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Abstract 

In modern, fast moving business environments it is crucial for established 

corporations to find new sources of innovativeness in order to secure their competitiveness 

and long-term survival. Startups could be such a new source of innovativeness. 

Unfortunately, it is difficult for startups and corporations to cooperate. Mostly, this is because 

of the companies’ organization and the different way they operate.  

To overcome this gap, corporations started to get engaged with business incubators. 

Even though this phenomenon can be observed in practice already, little research has been 

done to better understand the forms this collaboration could have or the motives leading to 

such a cooperation.  

By studying an incubator that is engaged with established companies in many 

different ways, various forms of relationships could be identified. Moreover, based on the 

descriptions of those types of collaboration and in depth interviews, the motives leading 

corporations and incubators to get involved in various ways could be identified.  

The empirical contribution of this thesis is to better understand how established 

corporations can get engaged with entrepreneurial activity and startups in particular.  
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1 Introduction 

This thesis discusses how established corporations engage with incubators in order to 

get in touch with startups and benefit from their innovativeness.  

This topic is highly important since corporations need disruptive innovation in order 

to stay competitive. Especially because following old habits and relying on current market 

positions does not ensure a company’s survival anymore (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). 

This becomes obvious when looking into practice. Large corporations, such as Nokia, failed, 

not only but mainly, because they missed an upcoming trend and were outperformed by 

companies newly entering the market they were dominating for decades (Weiblen & 

Chesbrough, 2015). The world we are living in simply becomes more and more complex and 

unpredictable. Global markets and instant communication cause a clutter of interconnections 

between the different players and make it almost impossible to guess the effects major 

changes would have on the whole system (Burns, 2013). Continuous and unpredictable 

changes make it difficult for slow and bureaucratic corporations to keep up with the pace of 

the fast moving environment, and therefore corporations often struggle with their 

innovativeness (Burns, 2013; Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015).  

Additionally, a shift from manufacturers towards service providers can be observed, 

which puts the corporations under even more pressure, since small companies can often 

provide better and more personalized services to their customers on the one hand (Burns, 

2013), and adapt to changes of the environment and changing customer needs more quickly 

on the other hand. Burns (2013) argues further that staying competitive is not only about 

growth anymore. Rather, it is about the firm’s survival and it can only be sustained when the 

corporation comes up with new sources of innovation (Burns, 2013), since long lasting 

competitive advantages are not feasible anymore (McGrath, 2013).  

Very often, the unpredictable change that is brought upon established corporations 

originated from small startups. These startups could consequently be considered as a source 

of innovation (Grill, 2014; Yoon & Hughes, 2016). Therefore, corporations should not 

simply see startups as agents for disruption and as a threat for their current business only. 

They should see them as an opportunity to enhance corporate innovation; an opportunity to 

make their own survival more likely (Yoon & Hughes, 2016).  

But not only large corporations should benefit from working with startups. When 

looking at startups and corporations separately, it becomes obvious that each of them has 
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what the other one lacks (Yoon & Hughes, 2016). Startups are agile organisations that are 

highly respondent to new trends and willing to take risks in order to push their innovative 

ideas (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015; Yoon & Hughes, 2016). Corporations, on the contrary, 

have power, access to resources, and the ability to scale products quickly (Weiblen & 

Chesbrough, 2015; Yoon & Hughes, 2016).  Consequently, collaboration between these two 

worlds should be promising and a win-win situation for all parties involved. Unfortunately, 

this is easier said than done. Corporations and startups live in two different worlds, which are 

hard to combine (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). In order to benefit from collaborating with 

startups anyhow, corporations need to overcome the gap between themselves and startups by 

finding new ways of collaboration (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015; Yoon & Hughes, 2016).  

 

1.1 Problem Statement  

It is not the case that corporations collaborating with startups is an entirely new 

phenomenon. Many different corporations tried to become more entrepreneurial by engaging 

with startups and some of those attempts even became successful. But these classical models 

of getting engaged with startups, such as corporate venture capital and new venture 

departments, typically involve corporate ownership, which is limiting the startups’ freedom 

and agility (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). Therefore, corporations were forced to develop 

new strategies, which do not necessarily involve corporate ownership and enable the 

corporations to engage with a large number of startups at the same time (Weiblen & 

Chesbrough, 2015). However, it still requires a high level of commitment from the 

corporations’ perspective when the engagement with startups is managed internally (Weiblen 

& Chesbrough, 2015). Startups need to be screened and evaluated, space and resources have 

to be allocated and it takes a lot of time and effort to train the entrepreneurs (Weiblen & 

Chesbrough, 2015).  

To minimize the expenses and the efforts needed in order to manage the engagement 

with startups internally in a proper way, a corporation could use external and already existing 

organizations for their purposes, i.e. they could outsource their startup activities, as already 

indicated by Burgelman (1985). Incubators, for instance, are steady institutions in a startup 

ecosystem and provide everything a corporation needs in order to get in touch with startups. 

They can function as a link between corporations and the startup world and provide broad 

access to the startup ecosystem as well as to particular startups. According to Al-Mubaraki & 
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Busler (2010) incubators see large corporations and SMEs as stakeholders already. And when 

looking into practice there are signs as well that corporations are increasingly cooperating 

with incubators in order to get access to startups and the entrepreneurial network (Burfield, 

2014). One example could be Startplatz, a German based incubator where a collaborative 

approach towards established businesses is part of the business model. The problem is, 

however, that little is known about what forms a collaboration between corporations and 

incubators could take and how they are motivated after all.  

 

1.2 Aim and Research Question 

When looking at the current literature, it becomes obvious that little research has been 

done to better understand possible forms of collaboration between corporations and 

incubators and how they are motivated. Therefore, the purpose of this research is to provide a 

better understanding of how established corporations and business incubators collaborate. By 

developing a general concept describing different possible forms of collaboration, this thesis 

generally contributes to the topic of how corporations can engage with startups. Additionally, 

it opens up a new topic: how to get engaged with incubators. Therefore, the main research 

question can be formulated as the following:  

 

Why do established corporations and business incubators collaborate and what forms 

do these collaborations take? 

 

As a subsidiary motivation, the findings of this study can also help incubators to get a 

better understanding of what corporations expect when collaborating with them, and how this 

collaboration can benefit the overall business model of an incubator.  

 

1.3 Disposition  

This thesis is structured as follows: After briefly introducing the topic of corporations 

being in need for innovation, the conceptual and theoretical background of this study is 

presented, where different concepts of how corporations get engaged with startups are 

discussed. Further, business incubators as a whole as well as their role as institutions within 

startup ecosystems are described. Those two perspectives are then combined and conclusions 
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about what a collaboration between corporations and incubators could be expected to look 

like in practice are drawn.  In the third section, the method used for data collection and 

analysis is described and examined. After presenting the empirical results gained through 

participant observation, conducting in-depth interviews and reviewing websites of various 

incubators, the findings are discussed critically. In the last section, the main findings of the 

study are summarized, followed by an examination of the managerial as well as theoretical 

implications. Finally, the limitations of the current study and suggestions for further research 

are presented.  

 

2 Literature Review 

In this section of the thesis, the conceptual and theoretical background of the current 

study is presented. When looking at the current literature, it becomes obvious that little 

research has been done to better understand the collaboration between corporations and 

incubators, even though practice has shown that this collaboration already exists (Burfield, 

2014). However, by discussing different concepts of how corporations try to get more 

entrepreneurial on the one hand and describing business incubators on the other hand, the 

reader should gain an understanding of why it is reasonable, from a theoretical perspective, 

that corporations reinforce their engagement with incubators in order to get in touch with 

startups.  

In order to understand the corporations’ perspective, the first part of this section 

describes some of the most common strategies established companies use to increase 

corporate innovation by getting engaged with startups and new ventures. The second part is 

about incubators, their way of working and their key success factors. In the third part, these 

two perspectives are combined and possible ways of how cooperation between those two 

parties could look like in practice are presented.  

 

2.1 Corporate Strategies to Engage with Startups   

As stated earlier, one way to overcome the lack of innovativeness companies are 

facing is that corporations should try to engage with startups and new ventures and see their 

innovativeness as a possible source for corporate innovation (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). 

Unfortunately, this is easier said than done. Keeping in mind that merging two organizations 
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always involve a cultural clash making the integration process more difficult (Daniel, 2012; 

Tarba & Weber, 2011), one can only assume how challenging it is for a large corporation to 

integrate a startup when not only the organizational culture is different but the whole way of 

working (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). Corporate venture capital (CVC) and new venture 

divisions (NVD), two of the most important strategies that have nevertheless been tried out, 

are presented in the following sections.  

 

2.1.1  Corporate Venture Capital 

One of the most obvious ways for corporations to engage with entrepreneurial activity 

in general, as well as in particular startups, is to finance it. By investing in a promising new 

venture a corporation can benefit financially, get a hand on new technologies, foster 

entrepreneurial culture and can use its portfolio companies strategically in the long run (e.g. 

Dushnitsky, 2006; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014; Keil, 2002; Wadhwa et al., 2016). Even though 

“CVC [generally] refers to direct minority equity investments made by established companies 

in privately-held entrepreneurial ventures“ (Basu et al., 2011, p.153 referring to Gompers & 

Lerner, 1998), a corporation can even acquire the whole startup and fully integrate the new 

venture into the existing organization (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). Practice has shown 

plenty of examples
1
. 

According to Chesbrough (2002), one can generally distinguish between two different 

investment strategies a corporation can follow when entering the Venture Capital (VC) 

business:
 
 

One strategy is that CVC activity is mostly undertaken by an independent entity with 

a separate pool of funds the CVC managers can dispose (Siegel et al., 1988).  This entity is 

able to invest in promising startups without fearing a massive corporate interference (Siegel 

et al., 1988). Corporations following this strategy put the return on investment into focus and 

invest in financially promising startups only and the strategic fit is not a criterion whether the 

fund considers an investment or not (Allen & Hevert, 2007; Siegel et al., 1988). On the 

contrary, there are corporations trying to invest in startups in order to benefit technologically 

and enhance corporate innovation (Chemmanur et al., 2014; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014; 

Wadhwa & Kotha, 2006; Winters & Murfin, 1988). Corporations following this approach 

focus on identifying and encouraging mutual cooperation in R&D and other operations in 

                                                 
1
 See for example Lagorio-Chafkin (2014)’s list of the biggest startup acquisitions of 2014. 
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order to create a benefit for both or at least one party involved (Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014; 

Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015).  

Even though Siegel et al. (1988) indicated that financially driven CVC is a promising 

way to invest in startups, since it can provide great return on investment, Dushnitsky (2006) 

identified strategically motivated investment strategies as the most dominant ones across 

active CVC entities. Generally, the success of a CVC entity depends on the strategy of the 

corporation. Whether the CVC entity should acquire startups that are in line with the core 

business of the corporation or if the return on investment is the most important measure needs 

to be defined by the investing corporation and appropriate strategic goals need to be set 

(Siegel et al., 1988).  

Investing in a startup, no matter if it is because of the return on investment or because 

of other motives is always a double-edged sword for both the startup and the investing firm. 

Even though a corporation’s network, its market insights, access to technology and capital 

can have a major effect on the startup’s success and are therefore generally welcome, it might 

limit the startups freedom and agility (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015).   

Investing in a startup is highly risky for the investing firm as well, as the risk of 

failure and, consequently, the total loss of the money invested is omnipresent (Burns, 2013). 

Additionally, a corporation has to set up mechanisms for target screening and evaluating 

(Burns, 2013) and CVC managers need to be trained and compensated adequately (Siegel et 

al., 1988), which is highly costly and therefor increases the risk for the corporation as well. 

Another problem might be the misleading expectation of the investing corporation. Even 

though investing in startups might have a positive effect on corporate innovativeness, it is, for 

sure, not a panacea solving all problems a corporation has regarding its innovativeness. 

Additionally, a corporation has to keep in mind that it does not make sense for a startup to 

accept a corporate investor under every condition (Chesbrough, 2002). Therefore, a 

corporation should not only keep their own goals in mind but should be aware of the benefits 

its investment could have on the startup’s success and sell it accordingly (Yoon & Hughes, 

2016). Furthermore, the different organizational cultures of the corporation and the acquired 

startup make it difficult to fully integrate the startup into the structures of the corporation 

successfully (Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014; Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). Additionally, 

investing in startups might not be in line with the shareholders’ goal of getting as much return 

on investment as possible (Chesbrough, 2002). Therefore, they might oppose investing for 

the sake of financial returns only and abandon investment projects not producing short-term 

returns (Chesbrough, 2002). As a result of all occurring difficulties many corporations 
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abandon CVC entities before they are able to demonstrate first returns and therefore, the 

perceived rate of failure of those entities is very high (Burgelman & Valikangas, 2005; Hill & 

Birkinshaw, 2014).  

