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Abstract 
 

Business incubators have long been considered an important aspect of new venture creation, 
and an effective means of fostering new jobs within an economy. Despite Australia being an 
early adopter of business incubators, local interest has since declined over the last decade. This 
has left Australia lagging behind some other nations, including those in Europe and Asia, where 
incubation has been an area of considerable investment in recent years. This report examines 
research surrounding business incubators, and in particular, focuses on identifying whether 
collective learning within business incubators can ultimately contribute to the success of 
incubatees. It is intended that the information contained within this report be used to support 
subsequent research studies conducted by La Trobe University, and hence recommendations 
are provided regarding research design and methodologies. Based on the data contained within 
this report there appears to be strong evidence in support of business incubators; with social 
capital and collective learning helping to contribute to the efficacy of the incubation process. 
In saying that, this report also reveals that definition and measurement issues will likely pose 
as significant hurdles in terms of providing relevant and meaningful interpretations of any data 
that is collected in future research activities. 
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1. Startups 
1.1 Definition of a Startup 

Source Definition 
Ries (2011) Create a new product or service under conditions of extreme 

uncertainty 
Blank & Dorf (2012) In search of a scalable, repeatable, profitable business model 
Cohan (2012); Ries 
(2011) 

Scarcity of resources 

 
1.2 Stages of Startup Development 

Source Stages 
LaunchVic (2017) 1. Idea 

2. Testing 
3. Income 
4. Scale Up 
5. Go Global 

 
1.3 Startups vs Small Businesses 

Startup Small Business 
Innovative 
Disruptive 
Uses technology 
Niche focused 
Rapid growth 
Global vision 

Stable 
Sustainable 
Remain small 
Not globally focused 

(Source: LaunchVic, 2017) 
 
1.4 Background Analysis 

Topic Details 
Small Business  96% of all registered businesses in Australia are considered 

small businesses (Kemp, 2013). 
 Small business is important for innovation and economic 

growth (Aaboen, La Rocca, Lind, Perna, & Shih, 2017; 
Autio, 1997; Oakey, Groen, Cook, & Van Der Sijde, 2013). 

 However, high failure rate of startups is a concern 
(Aaboen, Laage-Hellman, Lind, Öberg, & Shih, 2016). 

Business Incubators  Business incubators help reduce failure rate of startup 
small businesses (Bruneel, Ratinho, Clarysse, & Groen, 
2012). 

 Business incubators create jobs and wealth in a regional 
economy (Hackett & Dilts, 2004). 

 Business incubation creates economic and social stability 
(Kemp, 2013).  

 Therefore, business incubators tend to be a focus for 
economic development programs (Campbell & Allen, 
1987). 
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2. Business Incubators 
2.1  Definition of a Business Incubator 

Source Definition 
Allen & McCluskey 
(1990)  
 

A facility that provides affordable space, shared office services, 
and business development assistance in the environment 
conducive to new venture creation, survival, and early stage 
growth. 

Kemp (2013) 
 

A business support process that accelerates the successful 
development of startup and fledgling companies by providing 
entrepreneurs with an array of targeted resources and services. 

ECEDG (2002); 
Hackett & Dilts (2004); 
Hansen, Chesbrough, 
Nohria, & Sull (2000)  

Support the incubated startups growth process by providing a 
range of services and resources. 

Löfsten, Lindelöf & 
Aaboen (2006)  

In order for a business to be classified as a business incubator, 
resources must be created, coordinated and distributed in order 
to add value to the incubatees. To enable a supportive, creative 
and entrepreneurial environment within the incubator the 
previously mentioned resources must have an effect on the 
incubated capacity, behavior and ability to perform.  

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011)  
 

List of the major characteristics: 
 Selection process 
 Mixed revenue streams 
 Access to space, knowledge, and resources either through 

staff or networks 
 Actively encouraged peer-to-peer networking 
 3–5 years incubation time 

 
2.2 Other Names for Business Incubators 

Source Name 
Felsenstein (1994) Seedbeds 
Miettinen (2016) Innovation Centers 
Castells & Hall (1994) Technopoles 
European Commission 
(2002)  

Business accelerators, industrial parks, science parks, 
technology parks 

Hackett & Dilts (2004); 
Phan (2005) 

Research parks, technology innovation centers, technology 
parks, and science parks, as well as business accelerators are 
often used as synonyms for business incubators. 

Schwartz (2013) Choose specific names due to marketing issues 
 

2.3 Categories of Business Incubators 
Source Categorise Based on… 
Kemp (2013) Sector (technology, manufacturing or retail, for example) 

 
Kemp (2013); Hackett 
& Dilts (2004); 
Grimaldi & Grandi 
(2005) 

Sponsor (university, government, not-for-profit, venture 
capitalist) 

Kemp (2013); OECD 
(1999) 

Role intended that incubators play in the economy: 
 General/Mixed-Use Incubators: Promote continuous 

regional industrial and economic growth through general 
business development.  

