed both to internal and external networks. Internally, they 

are able to collaborate with Synaerleap companies as well as interact with experts and 

scientists within ABB that can give then much help because of their experience. 

Externally, Synerleap is able to increase the start-up’s visibility and networking through 

visiting ABB’s customers together with ABB, collaborations with external parties like 

the government, other incubators and universities. Synerleap has not had any company 

exiting its incubatoras it was just created. No specific criterion has also been included in 

order to know that a company is ready to exit. Even though some companies due to 

various reasons have exited the incubator before the incubation period ended (Synerleap 

ABB, 2017). 

As stated by the managing director regarding challenges faced by the incubator, 

‘Culture change and building trust are some of the challenges we face in 

Synerleap’.The entrepreneurial culture is one different from the corporate culture that 

exists in ABB and blending the two cultures has been a difficult task for the incubator. 

Understanding the importance of ABB learning from the Start-ups is vital for its growth 

and innovativeness. Building trust between the Start-ups and ABB is another 

challenging task as Start-ups may not be so sure of the win-win strategy that ABB is 

presenting to them. 

5.5 Bio Venture Hub (AstraZeneca) 

For the purpose of having findings and results for the study, two interviews were 

conducted through Skype. One interview was with the Chief Executive Officer, who 

initiated this idea of incubator and the other interview was with Senior innovation 

architect. Moreover, other secondary sources of information i.e. companies’ website 

blogs and research reports were also utilised. Bio Venture Hub is the name of corporate 

incubator of AstraZeneca, which is located in Gothenburg, Sweden. It started in 2014, 

as an open innovation initiative. Since, the whole business concept of AstraZeneca is 

developed on creating value from innovation processes. So,the aim of the Bio Venture 

Hub is also to create an innovative ecosystem in order to strengthen the life science 

industry in Scandinavia. It gives the academic groups and biotech/medtech companies 

which just entered or about to enter the development phase, an opportunity to co-locate 
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and cooperate with big pharmaceutical companies as well as with each other and 

contribute towards advancement of life science industry. Any company or academic 

group that becomes a member of Bio Venture Hub gets the same access to the facilities 

as AstraZeneca staff.  

There are currently 18 projects in Bio Venture Hub, and 1 academic group. In order to 

be proactive in attracting companies that can contribute towards the strategic value of 

the incubator’s environment, Bio Venture Hub try to increase its external outreach and 

visibility. This is done by presenting the company in various international conferences 

and meetings and attracting non-swedish, international corporations to establish in Bio 

Venture Hub. However, the incubator is very selective in giving companies permission 

to enter Bio Venture Hub, as CEO of Bio Venture Hub stated that ‘60% of the 

companies that come to us for admission are rejected’. Since, they follow strict criteria 

for choosing companies to be a part of Bio Venture Hub. Firstly, they judge on the basis 

of financial conditions of the company i.e. it should have the capital to run the project. 

Secondly, they look at the quality and maturity of the company. Thirdly, they look at 

synergies i.e. whether Bio Venture Hub has the resources to help them and how the 

entering company’s skill base can create synergies with other companies in the hub. 

Lastly, they check the company’s legal history i.e. it should not be part of any type of 

legal crime. 

Bio Venture Hub do not provide any commercialisation services itself , however they 

have collaboration with a university incubator in order to help the companies in Bio 

Venture hub with commercialisation and business development. As CEO of Bio 

Venture Hub elaborated, ‘we help them with technical, scientific expertise rather than 

the general business incubators where you have to help them in making business plans 

and commercialisation’. The companies are responsible for monitoring and evaluation 

of their own progress and success. Bio Venture Hub is a free source of industry advice 

for the companies that are part of it. Monitoring of companies by the incubator is not 

done strictly as companies that enter Bio Venture Hub are mature enough to handle 

work according to their plan and report to the incubator in case of any additional 

services required. Yet to some extent, it do keep track of the status of the companies’ 

projects that whether they are on track according to their given project pipelines, 

whether they have got any additional funding source and whether clinical testing on the 

products has been applied or not.  
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The internal support given to companies include AstraZeneca’s human capital and infra 

structure. Furthermore, a lot of strategic input on planning and corporate strategy as 

well as technical and scientific assistance. All the companies that enter in Bio Venture 

Hub are placed in one building. So, it creates an environment of cooperation and 

knowledge sharing among them which is extremely important for contribution towards 

open innovation. A contact person is also given to each company in order for them to 

communicate their emerging needs. The contact person is responsible for providing the 

right expertise and technology of AstraZeneca to the companies. Establishing external 

networks are also essential for Bio Venture Hub. They work together with other 

companies and organisations in Sweden, to develop cluster innovation in medical 

technology, digital health and pharmaceuticals. For example, they have collaborated 

with university incubators in order to provide companies with business development 

services. They also have collaborations with university hospitals in order to offer 

companies with the capacity to do clinical trials. 

The initiative of Bio Venture Hub is co funded by Swedish government and some local 

investors, so the companies do not need to pay for the resources that it provides and Bio 

Venture Hub gets reimbursed so it costs neutral to the incubator. Moreover, the 

incubator does not provide the funding of projects to the companies; they have to 

arrange it for themselves. Companies can’t enter the incubator without having capital 

for the projects they want to work on. The purpose of bio venture hub is to allow small 

sized life science firms to re-locate their work to Bio Venture Hub in order to take 

advantage of the advanced life science research expertise and clinical trial programmes 

of AstraZeneca and to learn from other companies which are in a similar phase of the 

innovation process. A company can sign a contract of 1 to 5 years with Bio Venture 

Hub. However, they are free to leave the incubator whenever they want, by giving 6 

months notice. There can be many reasons for the companies to leave before the end of 

their contract. For example, they might not be successful in the science or technology 

they were trying to test and experiment or it can be that they found the solution faster 

than expected and want to leave the incubator for international expansion purposes, 

earlier than the signed period of contract. Overall, Bio Venture Hub has not faced any 

challenges till now and is performing according to the expectation set for it since its 

creation and is planning to have more companies in the incubator. 
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5.6 VOLVO CE 

Volvo Construction Equipment situated in Braås, Sweden is a company that has been 

involved in innovation and is known best for its quality. Interviews were conducted 

with the Business Development Manager working under Sales and Marketing in the 

EMEA (Europe, Middle East and Africa) region and the Chief Architect that are closely 

linked to various innovation processes. As a way of promoting innovation internally 

Volvo CE has created a forum were its employees can present their ideas. Benefits in 

form of financial awards are given to employees that bring innovative ideas or 

inventions forward. The company has taken this route as a way of gaining competitive 

advantage on the market because humans keep evolving and demands keep changing. 

This has made the company not want to remain in the past but embrace the change as 

well. Innovation is not only left to one part of the company but innovation models are 

implemented with full support of the management of the company. The production 

department spearheads the cultivation of ideas and incubation. Though the department 

does not have a physical space to run idea, it channels them to the right departments for 

improvement and also ensures ideas building various processes are verified and 

implemented. 

Inventions in Volvo CE are usually begun from anyone, especially internally from 

personnel dealing with various functions. One fills in a form to explain the idea, the 

problem that is to be solved and how it is to be solved. Having seldom direct contact 

with its product end users, the company also gets ideas externally through its 

distributors in frequent meetings regarding industry trends. In these meeting some 

current or future customers are at times invited to talk about their needs thereby giving 

the company ideas. From such meetings, an idea list is made and presented to the 

product council which makes a gross list and prioritises the ideas. These ideas are then 

coordinated by various close functional teams which have marketers, technicians, 

designers, system engineers, purchasers and many others to help shape the ideas. As 

stated by the Business Development Manager, ‘These Teams massage the idea to make 

sure it satisfies all parties in the team and then a decision is made’. 

When employees’ ideas are submitted, they are assessed by the production department 

which analyses the idea to find out if there is anything new that has been brought 

forward or if there is any new additions to the current production process. The selection 

criteria of the ideas used is; whether the idea has market value and is it solving the 

customer’s problem (what keeps the customer awake?). Another analysis done is to find 
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out if an idea has an independent invention and if it has, further decision has to be made 

for patenting. The Patenting attorneys then take up the task of patenting. If an idea is an 

addition to current production process, it is analysed and assessed by the production 

department and rolled back to the production process. Large machine manufacturing 

companies like Volvo CE have three main loops to stay competitive through production 

(quality), production cost or customer relation (closeness to the customer). It is 

important that a company has its strengths in one of the three and for Volvo CE taking a 

lead in production quality has been its strength while other machine companies like 

Catapillar are the best in other areas. When it comes to external ideas, they are 

prioritised by the Functional Teams according to their market potential and profitability. 

