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Abstract 

The purpose of this paper is to develop an understanding of business incubation along its 

temporal dimensions from a value creation perspective. We explore the temporal dimensions 

of business incubation by conducting a case study of six Swedish incubators with forty-three 

semi-structured interviews of entrepreneurs and incubator coaches and managers. We show that 

temporality could be understood along the content and process of value creation. Such a 

delineation brings out the temporal tensions associated with the value creation processes in 

incubation. Our study adds to current incubator literature by providing a more comprehensive 

explanation of its processes from a value creation perspective. 
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Introduction 

 

Entrepreneurship is a process that takes place over time (Mcmullen & Dimov, 2013). Time, an 

irreversible succession of events, could be understood in relation to its conceptions, activities, 

and actors (Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Orlikowski, & Yates, 2002). The pattern of 

social events is dynamic  (Orlikowski & Yates, 2002) and entrepreneurial processes uniquely 

and explicitly characterize this dynamism (Bird & West, 1997; Busenitz, West, Sheperd, 

Nelson, Chandler & Zacharakis, 2003) as it unfolds over time (Mcmullen & Dimov, 2013). 
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However, previous literature in entrepreneurship has tended to diminish the effects of 

temporality by considering it as an act rather than as ‘a journey that explicitly transpires over 

time’ (Mcmullen & Dimov, 2013, p. 1482). 

 

Understanding temporality in the context of business incubation is important as incubators use 

a structured process to enable new venture creation, an essentially uncertain process 

(Sarasvathy, Dew, Read, & Wiltbank, 2008) where replication is hard to achieve (Packard, 

Clark, & Klein, 2017). Temporality has been discussed so far in business incubation literature 

along with a linear process perspective of its different components of selection, business 

support, mediation, and exit (Bergek & Norrman, 2008; Pauwels, Clarysse, Wright, & Van 

Hove, 2016).  However, temporal dimensions of an organizational context are multifaceted 

(Ancona et al., 2001) and are rarely apparent to the participants (Stańczyk-Hugiet, Piórkowska, 

& Stańczyk, 2017). We strive to understand temporality in business incubation from a value 

perspective, since creating and capturing value is an essential aim of new venture creation 

(George & Bock, 2011; Nair & Blomquist, 2018). We develop an understanding of business 

incubation along its temporal dimensions from a value creation perspective. By delineating 

between the content and process of value creation, we argue that the process of value creation 

will unfold depending on the interpretation of its content which is envisioned or ambiguous. 

Such an explanation brings out the temporal tensions inherent in the business incubation’s value 

creation process. We thereby present a model that departs from the linear conception of 

temporality in business incubation (Bergek & Norrman, 2008) and move towards one where 

business incubation is defined by the interplay of the content and process of value creation. Our 

findings have implications for designing business incubation processes with an emphasis on 

new venture value creation.  

 

Business incubation and value creation 

Business Incubation 

 

Business incubators are organizations that facilitate the entrepreneurial process by providing 

well-developed technological and business infrastructure, business support services and 

networking (McAdam, Galbraith, McAdam, & Humphreys, 2006; Mian, Fayolle, & Lamine, 

2012; Peters, Rice, & Sundararajan, 2004) to early-stage ventures. Incubators provide the 

necessary environment and resources for ‘the transformation of a technology-based business 

idea into an efficient economic organization' (Phan, Siegel, & Wright, 2005, p. 170). The 
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business incubation model involves different phases (Bergek & Norrman, 2008). Incubators 

make decisions regarding the selection of suitable startups to accept for incubation from a large 

number of applicants (Surlemont, 2002). The selected startups go through a development phase, 

where they are provided with business support and mediation. This support includes various 

business development activities, such as coaching and entrepreneurial training, as well as being 

provided access to various services concerning general business matters, such as office space, 

accounting, legal advice, advertising and financial assistance. The incubator acts as an 

intermediary between the incubatees and the external environment that includes external 

networks and institutions (Lynn, Reddy, & Aram, 1996). That is, they try to develop robust 

business and social networks to bring value to the startups in the form of intellectual and 

material resources (Cooper, Hamel, & Connaughton, 2010). The startups are required to exit 

the business incubator at some point in time. 