 Economic Development Incubators: Stimulate specific 
economic objectives such as job creation and industrial 
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restructuring. Often the result of local government 
initiatives. 

 Technology Incubators: Promote the development of 
technology-based firms.  

Barrow (2001)  Primary and subsidiary goals (i.e. job creation, collaboration, 
use vacant premises, commercialise university research, create 
goodwill in local community etc.) 

 
2.4 Aim of Business Incubators 

Source Aim 
Miettinen (2016) Hatch promising business ideas through vulnerable times by 

providing resources and support until the companies are ready 
for the fierce business world 

Bruneel, Ratinho, 
Clarysse, & Groen 
(2012); Hansen, 
Chesbrough, Nohria, & 
Sull (2000) 

Brokers, hubs and connectors between various actors inside and 
outside the incubator 

Kemp (2013) Supporting and developing the enterprise, to the point where it 
is strong enough to graduate from the incubator facility 

Shih & Aaboen (2017) Help incubators manage their growth 
Shih & Aaboen (2017) Three generations of incubators: 

1. Focusing on job creation and finding incubatees for office 
buildings (Bruneel, Ratinho, Clarysse, & Groen, 2012) 
2. Additional provisions such as networking and offering 
business support services (Aerts, Matthyssens, & Vandenbempt, 
2007) 
3. Deepening of these additional services, such that incubators 
participate more actively through business coaching and 
funding provisions (Bruneel, Ratinho, Clarysse, & Groen, 
2012).  

 
2.5 The Incubation Process 

Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) Described in different ways 
Hackett & Dilts (2008) Described it as a ‘black box’ with unknown activities occurring 

within 
Soetanto & Jack (2016)  Knowledge of incubators and incubation practice remains 

fragmented 
Mrkajic (2017) Incubators may influence entrepreneurial ventures in two ways:  

1. They can represent a buffer mechanism by providing the 
necessary resources internally, which may shelter the incubated 
ventures from potential problems and risks stemming from the 
environment (Lynn, 2005; Thompson, 1967).  
2. Incubators may bridge new ventures to their environment 
when needed, by facilitating relational connections (Baum & 
Oliver, 1991) and normative alignment (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 
2002).  

 
2.6 Resources Provided by Business Incubators 

 Source Comments 
Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

Vary and differ between incubators 
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Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015)  

There are no ‘rules’ of what a business incubator must offer 

Suk & Mooweon (2006) Mobilization of resources can take place both directly and 
indirectly. 

Lalkaka (2003) Information, training and access to finance and professional 
services in one affordable package 

Carayannis & Von 
Zedtwitz (2005) 

Usually offer five types of services: access to physical 
resources, administrative services, access to financial resources, 
assistance with startup procedures and access to networks. 

Schwartz (2013)  
 

Five basic elements: subsidized rental space, networking, 
credibility, collectively shared facilities, and business 
assistance. 

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi 
(2005); Hackett & Dilts 
(2004) 

Shared services, office space, access to networks, counselling, 
business advice, etc.  

Grimaldi & Grandi 
(2005)   
 

More in-depth like management guidance and support as 
assistance in developing business and marketing plans, putting 
together management teams, finding financial capital.  

Hackett & Dilts (2004)  Financial support - reduced rent, free services, or direct 
investments, otherwise any consulting company could be 
classified as an incubator 

Lai & Lin (2015)   
 

Services that prepare incubatees for the barriers in later stages 
of development, after graduation from the incubator. These 
services include, for instance, intellectual property service 
capabilities, brand construction, executive strategy and business 
planning. 

 
2.7 Why Join a Business Incubator? 

Source Comments 
Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

Compensate for the insufficient resources as well as to get 
additional support – therefore, have more resources and time to 
focus solely on their core activities and developing the startup. 

McAdam & McAdam, 
2008)  

Find support for their entrepreneurial endeavours, build on 
resource endowments and gain legitimacy. 

Kemp (2013) Principle motivation for incubatee:  
 Price for the office space. Business owners are motivated to 

minimise costs and keep options open at the beginning of 
their ventures. 

 Flexibility is important in a physical sense as it allows 
businesses to grow and flexible terms are important, as they 
enable the incubatee to outgrow the facility and leave or 
withdraw if owner-managers fail to meet their growth 
objectives on easy-in, easy-out terms. 

 The contrast to the circumstances they experience when 
operating from home. 

Kemp (2013) Principle objective of the business incubator: Provision of 
business advice (was not considered as important at the time of 
moving into the facility). The provision of business assistance 
becomes an important service once the business owner is 
located within the business incubator 

Shepard (2013)  Most important facilities include working space which enables 
co-location with other incubatees, internet connection, good 
office location, and laboratory space for product development. 

Chan & Lau (2005)  Administrative support and rental subsidies more substantial. 
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Vanderstraeten & 
Matthyssens (2012)  
 

Incubatees’ expectations for services that incubators offer: 
Besides common secretary services and basic equipment, also 
sector or technology specific infrastructure services. 