In conclusion, when a corporation decides to enter the venture capital business, it is 

necessary that the CVC entity has a clearly formulated strategy and that the different 

stakeholder groups as well as the corporation’s shareholders approve of its operational goals. 

Investing in startups is always risky and when the strategy is not clearly formulated and in 

line with the investing corporation, a failure and total loss of the invested resources is very 

likely.  

 

2.1.2 New Venture Divisions   

It is obvious that not all innovative ideas come from external entrepreneurs; some are 

formulated inside the corporation and developed by its employees. But even the greatest 

ideas have to somehow match the core business or the business model of the corporation. If 

this is not the case, a company has a hard time implementing those ideas into its current 

organizational structure. To benefit from internally created “misfitting” innovations anyhow, 

some corporations established a new venture division (NVD)
2
 in order to support new ideas 

not touching the corporation’s core business (Burgelman, 1985; Weiblen & Chesbrough, 

2015), which is a strategy that already occurred in the 1970s (Hanan, 1976). Since then, 

corporations have understood that NVDs need to provide the founding team with funding, 

coaching and contacts in order to kick-start their idea (von Hippel, 1977) and this approach is 

valid until today (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). An office space separated from the 

established corporate divisions is set up as well, intended to create a startup-like environment 

where the founding teams can prosper, radical innovation is encouraged and a survival of the 

spin-offs is more likely than within the omnipresent boundaries of the bureaucratic and slow 

parent company (Burgelman, 1985; Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). New venture departments 

have become an important tool for corporations to commercialize innovation, even though 

there is no clear evidence that it has a huge impact on the overall innovativeness of a 

company (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). 

However, there are downsides to this concept as well. According to Weiblen and 

Chesbrough (2015), there is a risk that the parent corporation overprotects the new venture 

                                                 
2
 In practice NVDs are sometimes described as Corporate Incubators.   
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and by that a later failure becomes more likely. Additionally, strong ties to the supporting 

corporation might hinder the new venture from collaborating with the parent’s competitors 

and by that not fully exploiting its business potential (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). 

Further, a development of the new venture might be limited through corporate policies not 

allowing the development of competing products disrupting the parent’s ones (Burgelman R. 

A., 1985). Furthermore, it is logical that, when talking about setting up a new division within 

the corporate structure, financial resources need to be allocated. The infrastructure has to be 

built, the staff of the new ventures needs to be compensated and adequately trained and direct 

as well as indirect investments into the new ventures are necessary in order to kick-start their 

business (Burgelman, 1985). Moreover, NVDs are facing difficulties since there are huge 

differences in the way of working between NVDs and more established and conservative 

divisions of the company and therefore, its existence is questioned constantly (Burgelman, 

1985). This position within the parent company is, according to Fast (1979), one of the main 

reasons why a large proportion of the NVDs are terminated after a short period of time.  

According to Weiblen & Chesbrough (2015), the common NVD approach has shifted 

slightly and took new forms. They identified and described in an empirical study two 

different forms not involving corporate ownership, which was a key factor in the common 

forms of NVDs: “One serves to achieve outside-in innovation, making existing startups’ 

technology accessible and useful for the sponsoring corporation; the other one serves the 

inside-out open innovation to promote and establish the use of the corporation’s technical 

platform by other businesses.“ (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015, p.8). Even though there is no 

direct investment into the new ventures and startups involved but an investment in the form 

of providing access to technologies, marketing channels and other resources, the participating 

startups still need to be managed (Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). Thus, a supportive 

infrastructure needs to be set up and the division’s staff needs to be hired, trained and 

adequately compensated, which ultimately means that the corporation needs to invest money 

into a project with an unforeseeable outcome.  

 

2.2 Business Incubators 

In this section, an overview about business incubators will be presented. If the former 

sections have shown how corporations work with new ventures, this section focuses on 

incubators and their role as organizations within startup ecosystems. Throughout this section, 
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a definition of the incubator concept will be provided and certain factors having an impact on 

an incubator’s success will be described in order to provide the reader with a deeper 

understanding of how and why incubators play an important role within entrepreneurial 

networks. To have a detailed idea of what an incubator is how it works is crucial for 

understanding the connection between corporations and incubators and their role as 

intermediates in particular.  

 

2.2.1 What is a Business Incubator?  

The following definition of a business incubator is based on the work of Allen & 

Rahman (1985), Bergek & Norrman (2008), Brooks (1986), Hackett & Dilts (2004), InBIA 

(2016), Merrifield (1987), and Smilor & Gill (1986):
3
  

A business incubator or incubator is a shared office facility, dedicated to support 

startups through a wide array of business support activities and shared office services. 

By providing its tenant companies (incubatees) access to an entrepreneurial network, 

business assistance and entrepreneurial education, successful development of newly 

created ventures is facilitated. 

When talking about an incubator, it is important to keep the totality of an incubator in mind. 

It is never just a shared office space and infrastructure. Rather, an incubator is a platform for 

a network of the different individuals working there, including the incubator staff and the 

employees of the tenant companies (Hackett & Dilts, 2004). In a wider scope, an incubator’s 

network includes the ties to the local university, industry representatives, professionals 

(lawyers, consultants, coaches, etc.), investors and representatives of the local government 

(Hackett & Dilts, 2004). 

Startups are joining the incubator in a very early stage in their founding process and 

remain in the incubator for approximately three to five years (Bergek & Norrman, 2008).  

The services offered by an incubator vary tremendously when comparing different 

ones. However, Bergek & Norrman (2008) developed a framework describing an incubators 

business model. By analysing literature about incubator assessment five main dimensions 

were identified having an impact on an incubator’s success (Bergek & Norrman, 2008). With 

these dimensions almost every incubator’s individual way of working can be mapped and 

described. The five dimensions are the following:  

                                                 
3
 A list of the reviewed definitions can be found in appendix 1.  
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Infrastructure   

The term infrastructure summarizes the very basic services an incubator offers 

(Bergek & Norrman, 2008). These can include a shared office facility and office equipment, 

administrative services and various facility related services, such as cleaning, maintenance 

and a connection to the internet (Chan & Lau, 2005; Grimaldi & Grandi, 2005; Rice, 2002). 

 

Selection 

Startup selection has been recognized as the most important task of an incubator 

across modern research (Bergek & Norrman, 2008). To focus on and to support the right 

startups lays the foundation of an incubator’s success. However, the criteria necessary to 

identify high quality startups differ across incubators and even in theory there is no consensus 

about which selection criteria are the most appropriate ones (Lumpkin & Ireland, 1988). 

 

Business Support 

Besides the administrative services and the infrastructure, an incubator provides its 

tenant companies with various supporting activities. These activities can range from 

entrepreneurial training of the startup team to advice for further business development. But 

also assistance in overcoming current issues, such as problems with accounting, HR and 

marketing and sales is part of an incubator’s supporting activity (Chan & Lau, 2005; 

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 2005).  

However, according to Bhabra-Remedios & Cornelius (2003), it is not just important 

what the incubator offers, it is also important how the incubator approaches its tenant 

companies. Rice (2002) distinguishes between three different types of how startups can 

receive support: 1. Reactive and episodic (the startup asks for help), 2. proactive and episodic 

(the incubator encourages the startup to search for help), and 3. proactive and continual (the 

incubator constantly intervenes in the startup’s everyday business).   

 

Mediation 

Another important task of an incubator is to mediate between external parties and the 

incubatees in order to strengthen the young firms’ network (Peters et al., 2004). The 

incubator should function as a bridge between the environment and the startups and in this 

process it should leverage resources and entrepreneurial talent (Grimaldi & Grandi, 2005) by 

providing access to technology and expertise as well as financial and human capital (Rice, 

2002; Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 2005).  
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Graduation 

To help startups graduate from the incubator program is, according to Bergek & 

Norrman (2008), a less important task since incubators mostly have fixed graduation policies 

containing rules when a startup has to leave the incubator (commonly after three to five 

years).  

 

2.2.2 Networking as a Factor of Success  

It is obvious that the success of an incubator is dependent on the performance of its 

incubatees, and therefore, the incubator needs to address critical success factors of the 

startups and to support them in the best possible way.   

One crucial factor for a startup’s success is to reduce the time to market as much as 

possible in order to be ahead of competitors, especially, when operating in the new economy 

(Chinsonmboon, 2000). Additionally, a young firm is, mostly, in need of risk capital, 

necessary to finance the first attempts to grow (Chinsonmboon, 2000). A sound professional 

network, a newly created venture can come back to when necessary, is, therefore, a key factor 

of a startup’s success as it can provide access to both critical resources more easily (Hansen, 

et al., 2000; Stokan et al., 2015). 

There are, however, not only professional and contract-based relationships. Rather, 

informal relationships and a social network are said to have a positive effect on a startup’s 

success and are, therefore, important as well (Birley, 2000; Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 2005). Some 

researchers even say that a trust-based network with rather loose ties is generally better for 

knowledge exchange than a strongly tied one (Granovetter, 1973). Even though it might be 

hard to distinguish whether a certain relationship is formal or informal (Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 

2005) it is not questionable that personal ties of entrepreneurs are directly linked to a 

startup’s success (Hu & Korneliussen, 1997) and, therefore, creating a network is not only 

beneficial in the short term but also crucial for the long term success of a newly created firm.   

Hansen et al. (2000) recognized the importance of the network creating abilities of an 

incubator as a key success factor and formulated a best practice model accordingly: The 

Networked Incubator
4
. After realizing that it is the main role of an incubator to facilitate the 

creation of relationships among individuals within the incubator and beyond, they shifted 

                                                 
4
 A more detailed description of the concept of a networked incubator can be found in 

Hansen et al. (2000).  
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their business model from providing direct business support and office equipment only to a 

networked approach (Scillitoe & Chakrabarti, 2010). An incubator should provide a social 

area within the shared office space and other opportunities for the incubatees to get in touch 

with each other, exchange ideas or just mingle and create informal relationships (Sedita & 

Grandinetti, 2014). It is, however, important that the incubator creates the setting beneficial 

for network creation only and not intervene in the process constantly (Sedita & Grandinetti, 

2014). The startups need to create a sustainable network, functioning without the incubator 

operating in the background in order to remain successful after graduating from the incubator 

(Sedita & Grandinetti, 2014). In other words, an incubator should function as a bridge 

between the tenant companies and the external environment (Grimaldi & Grandi, 2005). By 

doing so they can leverage resources and entrepreneurial talent and create a win-win situation 

for every party involved (Grimaldi & Grandi, 2005). 

To conclude, it is one of the main tasks of an incubator to help its incubatees to create 

a sound professional network with external parties. Therefore, an incubator needs to find 

ways to encourage external professionals to get involved with the incubator on a regular basis 

in order to create a connection between them and the incubatees.  

 

2.3 Summary 

In summary, extant literature agrees that there is a need for corporations to be more 

innovative in order to remain competitive and secure their survival in the long run. One way 

of adapting to the new challenges is to collaborate with startups, rather than only seeing them 

as competitors. Practice has shown plenty of examples of corporations trying to get engaged 

with startups and research has developed various concepts on how a corporation and a startup 

can generally collaborate. However, practice has also shown that those alliances often fail 

due to many different reasons. Mostly, they fail because of wrong expectations on both sides 

or startups and corporations being completely different in their way of working. This is 

especially the case when corporate ownership is involved. And even if it is not involved, 

supporting startups is still an expensive and risky investment, as the investing corporation has 

to set up a sound infrastructure in order to support the startups in the best way possible. 

Supporting startups is simply not the core competence of a corporation.  

Incubators, however, are organizations with a focus on exactly that matter. Their goal 

is to support startups by providing them with resources, infrastructure and a network 
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necessary to kick-start the startups’ business activity. Additionally, startup screening and 

evaluating practices are already established. In other words, the infrastructure a corporation 

would have to set up exists in incubators already. Consequently, collaborating with an 

incubator would save the corporation costs, decrease risk and provide access to a broad and 

functioning entrepreneurial network.  

To conclude, from a theoretical perspective it is reasonable for corporations to strive 

for a collaboration with an incubator. But even though this phenomenon can be observed in 

practice already, the theoretical coverage is not yet sufficient enough. Therefore, this thesis 

tries to provide a ground for further research by assessing how corporations already 

collaborate with incubators and how those forms of collaboration are motivated.  