 

Value creation 

 

We strive to consider business incubation from a value creation perspective since the basic 

function of incubation is to help create value for new ventures and their stakeholders (Hughes, 

Ireland, & Morgan, 2007). Lepak, Smith, & Taylor (2007, p. 181) describe three different levels 

of analysis to value creation. Accordingly, they posit that when the individual is the source of 

value creation, value arises from creativity, ability, motivation, intelligence, and interaction 

with the environment. When the organization is the source of value creation, issues regarding 

innovation, knowledge creation, invention, and management gain prominence. At the societal 

level, macroeconomic conditions in the external environment, government policies, laws and 

regulations influence value creation. However, new venture creation is a gestalt of variables 

from four dimensions: the individual(s) involved in starting the venture; the organization or the 

kind of venture being started; the environment in which the new venture is immersed; and the 

process of new venture creation (Gartner, 1985). The value should, therefore, be arising from 

the interaction of all of these multidimensional aspects of new venture creation. Value creation 

has both content and process components to it (Lepak et al., 2007, p. 181). The content side 

refers to ‘questions regarding what is value/valuable, who values what, and where value resides’ 

while the process side refers to ‘how value is generated, and the role, if any, of management in 

this process.’  
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Entrepreneurs from a discovery perspective, recognize and exploit opportunities and from a 

creation perspective, create them actively in interaction with other stakeholders (Edelman & 

Yli-Renko, 2010). With the former, perception and recognition of emerging opportunities 

would become important whereby, value creation depends on correctly identifying the market 

needs. The failure to do so will mean that new value creation is considerably delayed, often 

being unrecoverable (Danneels, 2007; Gruber, MacMillan, & Thompson, 2008, 2013). 

Moreover, the value arises when the right people, ideas, and markets combine at the right time 

to take advantage of these opportunities (Gilbert, 2014, p. 97). With the latter, new venture 

creation is a process over which entrepreneurial opportunities are constructed by entrepreneurs 

in interaction with other stakeholders that brings forth the temporal dynamics of dealing with a 

future that is unpredictable and uncertain (Sarasvathy, 2001; Venkataraman, Sarasvathy, Dew, 

& Forster, 2012). As such the entrepreneurial opportunities although clear in retrospect, are not 

apparent in prospect (Dimov, 2011). The value creation in such circumstances might then 

depend on the dynamic response of the entrepreneur to create a preferred future.  

 

Value creation depends on utilizing the temporality of the opportunity presented by the markets 

and can only be created successfully from technological innovations by remaining at the cutting 

edge by addressing emerging market needs promptly  (West & Meyer, 1997). New ventures 

can achieve a competitive advantage from their innovations only if they are fast enough to take 

them to the market (Bird & West, 1997) through an appropriate business model (Teece, 2010). 

Such a business model might then be a temporal vision that encapsulates what is currently 

possible in anticipation of future value (Nair, Nisar, Palacios, & Ruiz, 2012; Zott, Amit, & 

Massa, 2011). Moreover, the value created by one source will be appropriated by another, even 

if it's unintended, which Lepak et al. (2007) describe as ‘value slippage.' This is important in 

an entrepreneurial setting, as the value capture occurs at different sources and not entirely at 

the level of the new venture. Value slippage is an incentive for external partners and 

stakeholders to be engaged in the new venture creation process. An assessment of value 

slippage enables incubators to find out ‘who' benefits from the value being created and ‘what' 

is deemed valuable for them.  

 

New venture value creation through business incubation  

 

Understanding business incubation from value creation perspective is a recent phenomenon 

(Pauwels et al., 2016). The rapid rise of high technology and knowledge-based firms in the last 
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two decades has led to incubators changing their models to not just include physical investment 

(Aerts, Matthyssens, & Vandenbempt, 2007; Grimaldi & Grandi, 2005), but also to provide 

more intangible and high-value services (Aaboen, 2009).  In particular, they are shifting their 

focus towards assisted entrepreneurial value creation and capture (Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 2005) 

as they now realize that technological innovation alone does not lead to venture success (Teece, 

2010).  Consequently, the need to design a scalable business model has become the primary 

objective of startups  (Blank, 2013; Cosenz, 2017). This change is not reflected well from a 

value based venture creation (Morris, Schindehutte, & Allen, 2005) perspective in the literature 

as the first and second generation incubators concentrated only on economies of scale and 

learning (Allen & McCluskey, 1991; Mian, 1996). The boundary-spanning function that 

facilitates access to different types of resources and service providers through institutionalized 

networks is considered to be a feature of the third and current generation of incubators (Bruneel, 

Ratinho, Clarysse, & Groen, 2012).  