Tötterman & Sten 
(2005)  

Incubatees seem to prefer practical business advice to mentors. 
 

Smilor (1987); Dee, 
Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011)  
  
 

The development of credibility, the shortening of 
entrepreneurial learning curve, quicker solutions to problems 
and access to entrepreneurial network. Incubation may 
accelerate business development, so business incubators not 
only help startup businesses to survive but also add value to 
companies. 

 
2.8 Benefits of Business Incubators 

Source Comments 
Stokan, Thompson, & 
Mahu (2015)  
 

Incubated firms receive five times as many business services, 
such as legal, financial and marketing, then do similar non-
incubated firms. 

Hansen, Chesbrough, 
Nohria, & Sull (2000); 
Lindelöf & Löfsten, 
2004)  

Startups in a business incubator perform better than non-
incubated startups. 

Barrow (2001); 
Rothschild & Darr 
(2005)  

Incubator facilities result in access to new knowledge, expertise, 
networks and cost-effective access to leading edge research. 
Consequently, such unique resources enable the incubatee to 
commence trading quickly without large overheads while also 
offering credibility to the enterprise and opportunities for 
networking. 

Hannon & Chaplin 
(2003); Hannon (2005); 
Rothschild & Darr, 
2005) 

Clustering effects include access to knowledge resources and 
the attraction of venture capitalists which is related to the 
incubator image and the provision of credibility as well as the 
generation of collective knowledge and learning among its 
member firms. 

Smilor & Gill (1986) The benefits of clustering effects can also help to minimise the 
feeling of isolation through the sharing of common values and 
norms. 

Chan & Lau (2005)  Co-location enables information and knowledge sharing among 
incubatees and makes work on joint projects possible.  

Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015)  

Incubatees benefit not only from incubator’s managerial 
business connections but also from their peers in case they work 
in a similar field. 

 
2.9 Economics Surrounding Business Incubators 

Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) In the US particularly, the National Business Incubation 

Association (NBIA) has been active in promoting incubation as 
a relatively low-cost method of fostering new job creation. 

Kemp (2013) Grant Thornton (2008) for the United States Department of 
Commerce, Economic Development Administration (EDA) - 
Success of business incubation programs as a means of creating 
jobs.  

Arena, Adams, Rhody, 
Noyes, & Noonan 
(2008)  

Business incubators are an effective public-private approach 
that produces new jobs at a low cost to the government:  
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 For every US$10,000 in EDA funds invested in business 
incubation programs, an estimated 47 to 69 local jobs are 
generated. 

 Incubators provide up to 20 times more jobs than 
community infrastructure projects at a federal cost per job 
of between US$126 and US$144, compared with between 
US$744 and US$6,972 for other infrastructure projects 

Monkman (2010)  US House of Representatives Small Business Committee (2010) 
has found: 
 Incubation programs – improve local community image and 

create new jobs - US$1,109 per job.  
 Incubator companies – average annual growth in sales per 

firm was $239,535. 
 Incubator graduates – provide employee benefits. 

 
2.10 Developing Knowledge and Relationships within Business Incubators 

Source Comments 
Mian, Lamine, & 
Fayolleet (2016)  

The focus on networking has shifted the view on incubators 
from service providers to networked commercialisation 
enablers. 

Schwartz & Hornych 
(2010)  

The incubator may work as an intermediary between incubatees 
and a network of external potential partners, such as customers 
and suppliers, providers of specialised services, research 
facilities or financial and funding institutions. 

Amezcua, Grimes, 
Bradley, & Wiklundet 
(2013)  

Business incubators act as intermediaries that stand between 
incubated entrepreneurial ventures and their business 
environment. 

Hughes, Ireland, & 
Morgan (2007, p.156)  

The incubator management team ‘constructs and frames the 
network and makes it available to the incubating firms’ 

Aaboen, Laage-
Hellman, Lind, Öberg, 
& Shih (2016); 
Tötterman & Sten, 
(2005) 

The development of a business network is integral for further 
value creation. 

Becker & Gassmann 
(2006)  

Entrepreneurs value not only regular or ad hoc advice and 
exchange of lessons learned but also contacts to networks that 
provide access to new customers or suppliers. 

Schwartz & Hornych 
(2010) 

The incubator should preferably possess or continuously build 
its network of relationships with actors that can contribute to the 
development of incubatees. 

Aarikka-Stenroos & 
Makkonen (2014)  

When the incubator mediates the relationship between an 
incubatee and another actor, it is viewed as a third actor - Five 
main tasks that a third actor can have in a relationship: sharing 
information, diminishing distance, sharing relations by 
connecting, establishing trust and lubricating the relationship 
building process. 

Huemer (2017)  Third-party mediation in relationship development includes 
both direct and indirect roles: 
 Direct mediation is conducted when, for example, an 

organisation directly sets up meetings between actors or in 
other ways ensures that the meeting and interaction will 
take place. Here, the connecting activity lies at the centre of 
attention. 
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 Indirect mediation consists of activities undertaken by the 
incubator to facilitate the initiation or development of a 
relationship without directly intervening. This can be done 
by providing contact information, informing actors about 
each other, providing a meeting forum for the actors or, 
even more indirectly, coaching an organisation on how to 
interact with other actors. 