 

2.4 Expected Forms of Collaboration between Corporations and Incubators 

Considering the reviewed literature one can conclude that there is a lot of research 

done to understand business incubators as independent organizations. Additionally, various 

frameworks and concepts have been developed describing how corporations and startups can 

generally get involved. By combining the two perspectives of corporations and incubators, 

some tentative conclusions might be drawn what collaboration between corporations and 

incubators could be expected to look like in practice and how they could be motivated.  

Assuming that corporations will strive for the same goals during their relationship 

with incubators as when directly collaborating with single startups, enhancing corporate 

innovation and creating financial returns will likely be the most important aspects when 

establishing a cooperation with an incubator.  

For an incubator and its incubatees respectively, on the other hand, networking is one 

of the key success factors, as facilitating the startups’ success is crucial for the incubator’s 

performance. Therefore, extending the professional network is most likely the main goal for 

an incubator when collaborating with an established corporation. Furthermore, since 

incubators mostly create income by renting out office space, it is likely to assume that 

corporations are perceived as an additional source of income.  

Based on the four main drivers depicted above (need for innovation, financial returns, 

networking, and increase of income), four different types of collaboration could be expected:  
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1) The incubator will likely function as a middleman connecting a corporation and one 

or multiple startups, in order to create an investment opportunity or to lay the 

foundation for a partnership having a positive effect on corporate innovation.  

This assumption can be based on the incubator’s role as a mediator, identified by 

(Perters et al., 2004), which indicates that the incubator functions as a bridge between 

the incubatees and the incubator’s outside world. But incubators might take their role 

as intermediates one step further. Taking into consideration that an incubator puts a 

lot of effort into its selection processes (Bergek & Norrman, 2008), one can assume 

that a corporation makes use of the incubator’s expertise in evaluating startups 

regarding their business potential. Therefore, the role of the middleman will likely not 

be limited to just establish the initial contact. Rather, the incubator is likely to be 

deeper involved in the respective process since corporations are likely to seek advice 

and consult the incubator regarding their investment strategies; independent if 

financial interests or enhancing corporate innovation is in focus of the investment 

strategy.  

 

2) The corporation is likely to use the incubator’s expertise in assessing business ideas 

and supporting new ventures in the early stages of their growing process in order to 

commercialize internally generated innovations. 

Extant literature agrees that companies put great effort into commercializing 

internally created innovations in order to enhance the overall innovativeness and 

diversity of the corporation by investing into New Business Divisions and their 

respective infrastructure (Burgelman, 1985). Incubators have a supporting 

infrastructure already. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that corporations use the 

existing infrastructure of the incubators and outsource their New Venture 

Departments.  

 

3) The incubator will encourage corporations and corporate representatives to get 

engaged on a professional level in order to increase the incubator’s professional 

network.  

Hansen et al. (2000) identified networking activities as one of the key success factors 

of an incubator. Therefore, enlarging the professional network being attached to the 

incubator is crucial for its long-term survival and the incubatees’ success respectively. 

The networking aspect combined with the incubator’s role as a mediator leads to the 
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assumption that the incubator will provide space and occasion for corporate and 

startup representatives to meet, informally exchange ideas and benefit from each 

others expertise.  

 

4) The incubator will charge corporations for its services in order to increase its 

operative income. 

This assumption is based on an incubator’s basic business model. Generally, an 

incubator earns money by providing startups with office spaces and other basic 

services in return for a monthly fee. The turnover that can be gained through this 

income source is limited and therefore, it is likely to assume that the incubator will 

search for new ways to increase the income and by that become more profitable. 

Incubators offer business support to their incubatees, as indicated by Bøllingtoft & 

Ulhøi (2005). Therefore, one way to increase the income could be to open the 

business support activities for corporations, train them in entrepreneurial topics and 

charge them for their participation. Another likely way of increasing returns is the 

established concept of sponsorship. Incubators could charge corporations for letting 

them advertise themselves on events organized by the incubator. 

 

These tentative conclusions will serve as the basis for the analysis of the collected empirical 

data.   

 

3 Research Methodology 

In order to thoroughly answer the research question
5
 and to probe the deducted 

expectations of what the collaboration between incubators and corporations could look like in 

practice, a qualitative study was considered as being the most appropriate approach.  

 

3.1 Research Design  

In order to investigate the research question of this study in an appropriate way, an 

exploratory research design was chosen. According to Saunders et al. (2009) exploratory 

                                                 
5
 Research question: Why do established corporations and business incubators collaborate 

and what form do these collaborations take? 
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studies are beneficial for ‘finding out what is happening’ and to gain new insights. Hence, an 

exploratory research design is an appropriate approach for gaining knowledge to a certain 

phenomenon or to describe the setting of a current situation (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010) by 

providing deeper insights to the researcher (Brewerton & Millward, 2001). Another benefit of 

applying an exploratory research design is that it allows conceptual development (Cooper & 

Schindler, 2011). Additionally, research priorities within the area of interest can be identified 

and established easily (Cooper & Schindler, 2011).   

With the intention of getting a deeper understanding of a real world case depicting a 

relatively new phenomenon, a single case study was applied. According to Yin (1994) a case 

study is an appropriate method when an investigation of a contemporary phenomenon within 

its real-life context is in focus of the study. More specifically, a case study is beneficial for 

understanding the dynamics occurring between different parties in a single setting 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). The case study design focused on getting a deeper understanding of how 

established corporations collaborate with incubators. Moreover, a detailed investigation was 

undertaken in order to comprehend the initial intentions leading to a collaboration between 

corporations and incubators.   

 

3.2 The Case of Startplatz 

In order to investigate the research question depicted above, the case of ‘Startplatz
6
’ 

was chosen. Startplatz is a German based business incubator with operations in Düsseldorf 

and Cologne, two cities in an economically strong area of Germany. This case is an 

appropriate one since Startplatz applies different approaches to get engaged with established 

businesses and since its foundation in 2012, establishing a connection with local companies 

was always part of Startplatz’ business model. Additionally, a six-month internship of the 

researcher at the incubator gave unique access to relevant data, since personal relationships 

with corporate representatives could be established and deep insights into the incubator’s 

perspective could be gained.  

By focusing on establishing an entrepreneurial network and becoming the centre of 

the local entrepreneurial activity, Startplatz brought representatives of local corporations, 

SMEs and startups together. The first attempt was about creating a network only, 

respectively, to encourage startups as well as corporations to broaden their horizons and to 

                                                 
6
 Startplatz URL: http://www.startplatz.de. 
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get in touch with each other. After successfully creating an entrepreneurial network and 

becoming a recognized institution within the corporate landscape, various possibilities of 

how corporations could get engaged directly with Startplatz were developed over time. An 

interesting fact about the case of Startplatz is that not only one single way of engagement was 

developed but various types at the same time.  

As a result of Startplatz’ efforts in 2015 there were 14 established companies 

collaborating with the incubator on a constant basis. All 14 companies were interviewed in 

order to get a better understanding of the motives driving the companies to collaborate with 

Startplatz. The following table gives an overview of all contacted companies and the 

respective conducted interviews, including the companies’ size
7

. Three interviews, 

highlighted in green, served as a pilot study: 

 

No. Date Company Size Interview type 

1 03.29.2016 Company 1
8
 large Face-to-face 

2 03.30.2016 Company 2 small Face-to-face 

3 04.01.2016 Company 3 medium Face-to-face 

4 04.06.2016 Company 4 micro Email 

5 04.06.2016 Company 5 large Email 

6 04.12.2016 Company 6 large Telephone  

7 04.19.2016 Company 7 medium Telephone 

8 04.20.2016 Company 8 micro Email 

9 04.25.2016 Company 9 large Telephone 

10 04.26.2016 Company 10 large Email 

11 04.26.2016 Company 11 large Email 

12 05.03.2016 Company 12 large Email 

13 05.09.2016 Company 13 large Email 

14 05.11.2016 Company 14 large Email 

Table 1: Overview of all conducted Interviews 

                                                 
7

 The distinction of the different company sizes is based on the definition European 

Commission (2003) provided: micro companies have less than 10 employees, small 

companies employ less than 50 people, and medium-sized companies have less than 250 

employees. These three types will be summarized to SME throughout this thesis (European 

Commission, 2003). Consequently, a company can be considered as large when it employs 

more than 250 people.  
8
 Out of confidentiality reasons the real company names are not revealed. A brief description 

of all interviewed companies can be found in appendix 2.  
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The case study focuses on the relationship between established companies and the 

incubator only. Startups and other stakeholders that might be affected by the cooperation 

between the incubator and the presented companies were not considered. Further direct 

relationships between the incubator and other stakeholders, such as with the local 

government, were not discussed either.  

 

3.3 Data Collection  

The data collection process of this thesis consisted of four main steps: Firstly, while 

working at the incubator for six months as an intern, participant observation was undertaken. 

The gained insights gave the opportunity to identify the different types of collaboration and 

provided access to the interviewed companies. Additionally, deep insights in the incubator’s 

perspective of the collaboration could be gained.  

Secondly, a pilot study was undertaken in order to improve the interview schedule and 

to make sure that all questions asked were clear and relevant.  

Thirdly, the tested interview schedule was used as a basis to collect primary data 

through semi-structured interviews with representatives of established business collaborating 

with Startplatz. Hereby, only corporate representatives were interviewed in order to get a 

detailed understanding of the motives and intentions of companies collaborating with an 

incubator. Participant observation as well as semi-structured interviews served as sources for 

primary data. Both methods are legitimate data sources when conducting a case study (Yin, 

1994).  

Fourthly, reviewing numerous websites of international business incubators, on the 

contrary, served as a data collection method for supportive data. The gathered information 

was used to get a better and more thorough picture of the general occurrence of the 

phenomenon being in question in this thesis. Additionally, the list of ultimately identified 

forms of collaboration could be extended.  

 

3.3.1 Primary Data 

The primary data being used for this thesis is based on two different data sources, 

participant observation and semi-structured interviews. Participant observation allowed to 

describe the different forms of collaboration from a perspective of an objective observer. 
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Additionally, it helped the researcher to understand the incubator’s perspective when 

collaborating with established companies. In order to further investigate the different ways of 

collaboration between established companies and incubators, semi-structured interviews with 

corporate representatives were conducted trying to reveal the initial intentions and motives 

behind such cooperation from a corporate perspective.   

 

3.3.1.1 Participant Observation  

Generally, participant observation as a research method is a great way to get to the 

root of the phenomenon being studied and to understand ‘what is going on’ (Saunders et al., 

2009). And even though observation is not a commonly used method in business studies, it 

can still provide valuable insights for business research (Saunders et al., 2009).  

A six-month internship at Startplatz let the researcher immerse deeply into the field of 

interest and provided the ideal setting for observing the incubator’s attempts to cooperate 

with corporations and vice versa (cf. Saunders et al., 2016). Further, the perspective of the 

incubator could be captured thoroughly by discussing the topic of interest informally with the 

incubator’s management.  

During the internship the researcher had the role of a complete participant since he 

was part of the incubator’s workforce and the role as a researcher was not revealed (cf. 

Saunders et al., 2009). As a result of the observation the physical setting, the key participants, 

particular events and attendant processes could be described. Therefore, the conducted 

observation could be considered as descriptive observation (Robson 2002). 

In order to deepen the understanding of the nature of the different types of 

collaboration being identified through descriptive observation, interviews with corporate 

representatives were conducted as an additional data source. Those interviews helped to 

understand the motives and intentions why corporations reinforce a relationship with 

Startplatz and enabled the researcher to get an insight into the corporate perspective of the 

phenomenon discussed in this thesis.  

 

3.3.1.2 Pilot Study 

In order to gain further insights about the topic of interest and to grasp a better 

understanding of the phenomenon, qualitative research involving interviews often goes hand 
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in hand with a pilot study (Glenn, 2010; Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). The main 

reason for conducting a pilot study in the present thesis was to improve and develop the 

interview guideline used for primary data collection. 

 

Selection of Pilot Companies and Representatives 

In order to ensure a great variety of information in this pilot study, three collaborating 

companies with a completely different profile were chosen. The criteria for those three 

companies were: i) To operate in different industries, ii) to be different in size, and iii) to vary 

in their way of collaborating with the incubator. Additionally, it was important that the 

interviewed corporate representatives had deep insights into the corporate strategy and were 

familiar with the routines linked to the collaboration with Startplatz.  