After the ideas have been worked around and prioritised, they are then taken to the 

product planning for more investigations on how their potential can be explored with 

regards to its market value and solving the customer problems. The period in which an 

idea can be worked on depends on what type of idea or invention it is which may take 6 

months to 10 years. 

The department that is in charge of incubation is headed by the Chief Architect, and his 

main role is to analyse the ideas brought in through various channels to their right 

destinations. He also encourages idea generation internally. Coming to external ideas, 

the chief architect is also part of the production planning that evaluates and prioritises 

the idess. The ideas once submitted are analysed and whether coming from external or 

internal sources do not need funding in their initial stages. For ideas that need patenting, 

after the patenting process, the patented idea can be later combined with various 

inventions to be part of a certain machine. If an idea is rolled back in a production 

process, if not complicated no funds are needed for that and if it is complicated then the 

production department’s budget may cover it. There are no external funding sources but 

the company funds all the projects that need financing. 

The production department dealing with incubation does not have any process to 

evaluate or monitor the ideas that they deal with. This is because they have a simple and 

straight forward process once the idea is selected. The product planning dealing with 

external ideas that are incorporated are provided with team that compose of personnel 

from various departments. This is one of the resources that are provided internally. 

Externally the production department also collaborates with universities, incubators and 

various start-ups in order to build new trends in their manufacturing. It is also a way of 

getting hold of various innovation systems that may be beneficial for the company 
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especially those that are not directly related to its product line. At times the company 

may buy sharesor even purchase smaller companies for the use of their technology. 

Innovation and communication leaders are involved in order to accelerate innovation 

teams. 

For a project or invention to be commercialised it take a very long process. Most 

inventions are combined and usually built in a new machine and a process called 

harvesting is done. Harvesting is a manual investigation of a created machine by the 

Attorneys in charge of patenting and the production team. This helps them to see what 

new features the new machine has from the previous machine in order to patent 

inventions that have not yet been patented. When it comes to commercialisation of 

inventions, the production department in conjunction with the marketing and purchasing 

departments are in charge of finally rolling out the projects. This is because they would 

have scanned the market in readiness and that there are customers ready to purchase. 

Above all the production department should be ready to produce on demand. Sometimes 

inventions may be too early for the market and may not be rolled out but kept until such 

a time when the market with be ready enough. When the project is ready for the market, 

trainings are done to ensure employees’ understanding of the new invention. The 

challenge that has been faced in incubating ideas is that,it is very difficult to find a 

global solution which can be brought to the market or commercialised. This all lies 

behind the difficulty in creating ideas and the testing and validation of ideas that take a 

very long time. 
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6. Analysis and Discussion 
In the following chapter, comparison of both theoretical and empirical data is done and 

analysis is then presented. Moreover, it is discussed how well the purpose of the thesis 

is fulfilled.  

In table 3, the summary of within-case and cross-case analysis of the six companies that 

are part of the study is given. Furthermore, in order to do discussion, theories related to 

important findings from the cases are also depicted intable 3.  

Table 3: Within-case and Cross-case analysis table 

Facilitating 

Factors 
Theories ERICSSON IBM SONY ABB AstraZeneca 

VOLVO 

CE 

    
ERICSSON 

GARAGE 

IBM 

GARAGE 

SAP (Seed 

Acceleration 

Program) 

Synerleap 
Bio Venture 

Hub 
Volvo CE 

Driving 

Force 

Bessant&

Tidd, 

2009 

Innovation Innovation Innovation Innovation Initiative for  Innovation 

  
Higgins, 

1995 

Competitive 

Advantage 

Deepen 

relationships 

with clients 

Technology 

Development 

Incorporation 

of 

entrepreneurial 

culture 

open 

innovation 

Competitive 

advantage 

  

Chris 

Townsend 

et al. 

2008 

            

Quality 

Pipeline 
  Screening  Screening  Screening  Screening  Screening  Screening  

  
Aerts et 

al. 2007 

Design 

Thinking 

Design 

Thinking 

Design 

Thinking 
      

    
Lean Startup 

Methodology 

Lean Startup 

Methodology 

Lean Startup 

Methodology 
      

Picking 

Winners 

Ayatse et 

al. 2017 

Selection 

Criteria used 

Selection 

Criteria used 

Selection 

Criteria used 

Selection 

Criteria used 

Selection 

Criteria used 

Selection 

Criteria used 

  

Hackett 

&Dilts, 

2004a 

            

Developing 

Commerciali

sation Skills  

Lalkaka& 

Shaffer, 

1999 

No business 

plan 

No business 

plan 

No business 

plan 

No business 

plan 

No business 

plan 

No business 

plan 

  
Lalkaka, 

2002 
Networking Networking Networking Networking Networking Networking 

Monitoring 

and 

Evaluating 

Progress 

Scilltoe&

Chakrabar

ti, 2010 

Interaction 

encouraged  

Interaction 

encouraged  

Interaction 

encouraged  

Interaction 

encouraged 

Interaction 

encouraged  

Interaction 

encouraged 

  
Mian, 

1996 

No strict 

monitoring  

No strict 

monitoring  

Monitoring 

criteria needed 

No strict 

monitoring 

No strict 

monitoring  

No 

monitoring 

Internal 

Support 

Network 

Tötterman 

and Sten, 

2005 

Physical 

proximity 

present 

Physical 

proximity 

present 

Physical 

proximity 

present 

Physical 

proximity 

present 

Physical 

proximity 

present 

Less 

physical 

proximity 

  
Rice, 

2002 

Personnel 

involvement 

needed 

Personnel 

involvement 

needed 

Personnel 

involvement 

needed 

Personnel 

involvement 

needed 

Personnel 

involvement 

needed 

Personnel 

involvement 

needed 
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External 

Support 

Network 

Granovetter, 

1973 

Weak and 

Non-redundant 

ties exist 

Weak and Non-

redundant ties 

exist 

Weak and 

Non-redundant 

ties exist 

Weak and 

Non-

redundant 

ties exist 

Weak and 

Non-

redundant 

ties exist 

Weak and Non-

redundant ties 

exist 

  Lechner&D

owlin, 2003  

Relational 

capability 

applies 

Relational 

capability 

applies 

Relational 

capability 

applies 

Relational 

capability 

applies 

Relational 

capability 

applies 

Relational 

capability 

applies 

  
Tsai et al. 

2009 
            

Access to 

Funding 

Streams 

MacMillan 

at al. 1985  

Internal 

Funding  

Internal and 

External 

Funding 

 External 

Funding 

Does not 

apply 

Does not 

apply 
Internal funding 

    

Development 

of 

entrepreneurial 

skills 

Development of 

entrepreneurial 

skills 

Development 

of 

entrepreneurial 

skills 

    

Development of 

entrepreneurial 

skills 

Managed 

Exit 

Hackett 

&Dilts, 

2004b  

Exit criteria 

applies 

Exit criteria 

applies 

Exit criteria 

applies 

Does not 

apply 

Does not 

apply 

Exit criteria 

applies 

                

Outcome 
Bessant&Ti

dd, 2009 

Innovation 

creation 

Innovative 

products, 

technology and 

apps 

Innovation 

creation 

Innovation 

creation 

Innovation 

creation 

Innovation 

creation 

  
Higgins, 

1995 
  

      
 

  

  

Chris 

Townsend et 

al. 2008 

Product 

market fit 

found 

Product market 

fit found 

Product 

implemented 

internally,  

Company 

spin off 

Company 

spin off 
Used internally 

  

  

Used 

internally, spin 

off or 

Abandoned 

  
partnership, 

spin off 
  

    

Most 

Significant 

Factor 

  
Quality 

Pipeline 

Internal Support 

Networks 

Quality 

Pipeline 

Quality 

Pipeline 

Quality 

Pipeline 
Quality Pipeline 

  
  Managed Exit 

External 

support 

Networks 

      
  

 

Innovation has always been the target of all successful businesses (Bessant&Tidd, 

2009). This is all because of the ever present competition which pushes companies to 

always stay alert and creative (Higgins, 1995).  MNCs belonging to the global market 

have in the recent past implored various innovation strategies and tools as a way to stay 

innovative and remain global leaders (Chris Townsend et al., 2008). As one of the 

strategies implemented by many MNCs, Corporate incubators have been essential in 

building various innovation systems in companies (Peters et al., 2004). In order to 

encourage innovations in the firm, entrepreneurship usually called as ‘corporate 

entrepreneurship’ in corporations is another way of helping the business to build 

innovation internally and has a positive effect on corporate incubation (Burns, 2008). 