Cantú (2017) Incubator may facilitate the process of relationship development 
between the incubatee and the other actor either actively or 
passively, and at either the dyad level or network level. 

Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015) 

It is not their presence in the incubator per se that will help 
incubatees become viable businesses, but the interactions in 
which they participate while there as well as their networking 
with actors that are not closely affiliated with the incubator or 
located inside it 

Rice (2002)  It is the role of the business incubator manager to develop a 
culture of knowledge sharing between him and the incubatees 
and between the incubatees to assist in achieving the highest 
potential of each business. 

Baraldi, Fraticelli, 
Perna, & Gregori 
(2017)  

The first relationships play a central role in a startup's 
development. 

Etzkowitz (2008); 
Kitigawa & Robertson 
(2012) 

Importance of incubators’ role in building relationship capital. 

Soetanto & Jack (2013) 
 

In the incubator environment, incubatees are assumed to be 
involved in interactions, and they seek and share resources. 
Through these activities, incubatees are expected to gain value 
from being located in an incubator. 

Hansen, Chesbrough, 
Nohria, & Sull (2000) 

It is important to promote relationships between incubatees. 

McAdam & McAdam 
(2008); Sullivan & Ford 
(2014) 

Networks are supposed to provide resources that support 
business growth, as well as adding to credibility, facilitating 
knowledge exchange and generating collective learning. 

Cantú (2015)  More efforts have been made to describe interorganisational 
interactions in incubators as well as the networking of 
incubatees beyond the mediated relationships. 

Roig-Tierno, Alcázar, 
& Ribeiro-Navarrete 
(2015)  

In order to develop and succeed, startup firms need to combine 
help from different network structures. 

Shih & Aaboen (2017) Relationships are an especially important type of resource for an 
incubator because they enable the incubatee to complete the 
incubation process, that is, developing into a viable and 
freestanding firm. 

 
2.11 Business Incubators – Negatives / Difficulties / Issues 

Source Comments 
Böhringer (2006)  The business incubator model has been criticized for taking 

away the initiative from the entrepreneur. 
Kemp (2013) 
 

Flexibility, small spaces and a competitive rental cost, can — in 
some cases — be disincentives for growth and additional 
entrepreneurial activity, as they reduce the pressure on business 
owners to perform. Incubators should safeguard against these 
phenomena perhaps by instituting a model in which support 
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declines or changes over time coupled with strong graduation 
practises that empower the owner managers. 

Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015) 

Studies have questioned the level of value added arguing that 
the resources business incubator provides are too generic. 

Sá & Lee (2012) The mediation of the incubator can both enable and constrain 
an incubatee's development of a business network. 

Sá & Lee (2012)  Not all network structures will be helpful for business 
development. Thus, incubatees need to develop networking 
capabilities in order to sort among networking opportunities. 

Baraldi & Ingemansson 
Havenvid (2016) 

It may be difficult for an incubatee to know what types of 
relationships it needs due to its lack of experience. 

Hughes, Ireland, & 
Morgan (2007)  

Too many initial relationships will discourage the incubatee 
from participating in further networking with the other 
incubatees in the incubator. 

Soetanto & Jack (2013); 
Witt (2004) 

Too many initial relationships will diminish the advantage of 
being located in the incubator, because it is incubatees' 
involvement in interactions and in seeking and sharing 
resources that determines the likelihood of additional value 
creation. 

 
2.12 Business Incubators – Other Considerations / Key Learnings 

Source Comments 
McAdam & McAdam, 
2008) 

Startup firms may have different needs during different stages 
of development. 

Chan & Lau (2005)  The importance of the public image of an incubator in terms of 
marketing and partnership. 

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Professional facilities like meeting rooms and a reception area 
lend credibility. 

Vanderstraeten & 
Matthyssens (2012)  

Brand image of an incubator may be reflected on startup 
companies and add credibility. 

Salvador (2011)  
 

Demonstrate startup companies’ trustworthiness and reliability 
as business partners could be accomplished by means of 
enhancing incubator brand names. 

 
2.13 History of Business Incubators – General 

Source Year(s) Details 
Anselmo 
(2009); Kemp 
(2013) 

1956 The Batavia Industrial Centre, New York - Remains 
in operation as the world’s oldest incubator. 

Kemp (2013) 1980 There were only 12 incubators in the United States 
Hackett & Dilts 
(2004); Mian, 
Lamine, & 
Fayolleet 
(2016)  

1984 - 1987 Intense focus on innovation through the increase of 
technology-based firms and the growth of academic 
entrepreneurship.  

Knopp (2012) 1980’s Work by the US Small Business Administration to 
build the incubator movement prompted further 
growth. 