 

Entrepreneurial value creation and value capture cannot occur in a vacuum, but rather, do so 

within a value network, which can include customers, suppliers, partners, distribution channels, 

and coalitions that extend a new venture's resources (Shafer, Smith, & Linder, 2005). This view 

sees entrepreneurs as intimately tied through their social relationships to a broader network of 

actors (Kitagawa & Robertson, 2012). In this regard, incubators can also be considered as social 

organizations that apply collaboration of the new venture with customers, funding agencies and 

other stakeholders to address business challenges and opportunities. Thereby, value is 

considered to be co-produced as incubators enable interaction between the entrepreneurs and 

external stakeholders (Baraldi & Havenvid, 2016; Branstad & Saetre, 2016) while assisting 

with finding the necessary resources for such interactions (Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 2005). 

 

Business incubation has been viewed as a standardized time-bound process, especially since 

many incubators limit the length of time the startups can remain with them as tenants 

(Bøllingtoft, 2012).  Bird (1992), while discussing such ‘temporal brackets' or the time period 

allocated for new venture creation, argues that such time-based expectations to create value are 

placed on new ventures by different stakeholders. The ability to respond to such expectations 

are as much based on individual traits, such as personality, intelligence, emotional, cognitive, 

learning and problem-solving abilities, as they are on environmental factors, such as market 

changes, customer confidence and resource availability (Bird, 1992). The temporal brackets 

placed by the incubators on the startups might be effective in value creation only within 
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coordinated environments that have an acceptance of failures, risk-taking, and learning (Kessler 

& Chakrabarti, 1996). An incubator might then be taken into consideration these temporal 

aspects of value creation while enabling the entrepreneur and their stakeholders to engage in 

the entrepreneurial opportunities over time. We then leverage the aforementioned theoretical 

perspectives to examine the features of the temporal dimensions of value creation in business 

incubation. 

  

Methodology 

 

We conducted a qualitative multi-case study to generate an understanding of temporality in the 

business incubation process. Such a qualitative approach is suitable to understand a 

multifaceted, socially constructed and subjectively perceived construct such as temporality 

(Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Orlikowski, & Yates, 2002), and would allow us to make 

a theoretical contribution (Eisenhardt, 1989). The incubators in our sample are all from Sweden 

which makes them part of the national system of innovation, an approach consistent with the 

temporal context of entrepreneurial innovation support systems (Autio, Kenney, Mustar, Siegel, 

& Wright, 2014). Six incubators formed part of this study as described in Table 1. We selected 

this sample because it allows for comparison while maintaining a high level of variation, which 

contributes to the reliability and generalizability of our findings.  

 

Our primary method of data collection was through 43 semi-structured interviews of 

entrepreneurs and incubator coaches and managers. We explored for temporality through the 

interviewee’s description of the processes and decisions that enable the new venture to create 

value. Since value is an abstract and subjective concept, we did not encourage the interviewees 

to discuss it directly, although a number of them did spontaneously address it. Multiple 

individuals were interviewed within each incubator to minimize personal bias. To ensure 

researcher triangulation and minimize researcher bias (Bøllingtoft, 2007), the team of 

researchers engaged in regular team meetings (Eisenhardt, 1989) and did interviews in pairs. 