Corporate incubation has its final success point of innovation, meaning, if a corporate 
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incubator is to attain success, innovation in the firm has to be achieved (Hackett and 

Dilts, 2004). 

All the six companies that were interviewed clearly showed that their drive in setting up 

a corporate incubator was their desire for innovation. Ericsson and Volvo CE strongly 

mentioned competitive advantage as being their other driving force. IBM added that 

apart from innovation, their other aim was to deepen relationships with their clients. 

Furthermore, SONY mentioned the development of technology as an important steer in 

the establishment of their corporate incubator. ABB also have another important aspect 

of incorporating the entrepreneurial culture in their organisation as a way of achieving 

innovation.  

The main driving force in the establishment of corporate incubators by the interviewed 

MNCs was innovation. The interviews conducted show the results of each company 

aiming to be innovative, though the companies may have mentioned various driving 

forces like competitive advantage, technology development, strengthening client 

relationships and introducing entrepreneurial culture in the organisation. Looking back 

to the literature discussed, all these other driving forces are already ways of improving 

innovation in the organisation (Chris Townsend et al., 2008). This gives a bigger picture 

of how innovation has been an important success point for every company especially 

the MNCs that are working globally and are facing threats of losing business as new 

companies with new technologies are entering the market. The research therefore agrees 

with the conceptual framework developed by the researchers that conclude that 

introducing a corporate incubator in an organisation will increase its innovativeness. 

6.1 Quality pipeline 

In setting up an incubator, screening is one of the most important facilitating factor to 

help estimate its success or failure. This acts as a sieve to allow more successful 

entrepreneurs in the incubator (Aerts et al., 2007). Idea generation and selection are the 

components of having a quality pipeline, but much more, these ideas should be verified 

both externally and internally through feedback for them to be verified (Crowne, 2002; 

Mullins, and Komisar, 2009). All the companies interviewed employ various screening 

methods at the beginning of their incubation processes. External partners are also 

included in the idea phase either to be verifiers or incubator tenant Companies like 

Ericsson, SONY and VOLVO CE have ideas coming from their internal employees that 

they screen. Incentives for idea creation are also given to them for motivation. Bio 

Venture Hub and SynerLeap incubate start-up companies that are mature enough and 
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have customers. These are the incubator tenants that they screen. IBM incubates ideas 

both from external partners and internal employees and has developed a screening 

method to suit their work. The research assumes that screening is a very important part 

of creating a quality pipeline in the creation of a corporate incubator. Crowne, (2002) 

and Mullins and Komisar (2009) established the importance of feedback and 

verification of ideas that are to be considered for incubation. The companies 

interviewed screen the ideas that are to be selected for the incubation. This gives a clear 

indication of the importance of screening so as to allow quality to flow in the incubator 

thereby increasing the chances of success of ideas to commercialisation. 

Many start-ups fail due to lack of building right products in the beginning and are too 

late to realise this and end up spending a lot of money on unsuccessful products. This 

has called for the introduction of Lean Start-up methodology in the start-ups as well as 

in incubators (Nobel, 2011). Though not fully built in this research, it is significant to 

understand lean start-up methodology’s importance theoretically so as to establish its 

application. Lean start-up methodology is a method of innovation used by start-up 

companies to create products that are demanded by customers. This method is one also 

recommended to be used in incubators that aim at creating innovations. The method is 

important as it builds in the product development process the main business assumption 

(Müller and Thoring, 2012). Miski, (2014) explains the center of lean start-up 

methodology in a summary. It is focused on the validation of learning, scientific 

explanation, shortening product development cycles, measuring progress and also 

getting feedback from customer. This is a way of creating products that suit customer 

needs at a lower cost. In the research findings, Ericsson, SONY and IBM have shown to 

be using the lean start-up methodology. While in Bio Venture Hub and SynerLeap do 

not directly apply it as they work more with mature company. Volvo CE though not 

dealing with mature start-up has not started using it yet in its idea development.  

This finally deduces that lean start-up methodology is an important method in idea 

generation and helps the process to built efficient products that will satisfy the customer 

needs. This is very applicable to corporate incubators that are dealing with the initial 

stage of idea generation like Ericsson, SONY and IBM.  On the other hand companies 

having corporate incubators that deal with mature start-up do not face a big challenge 

when it comes to idea generation as the case of Bio Venture Hub and SynerLeap. Volvo 

CE can be advised in this case to employ such methods as to speed up the innovation 

systems so as to work efficiently. 
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The literature of Patton et al., (2006) has not included the use of design thinking when 

building a quality pipeline. This is an important aspect to consider as three of the 

companies that were interviewed which are Ericsson, SONY and IBM have been using 

it in their idea generation. The other companies interviewed which are Bio Venture 

Hub, SynerLeap and Volvo CE have not employed design thinking. This is because 

SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub have been incubating start-ups that are mature enough 

and do not have the phase of idea generation. Volvo CE on the other hand has not 

embraced design thinking yet. In order to foster innovation in companies, design 

thinking is being applied in incubators in companies. Though not using lean principles, 

design thinking is aimed at focusing on customer’s needs in order to create solutions for 

them. It centers on solving complex problems by focusing on user needs and create 

multi-disciplinary teams to generate innovative solutions (Buchanan, 1992). It also 

incorporates extensive user research and feedback loops (Müller and Thoring, 2012). 

The decision made by the research regarding the importance of design thinking is that, it 

is essential for every company having an incubator to employ design thinking at their 

ideation phase. This is because of what research has shown proving its importance and 

also the companies that were interviewed which are involved in idea generation have 

been employing this method. For the companies that incubate start-ups that are mature, 

it does not give an impact because these incubators do not seize any ideas but look at 

how mature the start-up is. For Volvo CE which has not yet implemented design 

thinking, it is essential that it does so, as it involves various employees to be more 

encouraged to generate ideas. 

6.2 Picking the Winners 

Picking the winners involves the selection of the entrepreneurs that the incubator can 

work with. Lalkaka(2001) emphasises the use of business plans as a way to evaluate the 

members that are to be included in the incubator. Furthermore, Ayatse et al. (2017) and 

Hackett and Dilts (2004a) center on building and evaluation process that involve four 

characteristics. These characteristics are managerial, market, product and financial 

characteristics. Selection in business incubators also focus on checking the profile of all 

companies that will be able to provide various resources to the incubator. Switching to 

the interviews conducted in this study, all the companies have various selection criteria 

that they use when evaluating which entrepreneurs to select. These selection criteria do 

not involve the use of business plan as  suggested by many companies interviewed that 

it is a method that kills ideas. Hence, each entrepreneur entering an incubator is 
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analysed according to a particular incubator’s selection criteria employed. Once the 

criteria has been met company is then selected to enter the incubator.  

Companies like Ericsson, SONY, IBM, and VOLVO CE have a selection method that is 

handled by a selection board which takes care of the selection process of incubatees. 

These boards consist of experts from various business units in the company. In all these 

firms, the criteria to select the idea for incubation is similar that was presented by 

Hackett and Dilts (2004a). Managerial characteristics are given importance for the 

presented project, if a team is enthusiastic and motivated to take the project to the next 

stage and deeply knows the problem they are going to solve then that project is selected, 

in cases if an idea is good and there is no team made, then these firms provide the 

person who initiated a project with the people having the required sets of skills to make 

the incubation of project possible. Market characteristics are also taken into 

consideration, the idea with a clear target market defined is going to be selected. It 

should be centered on providing a solution to the parent company’s existing or potential 

customers’ pain. Furthermore, product characteristics are also significant in selection 

criteria. The product specifications should be defined i.e. which type of technology it is 

focusing on. The project with the clearly defined products/technology information is 

going to be chosen for incubation. Financial characteristics are also focused, those 

projects that have already started putting effort in searching for a potential partner of the 

project is given priority otherwise, the business development unit have to be utilised in 

for finding potential investors or partners.  

For SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, these four characteristics are also important, 

however since they do not have ideation from within the parent company. They look at 

these characteristics for the startups that they allow in the incubator.  These startups 

should have a team of people ready to work on their desired project requested to be 

incubated in the corporate incubator. Their market should be aligned to the set of 

defined target markets by the corporate incubator i.e. for SynerLeap it is necessary that 

the start-ups are working in the areas of industrial automation, energy and robotics. For 

Bio Venture Hub, they allow only medtech/biotech start-ups. For the products, that the 

entering startup is going to be working on, both SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, take 

care that they have the required technology, expertise and research to assist them 

otherwise the startup is not allowed to enter corporate incubator because it is not going 

to be beneficial for the corporate incubator and startups both. From the theoretical and 

empirical analysis, it is inferred that in corporate incubators, the criteria that was 
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proposed for the selection of tenants by Hackett and Dilts (2004a) for business 

incubators also applies to corporate incubators in order to decide about the 

projects/startups that should be allowed in the corporate incubators. Having selection 

criteria is useful in picking the winners which is a facilitating factor for corporate 

incubation process since the eligibility of ideas/startups to enter in corporate incubator 

is clearly defined in this way. 