Kemp (2013); 
Wiggins & 
Gibson (2003) 

1950’s – 2010’s Undergone many changes:  
 Changing incubatees  
1: Earliest incubators: Light manufacturing, new 
technologies, and services. 
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2: Later incubators: Biotechnology, ceramics 
technology, clean energy, software, internet-based 
services, telecommunications and the arts. 
3: Recent incubators: High-tech industries, including 
aerospace, manufacturing needing advanced 
technology and procedures, advanced materials and 
materials processing, modelling and simulation for 
scientific applications, biomed/biotech, software & 
IT systems, transportation and electronics.  
 Changing Goals 
1: Fill vacant real estate 
2: Facility innovation and entrepreneurship in 
universities  
3. Developed from the private sector’s desire for 
investment and to commercialise new and emerging 
technologies. 

 
2.14 History of Business Incubators – Australia 

Source Year(s) Details 
ANZABI 
(2004); Burnett 
(2009)  

Mid 1980’s Early adopter - Programs established. 

Kemp (2013) Mid-Late 1980’s Australian state governments began to invest in the 
creation of business incubators in WA, ACT, NSW, 
QLD. 

Daly (2013)  Post 1990’s Organisations that deliver entrepreneurship 
education grew in number, size and scope in 
Australia. Many of these programmes used a variety 
of pedagogical techniques to teach participating 
entrepreneurs a broad spectrum of content (Maritz & 
Brown 2013) despite little evidence on the efficacy 
of these programmes (Kuratko 2005; Rae 2012).   

ANZABI 
(2004) 

1991 The Federal Government became involved with the 
creation of a funding scheme to create community 
based, not for profit business incubators – The 
Business Incubator Scheme originated in the 
Department of Employment with its main focus to 
assist in the creation of jobs. 

ANZABI 
(2004) 

Post 1991 Over 15 years, some $50 million was invested by the 
Federal Government in the creation of business 
incubators. Business incubators were established in 
all parts of Australia, from inner city areas in the 
major capital cities to very small communities in 
regional and remote Australia. 

ANZABI 
(2004); Kemp 
(2013) 

Early 2000’s The Federal Government invested substantially in 
technology business incubation – Established the 
Building IT Strengths (BITS) incubator funding 
scheme in 2001, which was specifically a technology 
business incubation program: 
 The program was created with funding from the 

partial sale of Telstra by the Federal 
Government, and was used to create 10 
technology business incubators around the 
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country, funded with $85 million dollars from 
2001 to 2004.  

 The aim of the program was to assist in the 
creation of technology startups in Australia, 
ensuring that Australian innovation and ideas 
remained in Australia. 

 The BITS program took a different approach to 
the Department of Employment’s 1991 
Business Incubator Scheme, in that 8 of the 10 
incubators created were for-profit legal 
structures and not all provided office space; 
some conducted so-called ‘virtual incubation’ in 
which the incubator provided management 
advice and assistance without office space. 

Kemp (2013) 2003 Evaluation of the BITS program found incubator 
performance was generally strong and incubatees 
rated the program well. Other key findings were 
that: 
 The BITS and Intelligent Island Incubator 

Programs were uniquely positioned to assist 
startup businesses and provided broad-based 
support not available through any other 
government assistance program. 

 The programs had produced hundreds of startup 
ICT managers who had undergone processes that 
equipped them to grow their business to the 
point of achieving self-sustaining growth in 
revenues, while also creating a pool of skilled 
individuals.   

DCITA (2005) 2003 The government funding of the BITS program was 
originally due for completion in 2003-04, but early 
evaluation found that additional longer-term 
investment would be required to prevent incubators 
collapsing. As a result, a second round of funding 
was invested only in the better performing 
incubators. 

BIIA (2008) 2008 The BITS program was eventually discontinued with 
one of the critical factors in the demise of the 
program reported to be the “burn rate” of 
government funding by the BITS incubators, without 
replacement income being generated from incubated 
companies. The end of the BITS program effectively 
marked the last large-scale venture by Australian 
governments into incubation. 
 
Lerner (2010) related the problems of the BITS 
incubators to two key problems identified in other 
nations where governments have played the role of 
business catalyst but have failed to succeed:  
1. That governments can allocate funds in an inept 
or counterproductive manner, and 
2. That private- and public-sector organise to 
capture subsidies that should be directed to new 
entrepreneurs. In the BITS case: “The incubators 
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taking part in Australia’s 1999 … program 
frequently captured the lion’s share of the subsidies 
aimed toward entrepreneurs, by forcing the young 
incubatees to purchase their own overpriced 
services.” (Lerner, 2010, p.259). In effect, a small 
intermediary industry sprung up to ‘facilitate’ the 
spending of government funds, which comprised of 
opportunistic organisations with sufficient capacity 
and foresight to apply for these grants. While the 
individual businesses did receive some trickle-down 
benefits, the bigger winners were the business 
incubation intermediaries. 