Secondary data, in the form of websites, annual reports, mission statements, and policy 

documents, which is typically free of managerial bias (Lyon, Lumpkin, & Dess, 2000), was 

used for validating the managerial response. Moreover, by interviewing both the entrepreneurs 

and their coaches we were able to corroborate accounts of the incubation process.  
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We started the data analysis by identifying relevant concepts in the data and grouping them into 

categories (open coding). Our unit of analysis was the actions towards value creation in business 

incubation. For this analytical step, we used in-vivo or first-order codes (i.e., terms and 

language adequate at the level of meaning of the informants) whenever possible, or a simple 

descriptive phrase when an in-vivo code was not available. Then we moved on to axial coding 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998), where we searched for relationships between and among these 

categories and assembled them into higher-order themes in the second-order themes (Table 2) 

that served as the basis of our emerging theoretical framework (see Figure 1). The data were 

coded, and emerging themes were kept track of using NVIVO software. Concepts were allowed 

to emerge until we had a clear sense of the developing relationships among codes and their 

related themes and additional interviews and analyses failed to reveal new relationships. In the 

final stage, we drew on extant studies of value creation and business incubation to refine our 

labels and understandings. Statements of findings were only made if they were corroborated 

across multiple informants (Scarbrough, Swan, Amaeshi, & Briggs, 2013) and to converge on 

a parsimonious set of constructs, we focused on robust findings.  

 

Findings 

 

This section describes our findings on the temporal dimensions of value creation in business 

incubation. The findings are based on the corroborated accounts across multiple informants that 

are used to converge on parsimonious and robust descriptions of temporality in the incubators.  

 

Insert table 1 here 

Insert table 2 here 

 

 

Comparison of the temporal views of the content of value creation 

 

Fulfilling current market needs 

We find that incubators emphasize creating value through fulfilling current market needs as 

they enable new venture creation. They do so by perceiving the value of ideas, validating the 

ideas with the customers and markets and identifying social challenges that need to be 

addressed. The incubator, while selecting and developing startups, depend on satisfying a 

market need of the product or service that is proposed by an entrepreneurial team. The 
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incubators cannot objectively value the ideas of a team, but they use their perceptions of how 

the idea has the potential towards fulfilling current market needs. This perceived value affects 

the incubation model that is followed for that startup, which might not always work as an idea 

may be technologically driven and yet, fail in the market. In order to augment inputs towards 

value creation in addition to their perceptions, incubators ask for customer and market 

validation of the ideas and the business model assumptions. The startup teams work closely 

with the customers in finding their needs and co-create products and services that could have 

an assured market. Technology-based incubators place a lot of importance in identifying the 

market need since if the startups fail to exploit current requirements, then the underlying 

technological idea might miss key value creation opportunities. Further, the market needs have 

to be verified and the customer segments defined. They emphasize that the product or service 

should be scalable for exponential growth, rather than catering to a small segment or 

geographical area. This emphasis on scalability is prominent in incubators that are technology-

oriented and in industries such as the internet and software development. As a business coach 

identifies the nature of ideas they are looking for, ‘You can test it, it's scalable, and it's 

innovative.' Incubators also try to identify challenges from the society that need to be addressed 

and define incubation projects based on this. They argue that it would be easier to find 

customers if the challenge is defined from the beginning. This stance is found predominantly 

in privately funded incubators and specialized ones like those associated with medical and clean 

energy technologies.   

 

Exploring for unanticipated value  

Conversely, incubators enable exploring for unanticipated value in the new venture creation 

process. This very much depends on the incubator’s tolerance for uncertainty and working 

without a known customer in mind. However, it could not always be found out who and how 

stakeholders would be able to capture value out of the emerging ventures. Often the value that 

could be created and captured out of a venture idea remains unclear. This often happens when 

there are business ideas and technologies for which the market is not yet ready, and the potential 

customers are undefined. Some incubators also incubate such startups for which the customer 

and market verification will be difficult, but might be promising in the future. Such technology-

driven startups have longer incubation time frames, and incubators might not have the resources 

to work with them, which can be detrimental to disruptive innovations emerging in the long 

run. Although, in such a scenario, the incubator has to work with startups without anticipating 

a clear future value. The motive of the incubator determines how they work with startups in 
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these cases. The motive of the incubator plays a major role in the value creation process, and 

this can vary in relation to new venture formation. It can pertain to generating regional 

economic growth, job creation, promoting social causes like sustainability, promoting 

entrepreneurial skills and mindset, industry specialization or creating radical innovations. 