6.3 Developing commercialisation skills in new tenant/client 
companies’ teams 

According to Lalkaka and Shaffer (1999), building a dedicated and trained management 

team ensures success for the development of skills that help the entrepreneur 

commercialise (Lalkaka and Shaffer, 1999). In multinational organisations, for the 

commercialisation of products, there are already build and developed systems and units 

for commercialisation of new products that are ready to be introduced in the market. 

After the incubation, usually there are business developers that are responsible for 

assisting in project commercialisation. The business development of parent company of 

the corporate incubator is really beneficial in this regard according to all the six cases 

studied in the research.  As compared to general business incubators, this is an 

advantage that already exists for the corporate incubators since, they have an established 

brand image, so whenever a new product is ready to be introduced in the market, the 

brand image plays an important role and makes the commercialisation of the incubated 

projects easier for them.   

Out of two proposed drivers of this facilitating factor, only one is applicable after the 

empirical analysis. Since, in the previous section of picking the winners, it was 

suggested that the business plan is not significant for the corporate incubation process. 

So, finding of Lalkaka (2002) regarding necessity of a business plan for the 

commercialisation of projects of general business incubators does not apply on the 

incubators in corporate setting. However, second proposed driver of networking is 

essential for corporate incubation process since if the business development unit of the 

parent company does not have the required networks for commercialisations of the 

projects of their incubator, the effort and time applied to them will get wasted. In 

SONY, IBM, Ericsson, and VOLVO CE networking on individual level is also 

appreciated since through this they can find a potential partner for their projects which 

is the indication that they have attracted the market already and this will then make the 

commercialisation and business development easier when the projects will enter the 

business development unit of the parent company. For SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, 
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they don’t do the commercialisation of projects of the startups in the incubator however, 

they do link them to their external networks i.e. university incubators, that can help 

them regarding commercialisation. Hence after the empirical and theoretical analysis 

comparison, it can be concluded that in the corporate incubation process, the parent 

companies of corporate incubators mostly rely on their business development unit for 

commercialisation and building external networks are important in this regard.  

Patton et al (2009) facilitating factor of development of commercialisation skills in the 

tenant companies is not a necessity in corporate incubation process, however if trainings 

and workshops related to this are provided to the incubatees, then it will result in early 

discovery of partners of the incubated projects, which will later make projects’ 

commercialisation easier for business developers of the parent companies. 

6.4 Monitoring and evaluating progress 

Monitoring and evaluation of the progress of the projects in incubator is necessary in 

order to keep track of the status of the project. It has been identified as a facilitating 

factor from the Patton et al. (2009) study for general business incubation process. 

Furthermore, according to Phillips (2002) through not so formal interaction with the 

entrepreneurs having updates on the projects by the manager is suggested for the 

general business incubators which in the existing study for corporate incubators is found 

similar as well. In IBM, SONY, VOLVO CE, and Ericsson there is no strict monitoring 

done. The manager is more of a friendly leader. These multinationals does not follow a 

strict hierarchy instead have a really fluid structure. The project teams in the incubators 

are expected to complete their tasks with responsibility without strict monitoring. The 

project leaders are expected to keep their teams motivated and make sure the project is 

following the timeline proposed during the start of the project. SynerLeap and Bio 

Venture Hub are only providing the services and expertise to the startups in the 

incubator. Therefore, they are not responsible for tracking their progress, the 

responsibility lies more on startup teams themselves. One contact person is provided to 

all the startups in their incubators, which keeps track of the demands of startups and 

provides them with necessary technology or expertise required by them over the time. 

Hence, from the theoretical and empirical analysis it is inferred that in the process of 

corporate incubation, lesser formal interaction between project leaders and team 

members are encouraged in order to keep track of the progress of incubation of projects 

by the project leader.  
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Three phase iteration proposed by Mian (1996) included the evaluation of progress 

according to the business plan, management team and funding for the general business 

incubators. In case of the existing study on six corporate incubators, instead of business 

plan, project plan is given importance that was initially made after the acceptance of 

incubation of the proposed product or technology. Moreover, the management team is 

also evaluated and the project teams in corporate incubators are then provided with the 

required expertise from within the company according to the requirement of the project. 

Since the parent companies of these incubators are multinational firms consisting of 

global networks and expertise in technology, and research, this is an added advantage 

for corporate incubators as compared to general business incubators. Furthermore, the 

funding given to projects also holds importance in evaluating their progress in case of 

VOLVO CE, IBM, SONY, and Ericsson, no matter it is done internally or externally. 

However, in case of SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, the funding criteria don’t hold 

any importance, since they are not the ones that provide funding to the startups in the 

corporate incubators. Hence, from the theoretical and empirical analysis it is concluded 

that not the business plan but the project plan is important in corporate incubation 

process, management team evaluation is also vital and funding provided to projects is 

also essential for monitoring the progress of the projects in case the incubator is 

responsible for funding, if not then the funding criteria is not applicable. 

6.5 Creating synergies within the internal support network 

According to Patton et al. (2009), it is important to have synergies within the internal 

network of the business incubator as it encourages knowledge sharing among 

entrepreneurs and contributes to building trust and mutual cooperation. In IBM, SONY, 

VOLVO CE and Ericsson, internal support is given from the start of the process by 

building teams for projects with people having different set of skills and expertise. In 

this way, the projects progress fast as they are being catered from various aspects from 

the start (e.g. engineering, designing, business development). However, in SynerLeap 

and Bio Venture Hub, since the teams of the companies that enter the incubator are 

already built, incubators only provide them with research, and technology support and 

expertise whenever they demand or need it. After analysing all the cases that are part of 

this study, it is found that creating synergies within internal network is a significant 

factor that facilitates the management of corporate incubation process as well. It not 

only is a way to get quality ideas, but it also shortens the time of incubating them, since 

teams can get help from each other and the other employees of the firm on doing the 
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parts of the projects they don’t have any expertise in.  MNCs contain a global network 

already. So if these synergies are created carefully, they would contribute in making the 

corporate incubation process more efficient. 

Furthermore, in order to create synergies within internal support network, two factors 

were proposed in the research i.e. physical proximity and personnel involvement. The 

analysis related to physical proximity in corporate incubation process match the 

findings of Tötterman and Sten (2005) and Bøllingtoft (2012) for general business 

incubators, who proposed that physical proximity of the teams in business incubators 

encourage an environment of cooperation among entrepreneurs instead of competition 

and decrease their mental distance as a result. In IBM, SONY, Ericsson, SynerLeap and 

Bio Venture Hub, it is necessary for teams of various projects to sit in the same building 

in order to work on their products. According to them, there are various cross 

experiences between the teams so it’s beneficial to have them working closely together 

as working close is a way to do work faster by sharing knowledge on different aspects 

when needed.  These incubators provide space for the teams to work on their projects, 

so they are physically co located in the same building from the start. Physical proximity 

is necessary for strengthening synergies with internal support networks which in return 

contributes in creating an environment of open innovation. However in Volvo CE, 

physical proximity do exit, they encourage teams to sit together but it is not necessary 

for them to work in the same building since, they ease communication and cooperation 

among teams by utilizing virtual communication tools and facilities. By analysing the 

six cases in the study, physical proximity is presented as an important driver of the 

internal network synergies since, it contributes to mutual cooperation and understanding 

among project teams 

The personnel of general business incubators play an important role in ensuring internal 

network support and cooperation according to Rice (2002) and Tötterman and Sten 

(2005) which in the existing study is found similar for corporate incubators as well. In 

IBM, SONY, Ericsson and VOLVO CE, each project in the incubator has a project lead 

that is responsible for keeping track of the progress of the project and in making sure 

the team members are motivated and are cooperating with each other on various aspects 

of the project. However, the role of the project lead is not too rigid, as these case 

companies follow a fluid corporate culture and believe that team members should be 

able to self manage themselves without any strict monitoring. Moreover, in SynerLeap 

and Bio Venture Hub, incubators’ personnel do play a vital role but they are not 
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responsible for internal affairs of teams of the companies that enter the incubator. The 

incubator is only accountable for providing them with a contact person through which 

they can communicate their needs of technology and expertise and that contact person 

matches these firms with the required personnel of the host companies which in this 

case are ABB and AstraZeneca. After the analysis it is inferred that if the personnel of 

corporate incubator will play their role in keeping the project team members motivated, 

and provide a less formal environment, it would sustain the synergies within the internal 

network of the corporate incubator. 