Three companies were selected based on the insights gained through participant 

observation. Hence, the pilot study consisted of a large insurance company (Company 1)
9
.  A 

small law firm (Company 2), a medium sized Venture Capital company (Company 3). A 

detailed overview of the conducted pilot study interviews can be found in the following table:  

 

No. Date Company Size Interview type Main Collaboration 

1 03.29.2016 Company 1 large Face-to-face Support of single Startup 

2 03.30.2016 Company 2 small Face-to-face  Open office hours  

3 04.01.2016 Company 3 medium Face-to-face Sponsoring 

Table 2: Overview of Pilot Study Interviews 

Due to the pilot study, the subsequent interview guideline could be improved and 

tested thoroughly. The diversity of the firms in the pilot study offered a great possibility to 

get a better understanding of how the interviewees perceive the questions and where the 

depth of the interview questions was not sufficient enough, respectively, which topics were 

not yet covered by the interview schedule. The respondents, with their different perspectives, 

provided fruitful feedback, which could be used to clarify and add some questions, as 

elaborated further upon below.  

 

 

 

                                                 
9
 It is important to note that these three companies are still part of the overall sample and that 

their answers will be considered as primary data throughout the study.  
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Data Collection Method 

In order to get the best possible feedback and understanding of the interviewees’ 

perspectives and opinions, the method of in-depth face-to-face interviews was chosen. 

Applying this method enabled the researcher to determine whether the interview questions 

were interpreted as intended or if there where major understanding problems occurring from 

a misleading formulation of the questions. This intention is directly in line with Saunders et 

al. (2016)’s implications that in-depth face-to-face interviews are a great method for 

exploring the interviewees’ responses and witnessing non-verbal communication by offering 

a high level of interactivity and spontaneous communication.  

While conducting the interviews most attention was paid to the interviewees’ way to 

answer the questions. A struggle for wording, for instance, could be considered as a hint that 

the question might have been unclear. The researcher could then intervene and encourage to 

respondents to address a lack of clarity. 

At the end of every interview the interviewees were asked how they perceived the 

questions. Additionally, the interviewees were asked to give feedback on the interview as a 

whole and how the skills of the interviewer, regarding the ability to ask follow-up questions, 

were perceived.  

 

Outcome of the Pilot Study 

After all three interviews were conducted and the observed reactions as well as the 

active feedback of the interviewees were taken into consideration, the interview schedule 

could be improved significantly.
10

 The greatest improvement was achieved by adding 

additional questions to the interview schedule, since it became obvious during the interviews 

that a certain aspect of the collaboration was not yet covered sufficient enough. Question ten, 

for instance, was added with the intention to understand the drawbacks and obstacles 

companies are facing when collaborating with an incubator. Additionally, questions eleven 

and twelve were added in order to get a deeper understanding of how the importance of the 

collaboration with the incubator is actually perceived. Some questions could be reformulated 

in order to improve their understandability and to ensure that they are interpreted in the 

intended manner. Questions two, six and seven, for instance, was initially perceived as 

repetitive. The questions could then be edited in order to clarify their actual intention.  

                                                 
10

 The final version of the interview guideline can be found in appendix 3.  
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Furthermore, conducting the pilot study provided the interviewer with a deep understanding 

of how the interviewees respond to the questions and increased the researcher’s ability to ask 

thorough follow-up questions as well.  

 

3.3.1.3 Interview Structure 

As an outcome of the pilot interviews, a detailed interview guideline was developed in 

order to conduct proper semi-structured interviews.  

 

Design of the Interview Questions 

According to Saunders et al. (2016) careful preparation of the interview questions is 

the key for a successful and insightful interview. Therefore, the interview schedule was 

designed meticulously in order to obtain the interviewees’ confidence and to display the 

interviewer’s competence and credibility.  

Following Saunders et al.’ (2016) suggestion, different types of questions were used. 

Specifically, open, closed and follow up were applied. Open questions were included in the 

interview schedule in order to give the interviewees the opportunity to thoroughly express 

their thoughts about a certain aspect. By encouraging the interviewees to provide an 

extensive and developmental answer, a deep understanding of the topic could be ensured. 

Closed questions were used in order to confirm opinions or to obtain specific information. 

Follow up questions were applied in order to explore significant responses more thoroughly 

as well as to clarify answers. 

 

Structure of the Interview Guideline 

The interview guideline consisted of six different parts and was structured as follows:  

 

Part  Content Questions 

1 General description of the collaboration  Q1 

2 Intensity of the collaboration  Q3 - Q5 

3 Reasons for the collaboration  Q2; Q6 

4 Benefits the company adds to the network Q7 

5 Expectations and success of the collaboration  Q8 – Q10 

6 Value of the collaboration for the company Q11; Q12  

Table 3: Structure of the Interview Guideline 
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The first part of the interview guideline served as an introduction into the topic by giving 

space to describe the respective collaboration from the companies’ point of view. The 

specific question that was asked was question one.  

In the second part, the nature of the collaboration was in focus. By asking how long 

the cooperation already lasts and how often the corporate representatives communicate with 

the incubator’s staff in general, conclusions about the collaboration’s intensity could be 

made. The specific questions that were asked were questions three, four and five.  

The following part illuminated the background of the collaboration. The interviewees 

were asked to describe the reasons why the corporation got engaged with the incubator and 

what the incubator offers within the bounds of the cooperation. The specific questions that 

were asked were questions two and six.  

In the fourth part, the interviewees were asked about their perception of what benefits 

the corporation provides to both, the entrepreneurial network they are getting engaged with 

and the incubator itself. The specific question that was asked was question seven.  

Furthermore, part five of the interview guideline focused on the expectations the 

corporation has and had regarding the collaboration with the incubator. Additionally, the 

interviewees were asked to reflect whether or not the expectations have changed over time. 

Asking the interviewees to what extend the expectations were met and how difficulties were 

overcome addressed the perception of success. The specific questions that were asked were 

questions eight to ten.   

The last part of the interview guideline addressed the value the collaboration with the 

incubator has for the respective company. By asking the interviewees if they would 

recommend other companies to get engaged with an incubator, conclusions about the 

perceived importance of the collaboration could be drawn. The specific questions that were 

asked were question eleven and twelve. 

 

3.3.1.4 Semi-Structured Interviews  

Semi-structured interviews were used as a data source in order to gain deeper insights 

into the motives and intentions behind each and every form of collaboration being revealed 

by the participant observation.  
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Data Collection Process  

Since the amount of possible interview partners was limited by the boundaries of the 

chosen case, a main challenge was to convince the respective companies to participate in this 

study and, consequently, get a representative sample of all companies collaborating with 

Startplatz in order to ensure the validity and reliability of the results. The researcher’s time at 

the incubator provided great insights into the incubator’s network and established contact to 

the corporate representatives being of interest for this particular study. Therefore, a total 

number of 14 companies were contacted. Eventually, all companies agreed to participate in 

interviews.  

Even though face-to-face interviews were preferred and eventually conducted, time 

and cost restrictions forced the researcher to conduct mostly telephone and E-mail interviews. 

All representatives were given the possibility to choose between answering the questions via 

E-mail or via telephone.  

 

Interview Forms 

Three interviews were conducted in the form of face-to-face interviews in order to get 

a deeper understanding of the topic and to ensure the dependability as well as the accuracy of 

the respondents (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). As already indicated, these interviews 

served as the pilot study but the gained information was also used as part of the main study.  

Three interviews were conducted via telephone. All three respondents had to be 

contacted between six and nine times before an appointment for the interview could be made. 

Conducting telephone interviews had the advantage that the collected data had a good 

quality, since bias based on direct judgement often occurring with face-to-face interviews 

could be reduced (Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010). To some extent, Saunders at al.’s 

(2016) concerns that a telephone interview would not establish the same amount of trust 

between the interviewer and interviewee as a face-to-face interview can be considered as 

irrelevant, since a personal relationship between interviewer and interviewee was already 

established before conducting the interviews.  

The majority of the interviews, eight in total, were conducted in the form of E-mail 

interviews. Five of the respondents answered the questions immediately or at least informed 

the researcher that they have received the questions and will answer them via E-mail at short 

notice. The remaining three respondents had to be reminded to answer the questions up to 

five times. In order to reduce the drawback indicated by Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad 

(2010), that responses might be unclear or incomplete, multiple E-mails were sent out with 
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the purpose of asking for clarification after receiving the initial response. In every case there 

was at least one follow up E-mail containing follow up questions or highlighting points that 

needed clarification. Two respondents were contacted four times until the answers were 

thoroughly elaborated. According to Saunders et al. (2016) the time delay between the actual 

question being asked and the answer received, allowed the interviewee as well as the 

interviewer to reflect on the given answers and the questions.  

 An overview of the conducted interview forms is presented in the following figure:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3.2 Additional Secondary Data 

In addition to the collection of primary data, a sufficient amount of supportive data 

was collected in order to get a better understanding of the general scope and occurrence of 

the phenomenon that established companies collaborate with incubators. The main purpose of 

conducting supportive research was to put the study into a wider scope and to test whether 

the outcome of the conducted analysis is applicable to international incubators as well or if it 

is limited to the case study it is based on. In order to compliment the outcomes of the 

participant observations and interviews, the websites of 14 international incubators and 

accelerators
11

 were systematically reviewed.  

Even though the data collection process requires a lot of effort, the benefits clearly 

outweigh the costs, since the collected data increases the validity as well as the reliability of 

the whole study. A detailed overview of the reviewed websites can be found in the following 

table:  

                                                 
11

 Theory does not clearly differentiate between incubators and accelerators. Therefore, both 

will be considered and, from now on, referred to by the term incubator or business incubator. 

Figure 1: Overview Interview Types 
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No. Date Name Location URL 

1 04.10.2016 Y Combinator Mountain View http://www.ycombinator.com 

2 04.10.2016 TechStars Boulder, Boston,  

New York, Seattle 

http://www.techstars.com 

3 04.10.2016 DreamIt Ventures Philadelphia,  

New York, Israel 

http://dreamit.com 

4 04.10.2016 AngelPad San Francisco http://angelpad.org 

5 04.10.2016 Launchpad LA Los Angeles http://launchpad.la 

6 04.10.2016 Excelerate Labs Chicago http://exceleratelabs.com 

7 04.11.2016 500 Startups Mountain View http://500.co 

8 04.11.2016 TechNexus Chicago http://technexus.com 

9 04.11.2016 Tech Wildcatters Dallas http://techwildcatters.com 

10 04.11.2016 The Brandery Cincinnati http://brandery.org 

11 04.11.2016 Capital Factory Austin https://capitalfactory.com 

12 04.12.2016 ERA Accelerator New York http://eranyc.com/contact/ 

13 04.12.2016 Seedcamp London http://seedcamp.com 

14 04.12.2016 JFDI Singapore http://www.jfdi.asia 

Table 4: Overview of Reviewed Websites 

The sample depicted above was selected based on Gray’s (2014) and Geron’s (2012) 

perception of the most influential business incubators and accelerators worldwide.  

 

3.4 Data Analysis  

Since the theoretical coverage of the phenomenon at hand was not yet sufficient 

enough and an explicit concept was not yet developed, three expectations were deduced and 

probed further during the data analysis part. For analysing the data, the thematic analysis 

approach was chosen. The purpose of this particular approach is to search for patterns, or 

themes across the data set. Additionally, it is perceived to be beneficial for integrating related 

data occurring from different data sources. (Saunders et al., 2016) Hence, it was considered 

to be the ideal approach for analysing the data being collected for the current study.  

When applying observation as a research method it is common, according to Saunders 

et al. (2009), to analyse the data during the collection process already and not to separate 

findings and analysis into two different parts of the study. However, in order to increase the 

http://www.forbes.com/places/israel/
http://brandery.org/
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readability and understandability of the present study and with regards to the usage of 

different data sources, the empirical findings resulting from the observation will be first 

described without any attempt to analyse them. This is done in order to provide the reader 

with a detailed understanding of Startplatz’ current practices before adding the additional 

data sources, interviews and website reviews, for further analysis.   

 

3.5 Validity 

According to Yin (1984), the validity of a case study can be increased tremendously 

by using different sources of data. Hence, the current study used multiple types of data 

sources: observation and interviews with corporate representatives as primary data sources 

and reviews of websites as secondary and complementary data. These perspectives were the 

basis for the drawn conclusions and created, based on Denzin (1984)’s assumptions, a data 

source triangulation where differently collected data lead to the same outcomes.  