Publicly funded incubators also are influenced by the objectives of their financiers, such as 

universities, municipalities and national innovation agencies. The incubation process is 

influenced by these external influences and is substantially affected by social value creation in 

the case of publicly funded incubators and return on capital regarding private ones. Some public 

incubators also have a stake in their startups and will obtain significant returns if there is a 

successful takeover. These resources can be plowed back to support more startups, and hence, 

the process may be aligned for such value as well, particularly in the case of incubators with a 

biotech and pharmaceutical specialization. For private incubators, a major concern is also about 

a financial return to stakeholders. Thereby, the motive of the incubator whereby they have 

tolerance for the projects’ uncertainty is a determinant of how much they are inclined to work 

with startups that are exploring unanticipated value. 

 

The process of value creation 

 

Focus on speed to market 

Business incubation involves a host of accelerating activities from idea formulation to the final 

product or service commercialization and includes activities that occur throughout the 

development process. The window of opportunity that is available for firms in the current 

markets is limited, and the incubator should enable their startups to address this by having 

incubation processes that reduce their time to market. To assist in this, they provide value-added 

services like access to law firms, patenting and IP protection, business, and technology 

consultants and marketing firms and basic financing. This enables the new ventures to move 

fast to exploit a market opportunity or even to help them be acquired by a larger firm. The 

access to basic financing that the incubators can provide also enables the startups to move fast 

without having to wait for outside financing to make minimum viable products. The startup 

teams' valuable and scarce time can be spent on value creation activities rather than worrying 

about the structural and organizational needs, which can be taken care of by the incubators. 

Most incubators have a specified incubation period for the startups, and often this is strictly 

followed. As a business coach points out, ‘it would be easier for us to put some pressure on the 

scientists to deliver if we have a time frame.' However, even though the time periods are fixed, 
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the processes related to it need not be. Incubators are also using the concept of fast fail as it 

reduces the time to market and enables the startups to validate their business model early on. It 

also enables the incubator to conclude upon the efficacy of a startup early on and not after a 

prolonged incubation period. Moreover, the fast fail approach enables the promotion of the 

acceptability of failures, risk-taking, and fast learning. 

 

Focus on adapting for value 

The incubators are mindful of the changing nature of value, and as such, the incubation model 

employed is flexible to allow for change and course correction. As a business coach says, ‘We 

have iterated, and that's why they (the startup) do not do the same thing as they have started 

out with.' Pivoting or innovating the business concept or business model throughout the 

incubation program is possible with most incubators, which involves collective decisions being 

made by the business coach and the startup team. As one business coach put it, ‘then we decided 

mutually…hey, this is not working, and we should do this another way, and it turned out to be 

an alternative goal.’ This iterative approach goes on until finding a business model that works. 

There is less focus placed on business plans as what the customers and markets value would 

keep changing. The business plan, if used at all, is just as an early valuation mechanism to 

obtain external funds from governmental agencies and the incubators also consider that it would 

be too time-consuming to work with one. Business incubators, however, might also follow a 

planned approach to new venture creation. There seems to exist an adaptive approach as well 

as a planning approach which brings out two ways of incubation.  

 

Discussion 

 

Entrepreneurial support systems such as a business incubator provide temporal coordination of 

enabling activities during the new venture creation process. We find that the temporal 

dimensions of business incubation along its value creation process rest on fulfilling current 

market needs, exploring for unanticipated value, speed to market and adapting for value. We 

present a model (Figure 1) that shows how stakeholder value creation happens in business 

incubation through the interplay between the content and process of value creation.  

 

Insert figure 1 here 

 

The temporal dimensions along the content and process of value creation 
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Our findings enable us to delineated the temporal dimensions of business incubation along the 

content and process of value creation (Lepak et al., 2007). Such a distinction allows us to 

understand how alternate views of future are constructed and acted upon in the incubation 

process. The content of value creation is where the incubator needs answers with regards to the 

questions ‘who' will create the value, ‘what' is the value that will be created and ‘who' benefits 

from the resultant value? Ambiguity is a hallmark of such questions, and the incubator tries to 

find answers by looking at different perspectives. The content of value is characterized by the 

incubation process as a duality that takes two views of the future. One tries to bring a level of 

certainty to future events by trying to fulfill current market needs. This is consistent with a 

market pull approach whereby the content of value is determined by an entrepreneurial team’s 

idea that is perceived to create value for identified customers or address social challenges. The 

other tries to embrace a future that is uncertain by exploring for unanticipated value. This is 

consistent with a technology push approach whereby the content of value is determined by the 

willingness of the incubator to enable creating value for an undefined customer.  