Chandra & 
Fealey (2009); 
Harman 
(2009)  

Post 2008 Local interest has since declined at a time when 
international interest in technology business 
incubation is increasing. Moreover, interest by 
governments in funding incubation projects has 
waned, even as additional attention has been paid 
overseas to the use of incubation as a job creation 
and economic stimulus catalyst.  
 
This has left Australia lagging behind some other 
nations, including those in Europe and Asia, where 
incubation has been an area of considerable 
investment in recent years. 

Burnett (2009); 
Kemp (2013); 
von Zedtwitz 
(2003) 

Post 2008 As government has retreated from incubation, the 
private sector and tertiary sector have stepped 
forward and it can be seen that two of the three 
movements identified by the National Business 
Incubation Association (NBIA): the desire to 
facilitate innovation and entrepreneurship in 
universities and the private sector’s desire to find 
new paths for investment and commercialise 
emerging technologies, have been at work. For 
businesses that do not immediately fit the university 
incubation model of innovation and new technology 
businesses, nor the venture capital model of high 
growth, high return investment opportunities, there 
appears to be a gap in incubation offerings. 
 
Today, there is no accurate data regarding the 
number of operating business incubators in Australia 
or the number of current incubatees or graduated 
businesses, however the peak body for business 
incubation, Business Innovation and Incubation 
Australia (BIIA) reports that there are approximately 
80 organisations that identify themselves as 
government-sponsored business incubators in 
Australia and approximately 1,200 incubatees. 
 
In the absence of a national incubation approach, 
there are numerous small and independent 
incubators, however there is limited research that 
has been undertaken into their operations. Moreover, 
while there is occasionally self-reported information 
from the incubators themselves, empirical data on 
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these incubators in Australia and overseas is 
unobtainable, as there is no public reporting 
requirement of their operations or performance and 
little academic research has been able to be 
conducted. 

Kemp (2013) Going forward Unfortunately, Australian small business policy does 
not align with positive evidence from incubator 
research; nor has sufficient effort been undertaken to 
find out this is an opportunity missed within the 
Australian context, or if there is a different economic 
circumstance at play in Australia that makes 
incubation less effective. 

Fishback 
(2009); Kemp 
(2013)  

Going forward There is particular attention overseas in business 
incubators and their usefulness in economic 
development, which suggests there is a value in 
revisiting incubation and exploring how business 
incubation could be reinvigorated in Australia, 
particularly as debate continues regarding how the 
country will develop economically outside the 
resources sector. 
 
Most members of the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) are looking 
to business incubation to assist in the development 
and commercialisation of research from universities 
and to aid economic development and job creation. 

 
2.15 Melbourne Business Incubators 

Incubator Details 
Now to Launch Offers over 60 Victorian entrepreneurs (refugees and new migrant 

focus) the opportunity to develop a food-related startup, and aims 
to guide founders from pre-revenue and testing stages through to 
official launch. The program uses lean startup methodologies and 
tools specific to refugee entrepreneurialism to guide participants 
through three stages – a prototyping food enterprise hub, startup 
mentoring, and an intensive nine-month startup fundamentals 
course, delivered by The Difference Incubator. 
https://nowtolaunch.org.au/ 

Young Social 
Pioneers 

Available to social entrepreneurs 29 and under Australia-wide 
through the Foundation for Young Australians. 
https://www.fya.org.au/programs/young-social-pioneers/ 

STC Incubator Offers businesses an opportunity to join a community of small tech 
companies working to translate and commercialise new products. 
The Incubator provides many benefits, including low-cost space, 
access to high-tech facilities and equipment, co-location with like-
minded entrepreneurs and engineers and plenty of opportunities for 
networking and business development. 
http://www.stcaustralia.org/ 

Auspicious Arts 
Project 

An incubator for the creative sector offering support services 
including industry seminars specifically designed for independent 
artists, marketing and business skills development, rehearsal and 
operations spaces. 
http://auspicious.com.au/ 

https://www.fya.org.au/our-programs/young-social-pioneers/
https://www.fya.org.au/our-programs/young-social-pioneers/
http://www.stcaustralia.org/incubator/
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ANDHealth A unique non-profit industry-led organisation focused on 
strengthening the Australian digital health ecosystem and de-
risking innovations in digital health, with a focus on clinical 
evidence, commercialisation and investment readiness. 
https://andhealth.com.au/ 

Victorian Energy 
Incubator 

The Victorian Energy Incubator (VEI) incubates clean energy 
startups and innovation teams from larger companies, providing 
collaboration, governance, access to finance, laboratories and 
workshops.  
http://www.energyincubator.com.au/ 

Brunswick Business 
Incubator 

The BBI was established in 2002 and is a community driven 
business hub. The BBI site offers a wide range of office and light 
manufacturing spaces, off street parking, reception services, a high-
speed fibre internet service and a supportive environment for your 
business to grow. 
https://www.brunswickincubator.com.au/ 