In semi-structured interviews, as used in this thesis, a high validity can be secured 

when the interviews are conducted carefully, questions are formulated adequately, and the 

responses can be explored from various angles. Hence, as suggested in Saunders et al. (2016), 

a neutral tone was applied during the interviews and questions were phrased as clearly as 

possible, based on the feedback gained during the pilot study. To minimize the risk of 

misunderstanding as a result of a language barrier, all interviews were held in German, which 

is the mother tongue of both the interviewer and the interviewees.  

In conclusion the present thesis can be considered to contain a satisfactory level of 

validity. 

 

3.6 Reliability 

Generally, the data being collected through observation can be perceived as reliable, 

since observations are considered to provide rather objective outcomes as they are not 

depended on the researcher’s ability to provide the information needed (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 

2010). Concerning the present thesis, the data being collected by participant observation for 

this study is more a statement of facts with limited demands for interpretation than a deep 

investigation of personal behaviour. In the presented study, any other researcher would 

probably have come to very similar conclusions when observing the same setting.  
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Semi-structured interviews, however, are often viewed as being problematic to repeat, 

since they reflect the perceived reality at the particular point in time when they were 

conducted (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). To overcome bias and to make the data collection 

process as reliable as possible, attention needs to be paid on an adequate design of the 

interview guideline (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010), which could be achieved for the current 

study by applying a pilot study and developing the interview schedule according to the 

gained insights and feedback.  

Saunders et al. (2016) further distinguish between three different types of bias that 

could occur while conducting interviews: i) Interviewer bias, ii) response bias, and iii) 

participation bias.  

The interviewer bias means that the interviewee’s perception of the interviewer might 

influence the respond (Saunders et al., 2016). In order to minimize the interviewer bias, all 

interview questions were presented in written format before conducting the interviews. Due 

to the preferred method of E-mail interviews, the risk was reduced that non-verbal behaviour 

or the applied tone affected the interviewees in their answers. Conducting a pilot study before 

sending out the actual interview questions could minimize the concern that biased 

formulation of the questions lead the interviewees to a certain response.  

The response bias refers to the interviewer’s inability to create a relationship with the 

interviewee and therefore the quality of the given responses might be limited (Saunders et al., 

2016).  By giving the respondents the opportunity to answer the questions in their own words 

without any guideline given by the interviewer, the response bias could be reduced. 

Furthermore, the researcher could establish a relationship with the respondents and therefore 

a certain level of trust already before conducting the interviews. Additionally, especially for 

the E-mail interviews, the interviewees had time to think about their answers and could 

choose the wording carefully. Therefore, the interviewees’ possible concern about accidently 

revealing confidential information could be minimized and thorough answers could be 

expected.  

The participation bias refers to the willingness of the interviewees to participate in 

interviews (Saunders et al., 2016). The participation bias could be reduced by giving the 

respondents the opportunity to answer the interview questions whenever they have time for it 

instead of forcing them into a time consuming face-to-face meeting, which might have had a 

positive effect in the sense that ultimately the researcher got access to all approached 

companies.   
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In order to enhance the reliability of the conducted face-to-face and telephone 

interviews, all interviews were recorded and transcribed, as suggested by Saunders et al. 

(2016). This enabled the researcher to refer back to the recordings, to reanalyse the collected 

data and to better understand the process.  

Generally, the reliability of the present study could be affected by untruthful answers 

provided by the interviewees. This might be the case when the corporate representative tries 

to place the company in a better position. Additionally, the interviewees might suppose an 

ongoing connection between the researcher and Startplatz, since the interviewees knew the 

researcher as a part of Startplatz’ team. Even though it was clearly stated that there is no 

connection whatsoever, responses could have been in Startplatz’ favour.  

Overall, it can be said that the already established relationships between the 

interviewees and the interviewer as well as the researcher’s good understanding of the topic 

outweigh the aspects that could have a negative impact on the reliability. Therefore, a 

satisfactory level of reliability of this study is ensured.  

 

3.7 Generalizability  

A major concern often coming along with conducting a qualitative study, and a 

single-case study in particular, is the question of generalizability (Saunders et al., 2016; 

Tellis, 1997). Even though the findings are based on a single-case study it should not be 

confused with basing the research on a small sample (Saunders et al., 2016; Tellis, 1997).  

Within the current study all collaborating companies were interviewed and the interviews 

were conducted with an appropriate method. However, statements about generalizability are 

hard to make. The present study focuses on one particular incubator in a German business 

environment only and therefore an overall generalizability cannot be ensured. Nevertheless, 

based on the findings provided by the supportive data, it is reasonable to assume that this 

study with its outcome is at least to some extent generalizable. 

 

3.8 Limitations 

Due to the boundaries of a single case study one major limitation of this study is that 

the findings might not be representative. Other incubators might apply different approaches 

to engage with corporations. Also the relatively small sample size of 14 companies might 
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create a representative sample for this particular case, but statistically relevant generalizations 

about the entire population cannot be made (Saunders et al., 2016). Another potentially 

limiting factor occurs because the majority of the interviews were conducted through 

telephone or via E-mail. Although prior relationships between interviewer and interviewees 

had already, telephone and E-mail interviews did not enable the establishment of the same 

position of trust as face-to-face interviews. Therefore, the chance to get engaged in 

exploratory discussions was somewhat limited (Saunders et al., 2016). Moreover, in the E-

mail interviews the interviewers’ interpretation of the interviewees’ pursuit of a particular 

line of questioning could have been affected negatively, as it was not possible to witness non-

verbal behaviour of the participants (Saunders et al., 2016). 

Despite the listed limitations of this study they can be considered as not being 

seriously harmful for the outcome of this thesis.  

 

4 Empirical Findings  

In order to answer this study’s research question appropriately, data was collected 

from various sources. The first part of this section contains the results of the conducted 

participant observation. In the second part the interview results are presented. The results 

occurring from the secondary and supportive data are presented in the third section. In part 

four the main findings will be summarized.   

 

4.1 Findings based on Observations  

 During the time at Startplatz, five different types of collaboration between corporations 

and Startplatz could generally be identified: 1) Sponsoring Agreements, 2) Entrepreneurial 

Education, 3) Spatial Arrangements, 4) Open Office Hours, 5) Hosting Workshops, and 6) 

Supporting Single Startups. A detailed description of all five types can be found below. It is, 

however, important to mention that these descriptions are entirely based of the findings 

gained from the participant observation.  

 

1) Sponsoring Agreements 

One way of getting engaged with an incubator is to show presence at events taking 

place directly at the incubator’s office space or being organized by the incubator. Therefore, 
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Startplatz offers event and project related sponsorship opportunities for companies being 

interested. The common procedure is that a company buys the right to present itself at the 

respective location. Those different events being organized by Startplatz are a perfect place 

for companies to advertise their products and services as well as to get a first step into the 

startup scene and being recognized by startups and their representatives. The common reason 

for companies to present themselves is for marketing purposes and to attract potential 

customers. But also the aspect of “being part of it” is a strong driver for corporations to 

participate in various events, since startups are often considered to be an important part of the 

local economy and an indicator of innovativeness.  

For the incubator, on the other side, selling sponsoring packages provides an 

additional source of income, which makes the incubator more profitable on the one hand and 

provides freedom to invest in better services on the other hand.  

 

2) Entrepreneurial Education 

Some corporations encourage their employees to participate in workshops offered by 

Startplatz in order to gain knowledge about startup related topics. These workshops deal with 

the latest management techniques, such as Lean Startup and SCRUM, address social media 

marketing, or explain how to sustain innovation by using techniques like Design Thinking. 

Very often corporations are not familiar with those topics and sometimes even the 

expressions are unknown, but they understand that these techniques are the reasons why 

startups can address customer needs much more effective than they can. Startups most 

commonly put the customer and the customer’s needs into focus and develop their products 

accordingly - after consulting a respective target group. Since startups have limited resources, 

they often cannot afford to completely develop a product and realise that it does not meet the 

customers’ expectations after bringing it to market. This approach is interesting for 

corporations as well since it decreases the development costs of innovations and reduces the 

sunk costs in case of a failure. 

The common procedure is that Startplatz organizes and schedules different workshops 

with respective professionals, advertises them generally on its website and offer it 

particularly to companies that might be interested in the topic being discussed at that 

workshop. If a company considers one of these workshops as beneficial for their workforce 

or a single employee aims for further training, a spot in the workshop can be booked. The 

actual workshop takes then place at the incubator’s premises. The innovative surrounding 

intends to encourage entrepreneurial education as well as professional networking.  
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The obvious reason for Startplatz to offer this service to corporations is that selling 

additional workshop spots to companies increases the incubator’s income. Additionally, the 

incubator might increase the professional network when corporate representatives join the 

offered workshops regularly and attend additional networking activities.  

 

3) Spatial Arrangement  

Some corporations are in the process of transforming their established business model 

towards a business model that is more adapted to the digital world. This process, commonly 

referred to as ‘digital transformation’, describes the need for established businesses, such as 

wholesale, to address their customers online in order to stay competitive. Startups, however, 

have a lot of expertise in running online businesses since they often have a business model 

that is entirely based on online operations. In order to benefit from this expertise some 

corporations locate their department being responsible for the respective transformation 

directly in the office space of the incubator. For constant involvement, an own office can be 

rented. For an occasional need, corporate employees have the possibility to sit in the 

incubator’s co-working area. Hereby, the networking aspect is important for both, the 

incubator and the respective corporation, by sitting in the same office space, automatically 

leads to communication between the different tenants working at the incubator. This is 

especially true when the corporate representatives are actively looking for advice among the 

entrepreneurs and startup employees. Additionally, Startplatz benefits financially when 

renting out office spaces, since corporations are able to pay more for an office than a startup 

with scarce resources.   

 

4) Open Office Hours  

A topic that is strongly related to the knowledge transfer activities is the topic of 

providing startups with professional advice. Therefore, open office hours of corporate 

representatives were established. During these office hours startups have the opportunity to 

get advice from representatives of established companies, without any obligation and 

payment. Since this offer is detached from Startplatz’ direct operations and only the location 

is provided, the respective companies can freely decide when and for how long they want to 

be available for startups. Even the regularity of the events is entirely up to the companies. 

The range these professionals cover is manifold and deal, for instance, with technological 

issues, and law and tax related advice. A slightly different approach is the offer of workshops 
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startups can attend. In that case a company, a law firm for instance, offers workshops 

covering various topics. I  

The reason why companies get engaged in this kind of collaboration is that it offers a 

perfect occasion to get in touch with startups looking for advice. Problems and individual 

solutions can be discussed with different startups and follow up contracts can often be 

expected.  For the incubator, this type of collaboration is beneficial since Startplatz can then 

offer its incubates better access to certain expertise.  

Besides corporations benefitting from the expertise startups have, the knowledge 

transfer can go the other way round as well. Companies with expertise in different fields, 

such as law firms, offer workshops in order to train entrepreneurs. These workshops focus, 

for instance, on the choice of the right legal form, how to set up contracts, taxation, and what 

to bear in mind when hiring employees.   

 

5) Hosting Workshops 

Companies with expertise in different fields, such as law firms, offer workshops in 

order to train entrepreneurs. These workshops focus, for instance, on the choice of the right 

legal form, how to set up contracts, taxation, and what to bear in mind when hiring 

employees.   

The reason why companies get engaged in this kind of collaboration is that it offers a 

perfect occasion to get in touch with startups looking for advice. Problems and individual 

solutions can be discussed with different startups and follow up contracts can often be 

expected.  For the incubator, this type of collaboration is beneficial since Startplatz can then 

offer its incubates better access to certain expertise.  

 

6) Supporting single Startups 

In order to enable corporations to get engaged with particular startups, Startplatz 

offers an accelerator program called ‘Startplatz Stipendium’, which can be translated to 

Startplatz scholarship. This scholarship program is organized, scheduled and executed by 

Startplatz and corporations have the opportunity to sponsor a participating startup. The 

applying entrepreneurs have to pitch their ideas in front of a jury consisting of the Startplatz’ 

management and corporate representatives. After deciding which startup the corporation 

would like to support, the respective company pays Startplatz a certain amount of money in 

order to cover the incubator’s expenses caused by supporting the young venture. The 

program lasts for three months and during that time the startup is located in the incubator’s 
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office facility. While the startups have to participate in the workshops being part of the 

accelerator program, the sponsoring company can decide to what extend they interfere with 

the respective startup additionally. 