 

The process of value creation will unfold depending on the initial ambiguous interpretation of 

its content. To create value, actions should be taken based on the nature of the content of value, 

whether anticipated or not. The content of value will be open to constant redefinition as the 

process of value creation progresses, which itself changes according to the redefined value 

content. This is portrayed by the measures taken in incubation related to adapting for value 

creation. Incubation process tends to avoid planning and instead iterate and pivot their 

assumptions regarding ideas and business models. However, they do so in order to reach the 

markets at the earliest, where their assumptions could be tested and validated. Literature has 

noted that the speed to market of innovation speed defined (Kessler & Chakrabarti, 1996) as 

the time period between the idea for innovation and its commercialization is crucial for venture 

success. The process of value creation in business incubation will be activity based, 

idiosyncratic, and dynamic (Cooper & Kleinschmidt, 1987; Damanpour, 1991), where the focus 

is on the influence that structures, processes, and people have on value creation. 

 

Tension between fulfilling current needs and exploring unanticipated value 

 

We find that business incubation needs to strive for an integration of a market pull and 

technology push (Brem & Voigt, 2009) while defining the content of value creation as their 
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processes are aimed at trying to bring certainty as well as embracing a fuzzy future. However, 

this is not the case with all the incubators as depending on their purpose and motive, only a 

minority of them are working with entrepreneurs who have challenging technologies and an 

undefined customer. There exists a tension between fulfilling current needs and exploring 

unanticipated value, as incubators tend to choose a future they think could be predicted along 

with known customers and markets. However, uncertainty is fundamental to the entrepreneurial 

process (Packard et al., 2017) and entrepreneurs need to act on its face (McMullen & Shepherd, 

2006). The incubator has an important role in enabling the startup to realize and exploit value 

from this realization. It could be another aspect of temporality, where time is a resource, which 

might be preventing incubators from doing so.  

 

Time is a scarce and constraining resource, but can also be leveraged to the new venture’s 

advantage (Slevin & Covin, 1998). Time is also a scarce resource for the incubators, in 

particular, coaching time, for many coaches are themselves entrepreneurs or managers in 

external firms. Moreover, as (Quinn, 1987) argues regarding inventor-entrepreneurs with 

radical innovations, the time period needed for startups with disruptive innovation to emerge 

may be longer. However, this might be a constraint in incubation only for those startups that 

are not market-oriented or are not assisted with resources for better speed to market. Market 

pull rather than technology push is, therefore, a shift that is happening in business incubation, 

as increasingly, new ventures tend to have shorter incubation periods.  This also increases the 

market speed. However, if Quinn's argument holds, then radical innovations will have difficulty 

emerging out of incubators because such ideas will not be selected for business incubation due 

to the ‘technology push' nature of their value creation. The incubator's stress therefore on 

market need and speed to market may then not be good for an economy based on innovations 

in the long run and can also create environmental legitimacy jolts for the venture as it grows in 

a dynamic marketplace (Garud, Schildt, & Lant, 2014). This, however, needs to be further 

investigated.  