Jiangsu-Victoria 
Innovation Centre 

The incubator provides Australian startups with tailored incubation 
programs targeting the Asian markets and access to $80 million 
venture capital fund. The incubator is one of the key outcomes of a 
MoU signed in March 2017 between Suzhou High-Tech Venture 
Capital Group, the City of Melbourne, ACASE, RMIT University 
and the University of Melbourne. The key aims of the partnership 
are to strengthen collaborations in innovation and startups between 
the two countries, and assist Australian world-class research and 
technologies get developed in startup businesses to tap into the 
world's second largest and fastest-growing market. 
https://www.finder.com.au/melbourne-startup-incubator-open-
80m-support 

Melbourne 
Innovation Centre 

The Innovation Centre provides space and services to accelerate 
small business growth. They strive to support the growth and 
success of entrepreneurs and startups through the delivery of 
world-class incubation and acceleration programs. 
https://www.melbourneinnovation.com.au/ 

The Good Incubator The Good Incubator is Melbourne’s leading impact-driven 
incubator program for startups in the disability, health and 
wellbeing sectors. Founded in early 2018 with a grant from 
LaunchVic, The Good Incubator expanded its operations late last 
year when it announced an official partnership with Melbourne-
based Luna Startup Studio, as well as a partnership with National 
Disability Services (NDS) to deliver the 2019 program. The 
partnership with NDS saw The Good Incubator focus on 
technology-based startups delivering impact in the disability sector 
for its 2019 program. 
https://startupvictoria.com.au/melbournes-the-good-incubator-
announces-its-2019-cohort/ 

Stone and Chalk The largest fintech hub in Asia. It is a not-for-profit organisation, 
takes no equity in the startups it supports and is independent.  
https://www.stoneandchalk.com.au/ 

Co-op Incubator The Co-op Incubator is an Incubator for Member-Owned 
Enterprises and other innovative ideas that are Co-operatives or 
companies with a Co-operative Constitution. 
https://www.incubator.coop/ 

Eastern Innovation 
Business Centre 

The EIBC is home to over 50 collaborative, inspired, innovative 
entrepreneurs preparing or accelerating their ideas for their 

https://www.mtpconnect.org.au/Category?Action=View&Category_id=127
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markets. Two great buildings provide flexible working options for 
low-cost business development and growth while providing 
accelerating founders with access to professional meeting rooms, 
presentation facilities, and varied and readily available mentoring 
support. 
http://eibc.net.au/ 

AIM Business 
Centres 

AIMBC is a relaxed yet professional working environment. 
Members encourage collaboration and ongoing mutual support, 
bringing their different skillsets together allowing you to promote 
ideas, teamwork and services through networking, cross-training 
and events. 
http://aimoffices.com.au/ 

Digital Bunker A unique co-working studio and innovation incubator, having the 
ability to work with developers for the long run. 
http://digitalbunker.com.au/ 

Monash Food 
Incubator 

The Monash Food Incubator supports food and agriculture startups 
and entrepreneurs to develop new products and ideas, support 
growth, and provide mentoring for break-through product 
development. Co-located in the heart of Monash University 
research facilities and the Food Innovation Centre, the new state-
of-the-art kitchen and co-working space facilitate a range of 
programs with specialised partners to support each stage of the life 
cycle of a new business from idea inception to scaling up. 
https://www.foodinnovationcentre.com.au/food-incubator/ 

Blockchain Centre Block Engine is a structured incubator program focused on 
supporting early stage startups in the emerging area of blockchain 
technology. The program runs under three pillars: select the most 
promising startups applying blockchain technology, nurture 
through a structured 10-week course of workshops, mentor sessions 
and community events, and connect and support through 
facilitating connections with investors and continually supporting 
them through the alumni program. 
https://blockchaincentre.com.au/incubator/ 

EnergyLab Run a series of programs designed to help people launch and grow 
new energy businesses, operate a coworking space, and run regular 
events to bring the community together. Whether you are a startup, 
large company or non-profit, EnergyLab look forward to working 
with you to create the clean energy future. 
https://energylab.org.au/ 

Good Shed North Houses many Incubators / Accelerators 
https://architectureau.com/articles/goods-shed-north/ 

 
2.16 Melbourne Business Incubators (Categories) 

Category Incubators 
General   Brunswick Business Incubator 

 Melbourne Innovation Centre 
 Eastern Innovation Business Centre 
 AIM Business Centres 

Industry Specific   Auspicious Arts Project (Arts) 
 ANDHealth (Heatlh) 
 Victorian Energy Incubator (Energy) 
 EnergyLab (Energy) 
 Monash Food Incubator (Food)  
 Now to Launch (Migrant Food Startups) 

https://www.mtpconnect.org.au/Category?Action=View&Category_id=127
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 The Good Incubator (Disability, Health and Wellbeing) 
Technology  STC Incubator 

 Digital Bunker 
 Stone and Chalk (Fintech) 
 Blockchain Centre (Blockchain) 

Other  Jiangsu-Victoria Innovation Centre (Targeting Asian Market) 
 Young Social Pioneers (Young Entrepreneurs) 
 Co-op Incubator (Co-operative Structure) 

 
 
  

http://www.stcaustralia.org/incubator/
https://www.fya.org.au/our-programs/young-social-pioneers/
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3. University Science Park Incubators 
3.1 Definition of a University Science Park Incubator 

Source Definition 
Hackett & Dilts (2004); 
Lalkaka (2002); Mian 
(1996); Petree, Petkov, 
& Spiro (1997) 

Either located at a university premises, owned by a university or 
has the involvement of a university faculty in the operations of 
the business incubator. 