For corporations, this program offers a great opportunity to increase corporate 

innovation and to get a hand on up striving technologies and innovations. The incubator, on 

the contrary, benefits from an increased income as well as a tight collaboration with a 

corporation.  

 

4.2 Findings based on Interviews  

In this section the results of the conducted semi-structured interviews are presented.  

 

Different Forms of Collaboration 

The first part of the interview guideline focussed on the general description of how 

the interviewed companies collaborate with Startplatz. When looking at the data, it becomes 

obvious that the Open Office Hours are the most common way for established companies to 

get engaged with Startplatz (six companies out of 14). Three companies had sponsoring 

agreements and two corporations focused on supporting particular startups by getting 

engaged in Startplatz’ acceleration programme. The remaining three companies distributed 

equally on giving workshops, using Startplatz for their Entrepreneurial Education, and Spatial 

Arrangements. The following figure illustrates the results graphically: 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the majority of the interviewed companies those classifications were only the 

main forms of their engagement with Startplatz. 85% of the companies were engaged in more 

than one way. Companies 6 and 7, for example, were engaged in both sponsoring agreements 

Figur 2: Overview Forms of Collaboration 
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and open office hours, whereas not both forms of collaborations are equally important for the 

corporations. Therefore, only the main form of collaboration was considered. The two 

companies being in engaged in only one way were the two interviewed micro companies 

(companies 4 and 8). 

 

Background and Intensity of Collaboration 

Looking at the findings occurring from question two, it became obvious that the 

collaboration was initiated based on mutual agreement. Twelve interviewees confirmed that 

corporate and incubator representatives met at various events and after discussing trends and 

the concept of the incubator as a whole, it “just happened that [they] mutually agreed to try if 

a collaboration would work for [them]” (Company 6). Companies nine and eleven stated that 

they were approached by Startplatz with the intention to win them as a sponsor for one of 

their events. This approach established the initial contact, which ultimately led both 

companies to their current way of collaboration where sponsoring only plays a minor role by 

now.  

 The most common communication channel was E-mail, which was stated by 100% of 

the corporate representatives as the preferred way of communication. Three companies stated 

informal ways of communication, such as Facebook messages, as an additional way of 

communication. Communication via telephone was stated as the least important channel 

(only mentioned by Company 1 and Company 12).  

The intensity of communication, however, varies tremendously. How often the 

corporate representatives contact Startplatz or vice versa range from “once a month” 

(Company 8; Company 10) to “multiple times per week” (Company 11).  

 

Reasons for Collaboration 

Based on the collected data, four reasons were identified why established companies 

strive for a collaboration with Startplatz: 1) Access to the ecosystem, 2) access to 

entrepreneurial expertise, 3) benefits for corporate innovation, and 4) to make a political 

statement.  

 85% of the companies stated that access to Startplatz’ network is an important reason 

why they want to get engaged with the incubator. 35% of the companies valued Startplatz’ 

expertise in startup related topics as an important driver for the collaboration and 28% of the 

companies intended to increase corporate innovativeness by collaborating with Startplatz. 

The remaining company argued, since it is an organization with close links to the local 
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government, that it considers collaborating with Startplatz and showing presence at startup 

events as a political statement displaying the importance of a prospering local startup scene 

and the value a new generation of entrepreneurs has for the local economy. The following 

figure displays the motivations for a collaboration with Startplatz graphically: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Out of the twelve companies claiming that the ecosystem is the most important reason 

why they strive for collaborating with Startplatz, eight companies hope to find business 

opportunities in the form of new customers. Three companies hope to benefit from the overall 

innovativeness and know-how of the entrepreneurial network in order to increase corporate 

entrepreneurship and one company had other motives.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Benefits for Startplatz 

The main consensus about the benefits Startplatz has when collaborating with the 

different corporations is the aspect of an increased network. 100% of the interviewed 

companies claimed, in some way, that they are valuable network partners for Startplatz. 35% 

of the companies stated that their expertise in financial and legal matters would directly help 

Figur 3: Overview Motivation for Collaboration 

Figur 4: Overview Reasons for Engagement with Ecosystem 
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startups to succeed. Company 8 claimed additionally that it adds financial benefits due to the 

sponsoring agreement.  

 

Expectations and Success of Collaboration 

57% of the companies were not able to thoroughly answer the question about their 

expectations regarding the collaboration with Startplatz and whether or not their expectations 

were met.  

The companies that did put thought into their expectations were generally satisfied and 

considered the collaboration as successful.   

Nevertheless, some companies, Company 6 for instance, raised the discussion of 

obstacles and pitfalls. During the interview it became obvious that one of the main problems 

occurs because the incubator and the large corporation have two different ways of working, 

especially when it comes to problem solving.  Corporations are used to fixed structures and to 

have an explicit contact person for a specific project. This is slightly different in the 

incubator. Roles are not clearly distributed and responsibilities not clearly defined. 

Additionally, the incubator operates a lot with interns, which causes a high fluctuation in the 

incubator’s workforce. Company 8 perceived this as a problem as well and complained about 

deviating competence of their contact persons and the fact that new employees are often 

unaware of existing processes. However, all companies pointing out obstacles claimed at the 

same time that this is not a bad thing per se, but that the collaboration with Startplatz is an 

ongoing process that requires further development to remove all occurring problems.   

 

Value of the Collaboration 

The collaboration with Startplatz is generally perceived as highly valuable for the 

respective corporation. However, it was pointed out by some companies that, even though the 

collaboration is important, it is by far not the only way they are engaged with startups 

(Companies 1, 3, 6, 10, and 14).  

 When asking the interviewees about whether or not they would recommend 

collaborating with Startplatz or an incubator in general (Question 12), most companies 

replied with “definitively yes!” (e.g. Company 1; Company 10). Other companies were a 

little bit more conservative and raised the concern that it is dependent on a corporation’s 

goals and that it is therefore not possible to generalize for every single company (Company 8; 

Company 11).   
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4.3 Secondary and Supportive Data 

In order to get further insights into the topic and to bring this study into a wider scope 

14 websites of international business incubators were reviewed. Twelve out of the total 14 

incubators were located in the US, one had its office in Europe and one was located in Asia, 

respectively London and Singapore. Two of the incubators were operating in more than one 

location. By carefully reviewing the respective websites it became obvious that 13 out of 14 

incubators presented their collaboration with established companies on their websites.  

Generally speaking, the different forms of engagement between established 

companies and incubators can be divided into four categories: 1) Direct Investment, 2) 

Investment Opportunities, 3) sponsoring opportunities and 4) Innovation Consultancy. All 

four categories will be presented below.   

 

1) Direct Investment 

Three of the 14 incubators, Seedcamp, Y-Combinator and 500 Startups, allow 

corporations to invest directly in their funds, which then invest in promising startups. The 

exact requirements that have to be met by a corporation in order to be qualified as an investor 

are not revealed on Seedcamp’s and Y-Combinator’s websites, even though Seedcamp states 

that they examine potential investors carefully before collaborating with them.  

 

2) Investment Opportunities 

The incubators JFDI, 500 Startups and AngelPad host exclusive demo days
12

 on a 

regular basis and invite investors to participate. During these demo days startups present 

themselves in front of the audience and for look for investors. By providing the platform for 

startups and corporations to meet the incubator can establish the initial contact and set the 

ground for further negotiations.  

 

3) Sponsoring Activities 

Sponsoring activities, for the whole program or particular events, are a very common 

way for companies to get engaged with incubators. Seven out of the 14 incubators do offer 

such a possibility (Techstars, Launchpad, Excelerate Lab, 500 Startups, The Brandery, 

Capital Factory, ERA Accelerator). To provide an offer that suits a company’s needs best, all 

                                                 
12

 A “Demo Day is where the latest batch of companies that have been funded […] present 

their companies to a room of specially invited people.” (Y-Combinator, 2016) 

https://www.ycombinator.com/demoday/
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incubators sell different packages, such as platinum, gold and silver sponsorships or 

sponsoring activities based on the occasion. These occasions could be single events or a 

sponsorship of the whole incubator program.  

 

4) Innovation Consultancy  

Two incubators, DreamIt and TechNexus, offer their expertise in creating innovation 

as a service to established corporations. They basically act as a consultancy and help 

companies to innovate and stay competitive.  

 

Other Findings 

The website of one incubator, Tech Wildcatters, did not offer any information about 

whether or not collaborating with established companies is part of the incubator’s business 

model. Another interesting finding was, that only two of the reviewed incubators, 500 

Startups and Seedcamp, appear to offer different opportunities for established companies to 

collaborate (direct investment and sponsoring opportunities). All of the others offered only 

one possibility.  

 

4.4  Summary 

In conclusion, six different forms of collaboration could be identified based on the 

conducted participant observation and interviews:  

 Sponsoring Agreements 

 Entrepreneurial Education  

 Spatial Arrangement  

 Open Office Hours 

 Holding Workshops 

 Supporting single Startups  

 

This list of different forms of collaboration could be extended by three additional forms 

based on the empirical findings occurred from secondary and supportive data:  

 Direct Investment 

 Investment Opportunities 

 Innovation Consultancy  
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Additionally, five main reasons could be identified describing why a corporation strives 

for a collaboration with an incubator. These reasons were: The incubators expertise, need for 

innovation, political statements, the entrepreneurial network, and business opportunities.  

 

5 Discussion 

The discussion mainly seeks to elaborate on why established companies get engaged 

with incubators and which forms this collaboration could take in practise. Due to a lack of 

theoretical concepts and empirical studies, a set of prior studies was drawn together to 

produce some tentative conclusions about how a collaboration between corporations and 

incubators could be motivated and how it is expected to look like (Bergek & Norrman, 2008; 

Burgelman, 1985; Dushnitsky, 2006; Hansen et al., 2000; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014; Keil, 

2002; Peters et al., 2004; Wadhwa et al., 2016). Those conclusions serve as a basis for the 

analysis throughout the following sections. First, the motivations for a collaboration between 

incubators and corporations is discussed. The second part focuses on the different types of 

collaboration and the last part discusses further insights gained from the empirical findings.  

 

5.1 Motivation for Collaboration between Corporations and Incubators 

In order to better understand and explore the motivations leading corporations and 

incubators to collaborate, the corporate and incubator perspective will be discussed 

separately.  

 

The Corporations’ Perspective 

Initially, it was assumed that corporations are mainly motivated by their strive for 

financial returns and their need for innovation (e.g.: Dushnitsky, 2006; Hill & Birkinshaw, 

2014; Keil, 2002; Wadhwa et al., 2016). The empirical findings of this study showed that 

those assumptions cover important drivers but do not reflect the whole picture. Specifically, 

entrepreneurial education, access to the entrepreneurial network, business opportunities, and 

political statements could additionally be identified as important drivers leading corporations 

to collaborate with incubators.  
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While the interviewed companies did not mention the striving for financial returns 

occurring from investments into startups, secondary and supportive data showed that 

incubators do offer services aimed at generating financial returns (direct investment and 

investment opportunities). Therefore, it can be assumed that striving for financial returns is 

one driver leading corporations to get engaged with incubators.  

The empirical findings further confirm that corporations hope to get access to 

promising innovations, which could have a positive impact on the corporate innovativeness 

(Companies 1 and 6). Supportive and secondary data additionally indicated that corporations 

use the incubators’ expertise in creating innovation for realising internal innovation projects, 

which can be seen as additional evidence that the need for innovation is an important reason 

for established companies to get involved with an incubator.    

However, the empirical findings indicated that corporations’ engagement with incubators is 

not about the pure innovativeness only. Rather, corporations try to become more 

entrepreneurial and to learn from startups (Companies 5, 10 and 12). It appeared that the 

incubators’ capability of educating the corporations’ workforce in entrepreneurial topics is an 

important reason for companies to get engaged with an incubator (Company 5). The access to 

the incubator’s entrepreneurial network, respectively the access to the people within the 

network and their know-how, is also perceived as highly important by the corporations, since 

constant feedback and discussion is expected to influence the entrepreneurial behaviour of 

corporate employees as well (Companies 1, 6, 10, and 11). Another important reason to 

collaborate with an incubator outlined by the present study is that established companies view 

startups as potential customers (Companies 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 13, and 14). Finally, a more 

pragmatic reason for companies to get engaged with an incubator appeared to be the 

corporations’ attempt to be associated with the startup scene (Company 7).   