 

Temporal brackets and flexible processes in incubation 

 

Temporal brackets enforced as strict time frames (Bøllingtoft, 2012) placed by stakeholders on 

new ventures are expected to help create value (Bird, 1992). However, we find that such 

temporal expectations could hamper value creation. It is the flexible notions of time and 

adaptation along with value-added services that aid these processes that help create value. As 
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an incubator manager says, ‘We say fail fast, it’s the most important thing for us as if they fail, 

they fail early on and with less resources.’ However, a concept such as fast fail does not mean 

a strict notion of time, but a flexible one which makes them reach the markets fast and adapt 

accordingly. Though strict time frames are expected as public investments are constrained of 

resources, we find that some public incubators disregard value creation needs and instead, 

preferring the time period spent in incubation based on a business plan as the sole criteria for 

an exit.  New organizations plan because they are told to plan by assistance agencies, or they 

imitate other successful organizations in their fields that plan (Honig, 2004). Moreover, 

planning and strict temporal brackets represent a linear conception of time in business 

incubation. This approach is not consistent with the theoretical understanding of incubation 

based on value creation that we put forward, and hence, such incubators might need to redefine 

their approach to business incubation from selection towards an exit. It should also convince 

public funding agencies that still insist on a business plan that commercialization of innovation 

is not a linear process, but a very iterative process and entrepreneurs need not necessarily come 

up with detailed financial and growth layouts for obtaining startup funding. Another implication 

for policymakers would be to review the incubation models that depend solely on strict time 

periods as they are not consistent with value-based activities such as speed to market and 

adapting for value. 
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Table 1: Incubators and data sources  
Incubator Type of incubator Number of interviews (Incubator Managers, 

(M) Entrepreneurs (E))  
1 Alpha Private incubator 3 M, 3 E, Websites, Mission statements. 
2 Beta Private incubator 4 M, 3 E, Websites, Mission statements. 

3 Gamma Public-Private partnership 5 M, 3 E, Websites, Mission statements, 
Policy documents, Annual report. 

4 Delta Publically funded incubator 4 M, 2 E, Websites, Mission statements, 
Policy documents, Annual report. 

5 Epsilon Publically funded incubator 4 M, 4 E, Websites, Mission statements, 
Policy documents. 

6 Zeta Publically funded incubator 4 M, 5 E, Websites, Mission statements, 
Policy documents. 
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Table 2: Data structure 
Content of value creation 

Fulfilling current 
market needs 

Perceived value of 
ideas 

We have our experiences as business coaches from different parts of 
our lives, what we have been working with to judge if there is a 
potential for this business idea 

Identifying social 
challenges 

We try to identify a set of challenges, and from those challenges, we 
try to define specific projects 
It would be disgraceful not using tax payers’ money to produce 
benefits for society. 

Customer and market 
validation 
Vs  
Undefined customer 

Customer and market validation 
How many customers do we have, who are they, where are they, how 
do we find them, what do they think about the product, do they like it, 
do they don’t, would they like it in brown or black or blue, do they 
think it’s expensive or do they think it’s too cheap? All these questions 
are more important for the companies that want to succeed than 
everything else. 

Exploring for 
unanticipated 
value 

Customer and market 
validation 
Vs  
Undefined customer 

Undefined customer 
The technology is so new and so challenging… technically it's good, 
but we need to find an application for it. That means they don’t have 
an understanding of who is the customer or the competitor. 

Incubator’s tolerance 
for uncertainty 

We work only with radical innovation projects…. we don’t work with 
ordinary product development. 

Process of value creation 

Adapting for 
value 

Adapting Vs. Planning Adapting 
But a good entrepreneur, if they have a bad idea, they stop working on 
it after ten weeks and say "We try something else. 
Ok, forget about this stuff that we talked about. This is what the 
customer wants. Can you deliver this? 
Planning 
They need to be clear what they are working on. They cannot keep 
changing all the time.  
We are working with a business plan all the time. At the end of the 
business lab, they must have a business plan. They get a prize if they 
present a business plan.  

Speed to market Flexible time Vs 
Inflexible time  

Flexible time 
Technology companies need to be very quick in verifying their ideas 
in the market… and they can enter the agile running program… there 
are no special times; they can apply anytime to enter the program. 
It's a very flexible process, and they can decide what to do next to 
reach the market fast.  
Inflexible time 
The processes are very much based on the calendar time, and the exit 
from the incubator happens after two years regardless of their 
progress. 
The six months is fixed. So, it's six months for finding a business model. 
And then, they have to apply for the incubator. 

Value-added services We have a partnership with law firms and with other types of 
companies that can support the companies in moving fast. 
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Figure 1: A model of the temporal dimensions of value creation in business incubation 
 

 