6.6 Building and maintaining an effective external support 
network 

Patton et al. (2009) proposed that building and maintaining an effective support system 

is vital for general business incubators since through these networks they are able to 

provide those services and skills to the entrepreneurs that they can’t provide through 

internal networks. Ericsson, IBM, SONY, VOLVO CE, SynerLeap and Bio Venture 

Hub, all these firms have the external networks to give support to the teams working in 

the incubator. MNCs have already established external networks which they can provide 

to project teams in the incubator however; external networks specifically developed for 

facilitating corporate incubation process can consist of strategy partners, startups, 

universities and their incubators, government and other large enterprises that can 

potentially become an investor of the incubated products. After the analysis of six cases, 

it is stated that developing and sustaining the external networks is significant for the 

efficient management of corporate incubation process, since it is a way to assit project 

team members, and to provide them with potential partners. 

In addition, two factors were suggested in the theoretical framework i.e. weak and non 

redundant ties and relational capability, which can be helpful in building and 

maintaining effective external networks from studies done on general business 

incubators by Dubini& Aldrich (1991) and Chell & Baines (2000). In the case of 

SONY, Ericsson and IBM, along with the weak and non redundant ties of the 

organisation, if a project team  is able to build and utilise these ties on a personal level 

then that project has the higher level of getting permission of incubation than others. 

Since, in this way they can get a potential partner for their proposed project themselves 

and can show that the project is marketable. In case of SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, 

maintenance of weak and non redundant ties on organisational level is important, 

because they are only responsible for giving the support to the companies in the 

incubator whenever they demand. They don’t build the teams for these companies’ 
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projects. VOLVO CE assists the teams through their organisational weak and non 

redundant ties and sustaining these ties on individual level for the incubation of projects 

is appreciated but is not necessary.  After the analysis it can be concluded that non 

redundant ties are essential on both orgainsational and individual level for corporate 

incubators, since they are observed as a key to establish external networks and acquire 

knowledge from them when needed. 

Relational capability as suggested by Pihkala et al. (1999), Ngugi et al. (2010) and 

(Pagano, 2009) is another factor that was significant for maintaining external support 

networks for general business incubators. VOLVO CE, SONY, IBM, Ericsson, even if 

these companies are providing assistance of their already established external networks 

to the team members working on various projects in incubator , the members of the 

teams should have the ability to maintain the relations with these support networks 

provided to them by the organisation. However, in the case of SynerLeap and Bio 

Venture Hub, they are not responsible for building relational capability in the team 

members of companies in the incubator. They should have these skills already before 

entering the incubator space so that they can use the services provided to them by the 

incubator to the maximum.From the analysis, it is inferred that relational capability is 

vital for entrepreneurs for sustaining external networks in order to facilitate corporate 

incubation process, otherwise maintaince of long term relationships with external 

networks  is not possible. 

6.7 Access to appropriate funding streams 

Giving access to appropriate funding streams to the entrepreneurs working in general 

business incubators is considered necessary according to Patton et al. (2009), as when 

the project is ready to be marketed business incubators should help them find its 

potential investors or link them with other strategy partners for business development of 

the project. However, in the cases of corporate incubators studied in the research, it was 

found that they provide both internal and external means of funding to the projects in 

incubator.  

Ericsson and VOLVO CE do internal funding of the projects in their incubator because 

in VOLVO CE the products that are incubated are for companies’ own product 

development and research and in Ericsson, although the majority of projects are for the 

companies own product development, but they do seek their external partners’ support 

in incubation of various projects. In case of SONY, both internal and external means of 

funding are utilised. However, it is appreciated if project teams put an effort and get 
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potential investors themselves for the products being incubated. IBM does not provide 

funding to projects in the incubator but assist them in finding their market fit and 

linking them with IBM’s large enterprise clients that can become potential investors of 

the projects. Similarly, for SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, they don’t fund the 

companies in the incubator. Their purpose is to provide them with space, technology, 

and expertise whenever they need them. They don’t offer funding themselves instead 

they have the option to link companies to their other external networks that might be 

helpful for them in this regard e.g. university incubators, general business incubators. 

From the analysis it is inferred that the giving access to appropriate funding streams in 

corporate incubation process is import and it can be either from internal or external 

sources. And if a corporate incubator does not provide funding services, then they 

should help project teams in connecting with other business development units or 

university incubators. 

In order to provide appropriate funding streams, the study proposed that the investors 

give importance to entrepreneurial skills of the team for the decision of investment in 

the case of general business incubators from the studies of MacMillan at al. (1985), 

Sudek& Baucus (2008), Van Deventer &Mlambo (2009). VOLVO CE, SONY, IBM, 

and Ericsson these firms focus on developing the entrepreneurial skills of the team 

members related to different projects. The most important thing for selection of funding 

in the case of these corporate incubators is the idea itself, its market potential and its 

contribution to the brand image of the companies. So, in order for employees to come 

up with quality ideas, it is necessary for these orgainsations to put effort in shaping their 

entrepreneurial abilities. In SONY, IBM, Ericsson it is done by utilizing the Lean 

Startup Methodology and through this, teaching them how to act like a startup in big 

organisations. However, in the case of SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, this factor does 

not apply as explained previously; they allow startups with already built teams in the 

incubator and are not responsible for providing funds for their projects.After analysing 

cases of the study, it was found that building entrepreneurial skills is necessary for the 

project teams working in those corporate incubators where ideas are collected from both 

internal and external sources, since it gives entrepreneurs the ability to look at the 

market perspective of the proposed ideas from the initial stage. 

6.8 Managed Exit 

Planning for the managed exit of the projects that are ready to have independent 

sustainable future is vital for general business incubators as suggested by Patton et al. 
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(2009). In VOLVO CE, SONY, IBM and Ericsson, they make sure that the exit of 

projects is planned and is done according to a certain time span. However, in the case of 

SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, they don’t control the exit of the companies in 

incubator. These companies have the right to leave the incubator according to their will, 

by giving 6 months notice to the incubator. By the analysis of six case studies in this 

research, it is proposed that managing the exit is indeed necessary for the exit phase of 

corporate incubation process.  

Furthermore for the managed exit, having criteria for judging the projects that are ready 

for leaving the business incubator was discussed in the theoretical framework. This 

criteria was based on financial performance and entrepreneurial growth as presented by 

Hackett and Dilts (2004). They gave five different mutually exclusive projects outcome 

states on the operational level: 1) the project is surviving and is growing profitably. 2) 

the project is surviving and growing and is on the way towards profitability 3) the 

project is surviving but neither is growing nor is profitable, in other words, it is 

marginally profitable. 4) while still in the incubator, project operations were stopped 

however, the losses were minimized. 5) while still in the incubator, project operations 

were stopped however, the losses were large. The first three outcome states are 

considered as indicative of incubation success and the last two outcome states are 

representative of incubation failure. In the case of corporate incubation process 4 out of 

6 cases used the same criteria for deciding about the success and failures of projects in 

the incubators. These firms include VOLVO CE, SONY, IBM, and Ericsson.  

In SONY, if an idea has attracted an external partner or investor, it is considered as a 

successful idea. If the assumptions about the idea are not proved practical in the testing 

phase then that idea is recycled and loses are minimized. In IBM and Ericsson as well, 

if an external partner is interested in the idea, then it is considered a successful idea, if 

not then it is not taken forward. Moreover in VOLVO CE, if the idea is proven to be 

marketable and has attracted the attention of some of the company’s customers, then it 

is taken as a success and if customers are not interested in the new product, the 

company has to face loses. Hence, from these cases it is proven that the criteria for exit 

and outcomes proposed by Hackett and Dilts (2004) for general business incubators is 

also applied on corporate incubators. However, SynerLeap and Bio Venture do not 

utilise this criteria as they are not responsible for managing exit of the startups in the 

incubator, these startups decide for this themselves.  
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In all of the six cases the outcome that they want to achieve through utilising corporate 

incubation process is to develop innovative ideas and promote innovation on 

organisational level. This finding relates to the studies of Bessant&Tidd (2009), Higgins 

(1995) and Chris Townsend et al. (2008) by the help of which innovation was proposed 

as an outcome in the current research. However, the reason for the companies to 

contribute towards innovation can be different depending on their long term objectives.  