All in all, it can be concluded that the reasons for corporations to engage in 

collaboration with incubators are multi-faceted, extending well beyond what would be 

expected from a strictly financial or innovation point of view. Empirical findings proved that 

entrepreneurial education, access to an entrepreneurial network, the creation of business 

opportunities, and the political statement of being engaged with the local startup scene are 

additional reasons leading corporation to collaborate with incubators.  

 

The incubator’s perspective 

Initially, it was assumed that incubators engage with established companies in order to 

increase their professional network, which would enable them to offer a more thorough 
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service and broader access to expertise to their incubatees (Hansen et al., 2000). Furthermore, 

it was assumed that incubators perceive established companies as an additional source of 

income. The empirical results confirmed both assumptions. An additional reason for 

incubators to get engaged with local businesses could be the striving for more acceptance and 

recognition within the local economy, but there were no clear signs in the empirical findings 

to support this assumption.   

 

5.2 Types of Collaboration between Corporations and Incubators 

Based on the current literature about corporations getting engaged with startups as 

well as incubators and their way of working, tentative conclusions were drawn what a 

collaboration between corporations and incubators would be expected to look like in practice. 

Those conclusions where: 1) The incubator will act as a middleman connecting established 

companies and startups (Peters et al., 2004), 2) the incubator will develop new ventures for 

the established firm (Burgelman, 1985), 3) the incubator extends its network (Hansen et al., 

2000), and 4) sponsoring agreements between incubators and corporations (Bergek & 

Norrman, 2008). Based on the empirical results of this thesis, two additional forms of 

collaboration were identified: 5) The incubator will act as an institution of education, and 6) 

the incubator will act as a change agent. All six types of collaboration will be discussed 

throughout the following sections.  

 

5.2.1 The Incubator as a Middleman  

Extant literature agrees that corporations get engaged with startups to meet two basic 

needs: to get a hand on innovation and to benefit financially (e.g. Dushnitsky, 2006; Hill & 

Birkinshaw, 2014; Keil, 2002; Wadhwa et al., 2016). Thus, it was initially assumed that an 

incubator would function as a middleman connecting corporations and startups and 

establishing the initial contact between these two parties. Presumably, this role as a 

middleman serves the financial needs of a corporation as well as its strive for innovation.  

 The empirical findings of this study indicated that an incubator connects corporations 

and startups in three different ways, thus confirmed the assumed role of an incubator as a 

middleman.   
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Firstly, Startplatz offers corporations the opportunity to support single startups during 

Startplatz’ accelerator programme. This arrangement allows corporations to get access to new 

innovations fairly easy without directly investing into the startup (Companies 1 and 6). 

Additionally, it provides companies with a great opportunity to gain startup experience 

(Company 6). This type of collaboration is important for incubators as well since it provides 

an additional source of income.   

Secondly, incubators, such as Y-Combinator, Seedcamp, or 500 Startups, offer the 

opportunity to invest into the incubator’s fund, which then invests into startups. This has the 

benefit for the corporation that an internal infrastructure and processes for screening, 

evaluating and managing potential startups do not have to be set up. Furthermore, it can be 

considered as less costly since there is no need to hire, train, and pay respective staff. Another 

benefit of investing into a fund is that it most likely invests in different startups at the same 

time. The resulting portfolio significantly decreases, according to portfolio theory, the risk of 

a total loss. This benefit displays, however, the greatest downside of such an investment 

strategy as well. Since the investing corporation buys shares of a whole portfolio rather than 

shares of a single firm, it has almost no influence on the startups themselves and it cannot use 

a startup strategically or even integrate it into the current corporate organisation.  

For an incubator, on the contrary, setting up a startup investment fund can be 

considered as beneficial since it enables the incubator to offer its incubatees seed capital and 

by that increases the new venture’s chances of survival. Additionally, increasing the chance 

of getting access to capital might attract further high potential entrepreneurs. Both, increasing 

the startups’ chance of survival and attracting high potential entrepreneurs are indispensible 

for an incubator, since, as pointed out by the current literature, the incubator’s and the 

tenants’ success are interdependent.  

Thirdly, an incubator can function as a middleman between a startup that is in need of 

an investor and a corporation that wants to invest. In order to bring these two parties together, 

incubators, such as JFDI and Angel Pad, set up demo days where startups that are about to 

graduate from the incubator’s acceleration programme present themselves in front of an 

audience consisting of investors. Corporations are invited exclusively and during these events 

the initial contact between startups and corporations can be established. The incubator then 

functions more as a platform bringing startups and corporations together. Inviting 

corporations to those exclusive events has the positive effect that the incubator can provide 

its incubatees with better access to capital and therefore increase the likelihood for a startup 

to grow after finishing the acceleration programme.   
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Since the incubator only provides the platform, the decision whether or not to invest 

and the exact terms and conditions are up to the corporation. Additionally, the acquired 

venture needs to be managed, which requires time and financial resources as well. Therefore, 

this investment approach can be considered as much more risky than investing into a fund.  

This investment strategy, however, has the benefit that the corporation has much higher 

influence on the startup and can use it strategically. Following this approach can be a 

successful strategy when a new venture department or a corporate venture capital entity is 

already existent in that corporation, since expertise and a respective infrastructure are needed 

to successfully execute this kind of strategy.  

 

5.2.2 The Incubator as a New Venture Department 

Throughout the current literature it is indicated that corporations struggle to 

commercialize internally created innovation that is not directly related to the companies’ core 

business model (Burgelman, 1985; Weiblen & Chesbrough, 2015). Therefore, it was assumed 

that established companies outsource their “misfitting” innovations to the incubator and let a 

new venture team develop the innovation further in the incubators premises. However, there 

was no empirical evidence to support this assumption and form of collaboration. One reason 

why there were no documented attempts to develop internally created innovation externally 

at the incubator might be a conflict with a corporation’s confidentiality policies that do not 

allow third parties to get involved with the innovation process. Another reason could be that 

outsourcing internal innovations to incubators requires a higher level of commitment 

compared to the ways of collaboration identified in this thesis. This would mainly be due to 

the fact that a greater amount of capital is involved when a corporation has already invested 

into the new venture, and therefore the stakes are higher. Corporations might be still in the 

testing phase of their collaboration with an incubator and hesitate to increase commitment 

and risks, even though outsourcing their new ventures would decrease operative costs and 

probably increase the success rate of the new ventures due to the entrepreneurial environment 

in the incubator.  
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5.2.3 The Incubator as a Platform 

Based on the literature that defines networking as one of the key success factors of an 

incubator, it was assumed that an incubator would encourage corporate representatives to get 

engaged on a professional level (Hansen et al., 2000). By that an incubator could extend its 

professional network and secure one of its main success factors. This approach of 

collaboration could be confirmed by the empirical findings of this study.  

For example, Startplatz encourages companies to get engaged on a professional level 

in two different ways. One way is to offer physical space within the incubator’s facilities to 

established companies, who then have open office hours for startups. The second way is to 

encourage company representatives to host workshops about specific topics and to train the 

entrepreneurs (Company 13).  

 

5.2.4 Sponsoring Agreements 

 Sponsoring agreements between an incubator and a corporation include selling 

advertising space at different events organized by the incubator, the incubator’s website, or 

other occasions for marketing purposes. The corporation can then, for example, present their 

logo, introduce itself at an event, or show presence with a merchandising stand. Different 

sponsoring packages are offered and the respective company can then decide which one suits 

its needs the most. For corporations this type of engagement is beneficial since it can serve as 

an entry into the startup scene and to increase recognisability among entrepreneurs. For an 

incubator, on the other hand, selling advertising space is beneficial since it has a direct impact 

on the incubator’s turnover and makes its operations more profitable.  

 

5.2.5 Spatial Arrangements  

Spatial arrangements is a form of collaboration that involves renting out office spaces 

within the incubator’s premises to companies. Company 12, for instance, pays for an office 

within the incubator in order to get access to the expertise of the entrepreneurs and startup 

employees, since sitting in the same office space automatically leads to communication 

between the different tenants working at the incubator and, therefore, knowledge transfer is 

very likely to occur (Company 12). Another form of spatial arrangement might be that the 

corporate representatives stay in the incubator’s coworking area instead of renting an own 
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office. For the incubator renting out office spaces to established businesses is beneficial as 

well, since they are financially much more stable than startups and therefore, it is a less risky 

source of income. Additionally, the incubator can charge the corporation more for the office 

than a startup could be charged.  

 

5.2.6 The Incubators as an Institution of Education  

The incubator can function as an institution of education by selling workshop tickets 

to corporations. Corporations or corporate representatives in need of further training can book 

the incubator’s workshops online. The obvious reason for Startplatz to offer this service to 

corporations is that selling additional workshop spots to companies increases the incubator’s 

income. Additionally, the professional network might be increased when corporate 

representatives join the offered workshops regularly and attend additional networking 

activities. The networking aspect is of interest for the corporations as well. The corporate 

representatives might meet other employees with same interests or same positions in different 

companies, which might result in professional relationships (Company 5). The main reason 

for corporations to send their employees to participate in a workshop is, however, to increase 

their knowledge and educate them in entrepreneurial topics (Company 5).  

 

5.2.7  The Incubator as an Innovation Consultancy  

The incubators TechNexus and DreamIt present another service an incubator can 

charge a corporation for. They act as consultants and sell their expertise of creating 

innovation to corporations and help them execute corporate innovation projects. The reason 

why incubators offer this service is to establish an additional source of income. For the 

corporations on the contrary, enhancing corporate innovation is the main reason for hiring an 

incubator as a consultancy for innovation. This type of engagement, however, might be 

problematic in practice since startups and corporations have different approaches of dealing 

with innovation. That means that even though the incubator might have expertise in creating 

and supporting innovation its approach of implementing and fostering it might not suit the 

companies’ culture.  
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5.2.8 Summary 

In sum, the various forms of collaboration uncovered by the empirical study suggest 

that corporations and incubators can get engaged in many different ways, extending well 

beyond what would be expected from looking at the current literature about companies 

dealing with startups as well as incubators and their way of working.   

It is, however, questionable if all identified types of collaboration can actually be 

considered as such, considering the pure meaning of the word collaboration
13

. Direct 

investments and investment opportunities, for instance, overlap strongly with current VC and 

CVC activities. Corporations could be seen as incubators’ customers rather than equal 

partners striving for the same goal. Nevertheless, simply connecting startups and investors 

should be seen as an important form of collaboration, since it allows the incubator to offer its 

incubatees better access to capital, which is essential for their growth and success. 

Sponsoring agreements, spatial arrangements, entrepreneurial education, and innovation 

consultancy raise the same question. Even though these types of collaboration are important 

for an incubator’s success and support an incubator’s main need of increasing the operative 

income, they should rather be considered as engagement than collaboration. Corporations pay 

the incubator for its services and therefore companies should be considered as customers 

rather than equal partners in a relationship.  

The remaining types of collaboration, on the other hand, can be considered as ‘real’ 

collaboration. Corporations and incubators are equal partners trying to reach something they 

would not be able to reach if they were alone. If outsourced new venture departments, the 

incubator as a platform or arrangements like the Startplatz Stipendium create a synergy effect 

remains to be studied in further research.  

 

5.3  Further Insights 

In addition to the identification of different types of collaboration and their motivation 

incubators and corporations are engaged in, an additional set of related insights could be 

gained from the collected empirical data.  

                                                 
13

 “Cooperative arrangement in which two or more parties (which may or may not have any 

previous relationship) work jointly towards a common goal.” (Business Dictionary, 2016). 

 

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/cooperative.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/arrangement.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/party.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/relationship.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/work.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/common.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/goal.html
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Firstly, when assessing the literature about corporations getting engaged with startups, 

one can get the impression that the discussed strategies are relevant for large corporations 

only. Even though this is not clearly stated, it is indisputable that acquiring a startup or 

setting up a new venture department requires a high liquidity, which small and smaller 

companies often do not have. The empirical evidence, however, showed that small and even 

micro companies get engaged with an incubator in order to benefit from startups in some 

way. Those small and micro companies (Companies 2, 4, and 8) often get engaged with 

Startplatz in order to win new customers, which would probably be more difficult to achieve 

if the incubator did not act as a connection point bringing the different parties together.  

The second finding is that companies generally perceive the collaboration with the 

incubator as highly important. This becomes obvious when looking at the results of questions 

eleven and twelve. In question 12 the respondents were asked if they would recommend other 

companies to get engaged with the incubator in the same way. Eleven out of 14 respondents 

indicated that other corporations should consider collaborating with an incubator as well by 

stating: “definitively yes!” (e.g. Company 1; Company 10). The remaining three said that it is 

not possible to give a generally valid answer and that it is dependent on the strategy of the 

respective company.  