Ericsson wants to improve the company’s capability of development of innovative ideas 

through its incubator. Since according to them, the ability to build up an innovative idea 

from opportunity into a thriving commercial offering is important for technology 

companies in order to remain competitive. From using the corporate incubation process, 

they are striving to find their new products and technologies’ market fit. The incubated 

idea can be used internally, can become a spin off or can be abandoned and sent to 

research department for further learning and exploration. In case of SONY, they are 

utilizing the corporate incubation process in order to collect innovative ideas that are 

beyond existing business categories of SONY and build them up for commercialisation. 

The incubated projects can be implemented internally, can become a spin off or can be 

launched in collaboration with external partners. IBM is using corporate incubation 

process in order to contribute towards finding new innovative apps and technologies for 

their big enterprise clients. Individuals with ideas and startup teams can enter the 

incubator and work on their projects; IBM assists them in developing their products and 

then finding their market fit by linking them with its big enterprise clients with the help 

of IBM’s open source software. 

Through corporate incubation process, VOLVO CE aims to bring innovation in their 

products by adding innovative technologies and new automation specifications in their 

existing line of construction equipments. Moreover, Bio Venture Hub is an innovation 

growth hub and wants to provide an ecosystem through which their host company 

AstraZeneca can utilise and enable emerging biotech/medtech companies and academic 

groups to develop and expand on global market level. SynerLeap incubator of ABB is 

doing the similar work as Bio Venture Hub however its areas of focus of bringing 

innovation is different i.e. robotics, energy, and industrial automation. Hence it can be 

stated that all these case companies are contributing towards innovation through 

corporate incubation process, taking into consideration their organisational long term 

goals and objectives. 
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For acquiring knowledge regarding the most significant factor represented in Table 3, 

the information collected through questions that are included in category E of interview 

guide in (Appendix A) was utilised.After analysis of the cases of corporate incubators, 

the most significant factor out of all the factors of Patton et al. (2009) that lead towards 

innovation by managing corporate incubation process  is having ‘a quality pipeline’. 

Since, interviewees of 5 out of 6 case companies i.e. VOLVO CE, Ericsson, SONY, 

SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub stressed on the importance of creating and maintaining 

a quality pipeline of projects in order to make the incubation process successful on 

corporate level.  According to SONY, IBM, Ericsson it is the most challenging part and 

if companies focus on creating quality ideas in the ideation phase of the process, less 

time and energy will later get wasted in their incubation. If initially more time is spent 

on the research and checking the ideas’ feasibility and lean startup methodology and 

design thinking techniques are utilised in this regard then there will be less risk of 

failure of the projects in future. For SynerLeap and Bio Venture Hub, having a quality 

pipeline means to attract those companies who are free of any legal crime history, have 

the patents and financial assets to run their projects and which are working on projects 

that fall under specified areas of focus of the incubators. In this way, the space, time and 

effort of the incubator will be utilised efficiently. Furthermore, for IBM, attracting 

individuals and startups with potential in their incubator is important. As majority of 

their projects in incubator come from external startups and individuals so they focus 

more on having strong external networks. Creating synergies within internal network 

teams is also essential for IBM in order for these teams to self manage themselves while 

working on the projects in incubator. 
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7.Conclusion and contributions 

In this chapter, the three research questions that were proposed for the study are 

answered, and the contributions that this research adds to previous knowledge and 

theory related to corporate incubation process are presentedin the revised conceptual 

model. 

7.1 Research Question 

How does corporate incubation process supports innovation? 

After the thorough theoretical and empirical discussion in the existing study, innovation 

is presented as an outcome of corporate incubation process. Multinational corporations 

are utilising the process of incubation in order to lead the firms on the path of 

innovation. Since, in today’s global competition, they want to sustain their competitive 

advantage and think ahead of time about the future needs of their clients and customers. 

Through corporate incubation process, companies shorten the validation time and 

develop minimal viable products of their ideas/projects in order to do product and 

technology development and promote innovation in return.  

Entrepreneurship is considered as an important source of promoting innovation, since it 

is a way to make people more responsible and act like business leaders and innovators 

of new ideas, projects and business processes. Corporate incubation process is also a 

mean to contribute towards entrepreneurship in big corporations, since throughout the 

process, project teams are developing their entrepreneurial skills and are encouraged to 

think and work like a small business team and discover their entrepreneurial potential, 

even if the idea collection for incubation is done from within the organisation or outside 

the firm. 

In addition, another important finding of the study is that although the outcome of 

corporate incubation process is innovation, multinational firms having corporate 

incubators choose their specific and specialised areas in which they hold ample 

research, technology and expertise, to innovate and incubate.  For example, tech related 

companies will incubate those projects that will lead to technological development and 

companies that are advance in life science research and technology will bring in 

innovation related to medtech and biotech products. In short, it is stated that although 

the reason of the multinational companies to choose corporate incubation is innovation, 

it is also necessary for it to be aligned with the long term objectives of the firms, which 

were created and followed since the time of the company’s formation. 
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7.2 Sub Question 1 

What facilitating factors contribute towards the management of corporate incubation 

process? 

The facilitating factors that are identified in the existing research are of Patton et al. 

(2009) eight factors that were proposed for the general business incubation process. 

Through the empirical analysis of the existing study, these factors are recognised as 

facilitating factors contributing towards the management of corporate incubation 

process as well. These eight factors include: a quality pipeline, picking winners, 

developing commercialisation skills in new business teams, monitoring and evaluating 

progress, creating synergies within the internal support network, building and 

maintaining an effective external support network, access to appropriate funding 

streams, and managed exit. In the existing research, an additional contribution is of 

alignment of these factors with the four phases of corporate incubation process. In 

corporate incubation process, factors ‘a quality pipeline’ and ‘picking winners’ facilitate 

the selection phase of the process. Factors ‘developing commercialisation skills in new 

business teams’ and ‘access to appropriate funding streams’ facilitate the structuring 

phase of the process. Factors of ‘monitoring and evaluating progress’, ‘creating 

synergies within the internal support network’ and ‘building and maintaining an 

effective external support network’ facilitate the involvement phase of the process. 

Factor ‘managed exit’ is identified facilitating the exit phase of the corporate incubation 

process. In addition, it is presented that the most important facilitating factor for the 

corporate incubators is of having ‘a quality pipeline’ in the selection phase of the 

incubation process. Since, it is beneficial for the multinational firms to do product and 

market research before going further in the process and save effort, money and time for 

being wasted in incubating a bad or mediocre idea/project/startup which has the chances 

of failing in future. 

7.3 Sub question 2 

How do the identified facilitating factors impact the corporate incubation process? 

In the existing research, in order to find the impact of facilitating factors identified for 

the corporate incubation process, the drivers of Patton et al. (2009) factors were 

proposed. Having ‘a quality pipeline’ is important in order to manage the corporate 

incubation process, since screening of the ideas is done because of this factor. In this 

way, from the initial stage, the incubator has a pool of quality ideas to choose from, to 

decide for the incubation. Furthermore, in the corporate incubators in which the source 
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of ideas/projects is through the employees that work within the parent company, it is 

important to utilise the design thinking and lean start up methodology for building a 

quality pipeline. Since design thinking gives the employees to look into the problem 

from different dimensions and do a lot of market research and then come up with a 

product idea as the solution of the proposed problem. Similarly, lean start methodology 

is effective in this regard as well, it helps the employees of a multinational organisation 

on how to be more entrepreneurial and act like a startup in order to contribute towards 

innovation. In addition it provides the corporate incubators with an alternate form of 

presentation of ideas, other than the typical form of business plans i.e. business model 

canvas, which as compared to business plan consisting of lengthy details of the 

proposed project, is a simple diagram that summarizes the proposed project in order to 

produce value for itself and its potential customers. 

 Moreover, the facilitating factor of ‘picking winners’ is also essential in managing the 

corporate incubation process as it involves developing a selection criteria which is 

useful for corporate incubators in selecting the best ideas to incubate and to decide 

which ideas should be given priority over others for incubation. The selection criteria by 

Hackett and Dilts (2004a) can be applied for this purpose, which considers the four 

characteristics of the proposed ideas/projects/startups, including managerial, market, 

product and financial characteristics. This criteria is suitable for adoption since it looks 

at the idea from different aspects i.e. the management team of a project and its abilities, 

the target market of the proposed project, product that is going to be developed and its 

technological contributions that should be aligned with the parent company’s specific 

area of innovation and lastly the cost and funding options of the project. 

Furthermore, the facilitating factor of ‘access to appropriate funding streams’ also 

impacts the corporate incubation process and it can be provided both internally and 

externally, however it is possible to not give funding at all to the proposed projects and 

just provide them with the corporate incubator’s space, technology and expertise. In the 

case, if a corporate incubator is responsible for giving access to funding to the proposed 

projects either through external or internal sources, it is extremely important to develop 

the entrepreneurial skills of the project teams because the potential of a team and its 

dedication to implement the project is more important in deciding for funding by 

corporate incubators. It also helps the project teams in finding a potential external 

partner for the project because if a project is able to achieve it, that project is always 

appreciated and given priority in the corporate incubation process. Moreover, in the 
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corporate incubation process ‘developing commercialisation skills in new business 

teams’ are important as well since through these they will be able to judge the aspects of 

the market for proposed project. It is good to utilise these skills for checking the 

feasibility of the project presented through business model canvas, when it is initially 

proposed. In addition, if internal and external networking is done by the project team 

members, it will enable them to know the aspects of the proposed market, in case they 

are not aware of it themselves. However, in the corporate incubation process, once the 

minimum viable product is obtained after incubation, its commercialisation is not done 

by the same team that worked on the project while incubated, instead it is then managed 

by the business development units since multinational organisations have already well 

established units and expertise specifically related to this. Alternatively, they can also 

connect the incubated projects with their external networks (i.e. university incubators) 

to assist them with commercialisation.  

The facilitating factor of ‘monitoring and evaluating progress’ is utilised in the 

involvement phase of corporate incubation process, since it is essential to track the 

progress of the projects selected for incubation. For this, the interaction between project 

leaders with other team members is required in a lesser formal setting to help them be 

motivated and determined toward their tasks. Although corporate incubators does not 

monitor the projects too strictly and rigidly as they follow a fluid organisational 

structure, though three phase iteration proposed by Mian (1996) for evaluation of 

progress according to the business plan, management team and funding can be utilised 

as a monitoring criteria for them. However, in the corporate incubation process, instead 

of a business plan, the project plan is more related and important; since the purpose of 

incubation is to come up with the minimum viable product at the end of the process. 

Additionally, the facilitating factor of ‘creating synergies within the internal support 

network’ impacts the process by developing mutual cooperation and understanding 

among the people working in corporate incubator. These synergies are created by firstly 

increasing the physical proximity of the teams working in corporate incubators since 

sitting in the same space will create an environment of knowledge sharing. In addition, 

the involvement of personnel of the corporate incubators and project leaders is 

important as they guarantee that all the needs and demands of the project teams are met 

timely according to their requirements in order to make sure that the synergies within 

internal networks are sustained. 
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The facilitating factor of ‘building and maintaining an effective external support 

network’ has a huge significance in corporate incubation process, as it enables the 

incubator to provide those resources and services to the teams working in the incubator, 

which they cannot offer themselves. For this they have to maintain orgainsational weak 

and non redundant ties, these ties can include relationships with university incubators, 

corporate incubators, startups and other large enterprises. These ties can exist on a 

personal level as well, by the people working on projects in the corporate incubator in 

order to seek help and guidance in their implementation or in finding their potential 

external partners. In addition, relational capability of the employees to sustain these 

relationships is important in this regard since it enables them to build and maintain an 

external support network. It also develops joint problem solving, trust and information 

sharing with external networks.  

Lastly, the facilitating factor of ‘managed exit’ is related to the exit phase of the 

corporate incubation process, as each corporate incubator has specific time period for 

ensuring the managed exit of the project ranging from minimum of 3 months to 

maximum of 2 years. It helps them to decide whether a project was successful or not. 

The criteria of project success by Hackett and Dilts (2004) is applicable on corporate 

incubation process which includes five different mutually exclusive projects outcome 

states on the operational level: 1) The project is surviving and is growing profitably. 2) 

The project is surviving and growing and is on the way towards profitability 3) The 

project is surviving but neither is growing nor is profitable, in other words, it is 

marginally profitable. 4) While still in the incubator, project operations were stopped 

however, the losses were minimized. 5) While still in the incubator, project operations 

were stopped however, the losses were large. The first three outcome states are 

considered as indicative of incubation success and the last two outcome states are 

representative of incubation failure for corporate incubators. The applicability of this 

criteria on corporate incubators is possible because they consider a project successful if 

its minimum viable product is developed and tested and has found a potential external 

partner. Furthermore, it is taken as a failure if in the involvement phase of the corporate 

incubation process it was stopped after its evaluation. However, it should be taken into 

consideration that this criteria is not suitable for those corporate incubators, in which the 

decision of exit depends on the teams working on projects instead of the incubators.  
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After describing the conclusion and contributions of the study, revised conceptual 

model is presented in figure 7which shows the addition of two drivers related to Quality 

Pipeline affecting the corporate incubation process i.e. Design Thinking and Lean 

Startup Method. Furthermore, the driver ‘Business Plan’ for the facilitating factor of 

‘developing commercialisation skills in new business teams’ is removed since business 

plans are not used in the corporate incubation process. All of the other parts of the 

proposed conceptual model are depicted same as before since empirical findings from 

the cases and conclusions of the study supported all the proposed factors and 

relationships elaborated in the model previously. 

 

Figure 7: Revised Conceptual Model 
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8. Reflections 
In this chapter, managerial implications are presented on the basis of findings of the 

study, followed by the description of the weaknesses of the research i.e. what are the 

limitations of the study and how they might have an impact on the results. Lastly, 

recommendations for future research are then provided on the basis of findings and 

identified limitations. 

8.1 Managerial implications 

The phenomenon of corporate incubators is quite recent and in coming years more and 

more firms would likely want to start corporate incubation units in order to sustain their 

competitive advantage by thinking ahead of time and by making their innovation 

process more effective and efficient. The existing study has a lot of useful insights for 

the multinational firms who want to shorten the validation period of their projects 

contributing towards innovation, through utilising corporate incubation process. The 

study holds the theoretical prerequisites related to the process which multinational 

companies can consider before setting up their corporate incubation units. Along with 

theoretical review, the practical side of the process is also provided by including six 

case companies currently having corporate incubators. 

Firstly, from the conclusions of the study it is recommended to the multinationals to 

stick to their area of expertise in research and technology and start the incubation of 

those innovative ideas only that complement the long term objectives of the corporation. 

Secondly, the drivers of the facilitating factors that are identified in this study which 

contribute towards the management of corporate incubation process should be taken 

into consideration by the multinational companies in order to increase the success rate 

of the projects being incubated in their incubators. Since, these drivers have elaborated 

thoroughly about the impact of identified facilitating factor on corporate incubation 

process.  

Lastly, it is recommended that in order to avoid wastage of effort, time and money 

utilised during the incubation process, firms should be cautious in the initial stage of the 

process and more specifically focus on developing a quality pipeline in the selection 

phase of the corporate incubation process. It should be given the most importance and 

more time, effort and money should be spent on it, since it is good to attract and collect 

quality ideas since start and avoid disappointments in the further phases of the process. 

Furthermore, those multinational firms who want to generate ideas from within the 

company should introduce the Design thinking and Lean startup methodology and try to 
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make them a part of their orgainsational DNA, since both these procedures assist in 

building a quality pipeline of ideas. In these procedures, market research is done rapidly 

and feedback from target customers is taken constantly to shape the idea in an efficient 

way and also increase its expected value in the market.  

8.2 Limitations 

Although the study has achieved its aims, there were few unavoidable limitations. One 

limitation that can be identified in the study is related to the number of corporate 

incubators included for research. There are six cases that are investigated in the paper, 

however initially twelve were contacted. Although the current sample size was 

considered sufficient for catering the research problem with qualitative approach, it is 

still important to note that a larger sample size might have resulted in more in depth and 

varied findings. To form a comprehensive overview, more and different corporations 

would need to be taken into consideration.  

Moreover, a more diverse population sample might have added more credibility and 

validity. Since the majority of the case firms selected were from Northern European 

countries and although this was an unintended occurrence depending on the level of 

responses, it is inferred that future studies involving a broader geographical spread 

would be insightful and beneficial. Additionally, there is a possibility that there might 

be a perception gap between the researchers and the case companies’ interviewees when 

interviews were conducted and later when the data was interpreted and examined by the 

researchers. 