 A somewhat contradictory finding was that, even though the collaboration is generally 

perceived as important, the corporations seem to lack strategy of how to and what to expect 

from the collaboration. This becomes obvious when looking at question eight. More than half 

of the interviewed companies have obviously not thought about clear expectations regarding 

their collaboration with Startplatz and whether or not those expectations have been fulfilled. 

In some cases this might be understandable. Companies 9 and 11, for instance, claimed that 

the duration of their collaboration has been too short to give a proper answer about the extent 

their expectations are met. Additionally, the corporations are not aware of the benefits they 

provide. Even though all companies answered that they have a positive effect on Startplatz’ 

networking activities, it has to be critically questioned that they are aware of their actual 

value.  

A final insight that should not be forgotten is that engagement with an incubator does 

not have to be a corporation’s only approach of how to get in touch with startups. It might be 

one strategy among others that helps the respective company to get engaged with new 

ventures (Company 6). If a company plans to get engaged with startups on many different 

levels, getting engaged with an incubator is, however, a good starting point to gain 

experience and to get access to the local entrepreneurial network (Company 6). 
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6 Conclusion 

The objective of this thesis was to empirically analyse why corporations get engaged 

with incubators and what those collaborations look like in practice, which is a fairly 

understudied area. However, there is a lot of research on how corporations get generally 

engaged with startups on the one hand and on incubators and how they operate on the other 

hand. Based on those concepts, tentative conclusions were drawn what collaboration between 

incubators and corporations could look like and how they are motivated. The striving for 

financial returns and the need for innovation were expected to be the main drivers leading a 

corporation into collaborating with an incubator. Incubators were expected to base their 

engagement on the need to extend the professional network and to identify additional income 

sources. The empirical research revealed that all assumed motivations for a collaboration 

could be confirmed. For the corporations’ perspective, the empirical data indicated that the 

initial motivations could be added by entrepreneurial education, access to entrepreneurial 

network, business opportunities, and political statements.  

 The different drivers and motivations of corporations and incubators to strive for 

collaborating with each other ultimately let to different forms of collaboration. The identified 

types were: sponsoring agreements, institution of education, spatial arrangement, the 

incubator as a platform, the incubator as a middleman, and innovation consultancy.  The two 

different perspectives and the ultimate forms of collaboration are graphically illustrated in the 

following figure:  

 

Sponsoring Agreements 

Institution of Education 

Spatial Arrangement 

Incubator as a Platform 

Incubator as a Middleman 

Incubator as a Change Agent 

Increase Network  

Financial Returns 

Need for Innovation 

Ent. Education  

Access to Ent. Network 

Business Opportunities 

Political Statements 

Increase Income  

Corporate Perspective Incubator Perspective Forms of Collaboration 

Figur 5: Model describing the Motivations and different Forms of Collaboration 

Innovation Consultancy 
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The different drivers were also found to be related to each other, since every driver 

from a corporation’s perspective has a counterpart in an incubator’s driver and vice versa. 

This leads to the assumption that any type of collaboration between an established company 

and an incubator is in principal beneficial for both parties. How beneficial the collaboration 

ultimately is depends on the level of commitment of the corporation. 

 

6.1 Contribution  

This thesis contributes generally to the field of how corporations get engaged with 

startups by assessing current practices of corporations getting engaged with incubators as a 

vehicle to get access to startups. There has been limited amount of literature on this growing 

phenomenon, and the current study is one of the first to empirically analyse why corporations 

get engaged with incubators and how those collaborations look like in practice.   

 

6.1.1 Conceptual and Theoretical Contribution  

This thesis contributes conceptually and theoretically by providing a concept 

describing different possible forms of collaboration between established companies and 

incubators and how they are motivated from the corporations’ and the incubators’ 

perspective.  

Besides the main contribution, this thesis adds to the common literature about 

companies getting engaged with startups. It was assumed that corporations are the main 

players when it comes to collaborating with startups, since they have the required capital and 

resources to establish an according strategy into their organizational structure. This thesis, 

however, provided empirical evidence that also small and micro companies do have an 

interest in collaborating with startups and benefit from them.  

 

6.1.2 Managerial Implications  

Based on the findings of this study, several managerial implications can be 

recommended.  

A very general recommendation for every company considering to get engaged with 

startups is to use an incubator as a first step into the startup world. Getting engaged with an 
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incubator decreases the risk, comes at relatively low costs, and offers more possibilities than 

directly approaching a single startup. The findings from the present study suggest that forms 

of engagement range from sponsoring agreements to in depth engagement with particular 

startups, but also from spatial arrangements to entrepreneurial education.  

A second recommendation is that not only large corporations should consider seeing 

incubators as important partners. An incubator can also offer beneficial forms of 

collaboration for small companies.  

The third recommendation for company representatives is that, after deciding to 

collaborate with an incubator, a clear definition of the goals that should be achieved is 

necessary. A good way is to discuss the goals with the incubator management and see if they 

are reasonable and can be met by the form of collaboration the company wants to get 

engaged with.  

A managerial implication specifically for the incubator’s management is that they 

should really consider established companies as valuable stakeholders that tremendously 

improve the profitability of the incubator and have a positive effect on the incubator’s 

entrepreneurial network. Therefore, an incubator should try to approach local companies 

more aggressively and try to win them as partners.  

 

6.2 Limitations and Further Research   

Several important limitations of the current study should be kept in mind. The main 

limitation of this study is that the presented types of collaboration might not be applicable to 

all types of incubators. This study focuses on independent incubators with a main attention on 

online-based businesses. For other incubators, such as high-tech incubators or publicly 

funded ones, there might be other forms of collaboration and even slightly different drivers 

leading to such a cooperation.   

An additional limitation of the current study is that it might not be comprehensive. 

Besides the presented forms of collaboration there might be other types as well, which are not 

covered by the incubators analysed in this thesis. This leads to the general question of 

generalizability, which is difficult to address with such a limited scope of the study.  

Accordingly, further research is needed in order to test, verify and further develop the 

presented concept. It is, therefore, suggested to take different types of incubators into 

consideration, especially how they are funded and on what kind of business they focus on, 
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and study whether or not the same drivers are applicable. Additionally, research is needed to 

better understand how the different forms of collaboration actually affect the respective 

company and if corporate innovation, for instance, can be improved in the long run by 

collaborating with an incubator. With regards to the impact a collaboration with an incubator 

has on the corporations performance, key performance indicators (KPIs) need to be 

developed in order to keep track of the development and to make success measurable. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to study the effects of corporate participation in a local 

entrepreneurial network and how established companies affect startups within this network.  

Additionally, the negative aspects of the collaboration between incubators and 

corporations have to be studied, specifically, if there are any risks for either the incubator or 

the corporation. Finally, it would be interesting to examine what holds companies back from 

collaborating with an incubator.  
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Appendix 

 

Appendix 1: List of the reviewed incubator definitions 

 

(Allen & Rahman, 1985 in Hackett & Dilts (2004)): A small business incubator is a facility 

that aids the early-stage growth of companies by providing rental space, share office services 

and business consulting assistance.  

(Brooks, 1986 in Hackett & Dilts (2004)): A multi-tenant facility which provides 

entrepreneurs with: (1) flexible leases on small amounts of inexpensive space; (2) a pool of 

shared support services to reduce overhead costs; (3) some form of professional and 

managerial assistance; and (4) access to or assistance in acquiring seed capital. 

(Bergek & Norrman, 2008) :Incubators provide: 1) Shared office space, which is rented under 

more or less favourable conditions to incubatees, 2)  A pool of shared support services to 

reduce overhead costs,    3)  Professional business support or advice (‘‘coaching’’) and    

4)  Network provision, internal and/or external.    

(Hackett & Dilts, 2004): A business incubator is a shared office- space facility that seeks to 

provide its incubatees (i.e. ‘‘portfolio-’’ or ‘‘client-’’ or ‘‘tenant-compa- nies’’) with a 

strategic, value-adding intervention system (i.e. business incubation) of monitoring and 

business assistance. This system controls and links resources with the objective of facilitating 

the successful new venture development of the incu- batees while simultaneously containing 

the cost of their potential failure.  

(InBIA, 2016): Business incubators nurture the development of entrepreneurial companies, 

helping them survive and grow during the start-up period, when they are most vulnerable. 

These programs provide their client companies with business support services and resources 

tailored to young firms. The most common goals of incubation programs are creating jobs in 

a community, enhancing a community’s entrepreneurial climate, retaining businesses in a 

community, building or accelerating growth in a local industry, and diversifying local 

economies. 

 

(Smilor & Gill, 1986 in Hackett & Dilts (2004)): By controlling [four types of resources: 

secretarial support, administrative assistance, facilities support, and business expertise 



 

 

59 

including management, marketing, accounting, and finance . . . ’’] . . the business incubator 

seeks to effectively link talent, technology, capital, and know-how in order to leverage 

entrepreneurial talent and to accelerate the development of new companies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

60 

Appendix 2: Description of Interviewed Companies 

 

Company 1 

A large international insurance company with more than 155,000 employees worldwide.  

 

Company 2 

A small law firm located in Düsseldorf.  

 

Company 3 

A medium sized Venture Capital company located in Bonn. The fond focuses on High-Tech 

investments.  

 

Company 4 

An insurance broker located in Köln.  

 

Company 5  

A medium sized telecommunication company with 140 employees.  

 

Company 6 

A large local energy provider with approx. 2,400 employees. Located in Düsseldorf.  

 

Company 7 

The local Chamber of commerce in Cologne with 224 employees.  

 

Company 8  

A law firm with 5 employees located in Cologne.  

 

Company 9 

A large local Bank with 4,350 employees. 

 

Company 10 

A large international telecommunication company with approx. 225,000 employees. 
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Company 11 

A large international Bank with approx. 100,000 employees.  

 

Company 12 

A large wholesale company with approx. 14,000 employees.  

 

Company 13 

A large international law firm with more than 1,000 employees.   

 

Company 14 

A large international auditing company with approx. 174,000 employees.  
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Appendix 3: Interview Guideline 

 

Overall description  

1. Wie sieht die Zusammenarbeit mit dem Startplatz aus? Was macht sie aus?  

How does the collaboration with Startplatz look like? What makes it special? 

 

Background 

3. Wie kam es zu der Kooperation mit dem Startplatz? Wer machte den ersten Schritt?  

Who initiated the coopration with Startplatz?  

 

4. Wie lange arbeiten sie schon zusammen?  

How long lasts the collaboration already?  

 

5. Wie oft kommunizieren sie mit den Mitarbeitern des Startplatz? In welcher Form wird in 

der Regel kommuniziert (online, persönlich,..)?  

How often do you communicate with Startplatz’ employees? Which communication channels 

do you use?  

 

Reasons for the collaboration  

2. Was bietet der Startplatz ihrem Unternehmen?  

What does Startplatz offer your corporation?   

 

6. Warum arbeiten sie mit dem Startplatz zusammen? Was erhoffen sie sich von der 

Zusammenarbeit?  

Why do you collaborate with Startplatz? What do you expect from collaborating with 

Startplatz?  

 

Benefits the company can add 

7. Welchen Mehrwert bietet die Zusammenarbeit dem Startplatz aus ihrer Sicht? Was bietet 

Douglas dem Startplatz konkret?  

Which benefits does Startplatz have from collaborating with you? What does your company 

offer precisely?  
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Expectations  

8. Würden sie die Zusammenarbeit mit dem Startplatz als erfolgreich bezeichnen? Wurden 

die ursprünglichen Erwartungen erfüllt?  

Would you consider the collaboration with Startplatz as successful? Are initial expectations 

met?  

 

9. Haben sich die Erwartungen mit der Zeit geändert? Wenn ja, in wie fern?  

Did your expectations change over time? If, how?  

 

10. Was waren die größten Hindernisse? Was hat besser geklappt als erwartet? 

What were the biggest obstacles? What worked better than expected?  

 

Value of the collaboration for the company  

11. Als wie wichtig betrachten sie die Zusammenarbeit mit dem Startplatz für Douglas? 

As how important do you consider the collaboration with Startplatz for your company? 

 

12. Würden sie anderen Unternehmen empfehlen eine ähnlich Kooperation anzustreben?  

Would you reccomend other companies to get engaged with Startplatz in a similar way?  

 