8.3 Future Research 

The following recommendations for future research are presented by taking into 

consideration the limitations and findings of the current study. Since there is less 

literature on this subject currently available, so development of theoretical and empirical 

studies on the corporate incubators is highly recommended. Firstly it is suggested that 

an in-depth longitudinal research on corporate incubators’ development in the post new 

economy should be done. Secondly, it is suggested that the cultural differences that 

might exist in the implementation of corporate incubation process in different countries 

should be investigated by taking into consideration a larger sample size and with 

different geographical spread. Lastly, it is recommended to conduct an in depth study on 

exploring the relationship of the two drivers that are found in the existing study for the 

facilitating factor of ‘a quality pipeline’ of corporate incubation process i.e. Design 

thinking and Lean start up methodology . Since, they were a contribution in the current 
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study after catering its empirical findings and results. Moreover, no existing literature is 

present which has investigated the relation of Design thinking and Lean startup 

methodology with the corporate incubation process, so further insights in this regard 

would be really useful 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A:Interview Guide 

A) BIOGRAPHY /ITRODUCTORY INFORMATION 

1: What is your /Job title in the incubator? 

2: What is the composition of the incubation unit? Or how much staff do you have in 

the incubator? 

3:  When was the incubator created/established? Or how long has the incubator being in 

existence? 

4: How many projects has the incubator run since creation? 

     a) How many have been successful? 

     b) How many have been failures? 

B) INNOVATION 

1: What was the driving force in the creation of the incubator? 

2: Do you think innovation has any role to play in your establishment of the incubation 

unit? 

C) INCUBATION PROCESS & FACTORS 

1: Kindly describe your incubation process? Starting from idea generation to the 

outcomes of the process? 

i) SELECTION STAGE 

a) Quality Pipeline 

1: How do get ideas flowing in the incubator? Or what kind of process do you use in 

order to get the ideas for incubation? 

2: How do you ensure the quality of the ideas generated? 

b) Picking Winners 

1: What is the selection criteria used for choosing the best ideas for incubation? 

2: Which characteristics do you center on more in the selection process? Market, 

Financial, Management, or Product characteristics? 

3: In your selection criteria do you consider business plan/proposal important or not? 

ii) STRUCTURING STAGE 

a) Building Commercialisation Skills 

1: How do you develop commercialisation skills in your team or in the ideas selected 

for incubation? 



  
 

II 

2: What kind of networking or support either management, finance, legal aid do you 

give to the incubated ideas and is the aid external or internal? 

3: What is the role of incubator manager in this stage? 

4: What are some of the challenges you face at this stage of process? 

b) Access to appropriate funding streams 

1: What criteria do you use to select the projects to be funded? 

2: Do you focus on entrepreneurial potential of the project? 

3: Do you include external investors or exclusively internal funding is used? 

iii) INVOLVEMENT STAGE 

a) Monitoring and evaluating process 

1: How is the monitoring of the projects in the incubator done? 

    a) What is done of the projects that do not meet the monitoring standards? 

    b) When does the monitoring of a project begin? 

    c) How closely monitored are the projects? 

2: How is the evaluation of progress of progress of projects done? 

 

b) Creating synergies within the internal support network 

1: What kind of internal management support is given to the incubator? 

2: What is the role of incubator manager in providing internal management support to 

the incubator? 

3: How many teams work on each project? 

    a) If there is more than one team, do they collaborate with each other? 

c) External support network 

1: How are external networks important for your incubator? 

2: How do you maintain them? 

3: Do you have any relationships with other incubators and how these relationships are 

beneficial for your unit? 

iv) EXIT STAGE 

a) Managed exit 

1: How long does it take for a project to exit incubator? 

2: What criteria do you use to decide that project is ready? 

3: How do you measure the success or failure of the exiting proje 

D) Outcomes  
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1: What happens after exit? 

2: How are exiting projects implemented? Is it internally or externally or both? 

E) CLOSING QUESTIONS 

1: In your opinion, which stage of the incubation process is most challenging and time 

consuming? 

2: Given another chance to build an incubator what changes would you make from the 

current one? 

 

Appendix B: Interview Schedule 

Incubator Interviewee Title 

Date of 

Interviews 

Mode of 

interviews 

Length of 

interviews 

ERICSSON 

GARAGE 
Garage Director 

3rd 

April,2017 Skype 42:31 

  
Head of 

Operations 

5th April, 

2017 Skype 01:02:41 

  Head of Innovation 
21st April, 

2017 Skype 55:24 

IBM GARAGE 

Founder 

(Copenhagen 

Garage) 

6th April, 

2017 In person 47:58 

  
Business 

Developer 

6th April, 

2017 In person 53:33 

  Design Lead 
6th April, 

2017 In person 42:39 

Seed Acceleration 

Program (SONY) 
Chief Architect 

4th April, 

2017 In person 01:01:59 

  Project Lead 
19th April, 

2017 Skype 52:15 

SynerLeap (ABB) Managing Director 
5th May, 

2017 Skype 40:00 

Bio Venture Hub 

(AstraZeneca) 

Chief Executive 

Officer 

24th April, 

2017 Skype 33:05 

  
Senior Innovation 

Architect 

21st April, 

2017 Skype 55:49 

Volvo CE 

Business 

Development 

Manager 

7th April, 

2017 In person 40:00 

  Chief Architect 

7th April, 

2017 In person 40:03 
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Appendix C: Interview Invitation email 

 

Hey _______, 

 

We have an interesting research project that we would like _____ to be a part of: 

 

Who are we? – Samra and Racheal are our names. We are students currently studying 

Masters in International Business Strategy which is in English at Linnaeus University 

(Kalmar, Sweden). We are working on a thesis which is focused on the factors that 

affect the corporate incubation process. 

 

Why we want you? –We have selected you to take part in our research for the 

following reasons: 

1.      Your company has an internal incubator 

 

2.      Your business is Multinational (i.e. it is in more than 2 countries) 

 

How will this work? – We would love to contact you through video conferencing such 

as Skype  or a personal visit for a short interview. 

What we’d like from you? –  We would like to get a response from you concerning 

your availability to participate (as soon as possible). The interview is scheduled for an 

hour any time starting from _______ to _________. 

When will this happen? – Our interview dates are scheduled between ______to 

_________. 

 

With grateful hearts, we thank you so much and hope to hear from you soon! 

 

Kind regards, 

Samra and Racheal 
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Appendix D: Interview Themes email 

The interview guide developed for the interviews to be conducted in relation to 

corporate incubation process is based on the themes below: 

A. Biography /Introductory Information 

B. Innovation 

We would like to get an elaboration on how the incubator isinvolved in helping 

the company. 

C. Incubation Process & Factors Influencing the Process 

We would like to get a description of how you run your incubation process. 

D. Outcomes of The Process 

We would like to know how the projects are utilised at the end of the process. 

E. Closing Questions 

Note: Follow up Questions will be asked during the interview process in order to get 

clearer answers to all the parts mentioned above. 

 

Secrecy and Confidentiality 

The information that will be given to us during the interview will be treated as 

confidential and the company name will be used only if allowed.  

 

Appendix E: Additional information email 

Hi _______, 

 

Thank you for your email. 

 

We are students currently studying Masters in International Business Strategy which is 

in English at Linnaeus University (Kalmar, Sweden). We are working on a thesis which 

is focused on the factors that affect the corporate incubation process. 

 

Focus of our project: 

The project is focused on evaluating the facilitating factors that lead to innovation 

through managing corporate incubation process. While going through the literature, we 

came to realise that there is less research specifically directed towards this phenomenon. 

Hence, from the literature on general business incubators (i.e. Science parks, University 
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incubators) we have come up with a framework and are interested in seeing its 

significance on corporate incubators.  

 

Our Research questions are as follow: 

-How does corporate incubation process supports innovation? 

-What facilitating factors contribute towards the management of corporate incubation 

process? 

-How do these facilitating factors impact the corporate incubation process? 

 

Our methodology includes inclusion of qualitative interviews from 6 companies. As it 

will be a case study on each, so we are having multiple interviews from each company 

and are also reading whatever secondary data they are willing to provide us for analysis. 

 

Some of the previously conducted interviews in companies were in person and some 

were through Skype and for your company also, we are open to both options depending 

on your availability. We need to interview two to three people at least. As told on phone 

our thesis deadline is very near, so we will be really thankful if you provide us with a 

date for next week. 

 

As for interview questions, we don't have specific questions but are relying on the 

interview themes. since, we are more interested in hearing sort of a story of how 

incubation process works in your company. We will surely share our final report with 

you, and even send the copy of our thesis to you before publishing the data provided by 

you and its analysis. 

 

Attached below are the themes, kindly do have a look. 

 

Looking forward to your response, 

 

BR, 

Samra& Racheal 