Autio & Klofsten 
(1998)  

A facility that is located in the vicinity of a university or a 
research institute and has technology-based SMEs as incubatees. 

Lalkaka (2002) Incubators may be situated in a science or technology park as a 
separate organization. 

 
3.2 Other Names for University Science Park Incubators 

Source Name 
Miettinen (2016) Similar facilities are called research parks in the United States 

and technology parks in Asia. 
 
3.3 Aim of University Science Park Incubators 

Source Aim 
McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

University Science Park incubators (USIs) have emerged as a 
means by which Government, academia and business can 
develop high technology business firms (spin out HTBFs) from 
initial conception through to becoming established small firms, 
which are ready to move beyond the Science Park confines. 

Mian (1994) The types of businesses that are incubated within incubators 
linked or operated by universities vary for a number of reasons, 
including due to their strategic focus and resources; however, 
they are generally new and operate in emerging industries.  

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi 
(2005)  

Many university business incubators have the transfer of 
technology through commercialisation as their primary goal 
rather than economic development or job creation. 

Markman, Phan, Balkin, 
& Gianiodis (2005)  

The university sector increasingly views itself as a catalyst of 
new venture formation and regional development. 

 
3.4 Resources Provided by University Science Park Incubators 

Source Comments 
Albert & Gaynor 
(2003); Carayannis, 
Popescu, Sipp, & 
McDonald (2006)  

Provision of shared facilities such as offices, administrative 
staff and access to university research and external grant 
support from Government and other sources, such as venture 
capitalists. 

 
3.5 Benefits of University Science Park Incubators 

Source Comments 
Smilor & Gill (1986); 
Barrow (2001) 

Within the literature the University Science Park incubator 
(USI) is recognised as an effective support mechanism for new 
entrepreneurial firms. 

Zucker, Darby, & 
Armstrong (2002); 
Lender (2003) 

The USI has emerged as incorporating and promoting 
mechanisms that foster partnerships between the University, the 
incubatees and other external parties thus, facilitating the 
transfer of knowledge and expertise from Universities to the 
business economy. 
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Grandi & Grimaldi 
(2003)  

Incubatees bring or develop their own external relationships. 
For example, the initial relationships of an incubatee from, for 
instance, a university often come from the source organisation. 

Johansson, Jacob, & 
Hellström (2005)  

It is common among founders of university startup firms to 
retain their position in academia. This condition enables 
founders to easily maintain their academic network and use 
resource facilities, because they are still members of the 
community. 

McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

The university is critical in terms of facilitating and developing 
networks with other third parties. In fact, the university 
association proved useful in terms of making contacts at 
seminars and conferences as well as gaining access to 
customers and suppliers. The entrepreneurs all agreed that this 
relationship was an effective means to remaining informed 
regarding the contemporary opportunities and information, 
allowing them to tap into a network, which in other 
circumstances, they would have found difficult. 

Löfsten & Lindelöf, 
(2005); Dettwiler, 
Lindelöf, & Lvfstenet 
(2006)  

Proximity to the university coupled with the knowledge, 
facilities and labour force can be valuable in several ways. 

McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

University collaboration provides access to research and 
technology. 

Lockett & Wright 
(2005); Nouira, 
Klofsten, & Dahlstrand 
(2005)  

Co-operation with university staff may provide access to the 
latest knowledge in the area of interest thus resulting in the 
development of more innovative products. 

Zucker, Darby, & 
Armstrong (2002) 

Providing the customer with a guarantee that products or 
services are based on the latest knowledge available. 

Barrow (2001) The availability of specialist skills-based labour where it may 
be an advantage to be located close to the university in order to 
make the firm known to students in specific disciplines. 

McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

All of the entrepreneurs in their study actually used their links 
to the university to employ students and recent graduates; this 
was deemed to be an invaluable opportunity to identify 
new talent.   

Markman, Phan, Balkin, 
& Gianiodis (2005) 

The university link may also result in reduced development 
costs. 
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4. Accelerators 
4.1 Definition of an Accelerator 

Source Definition 
LaunchVic (2017) A program that usually provides participants with access to 

mentoring, office space, and cohort events. Startups enter a 
program for a designated period of time, and ‘graduate’ from 
the program having followed a set methodology to develop their 
startups.  

Cohen (2013)   Accelerators are usually competitive entry and offer a small 
amount of funding, in return for equity. 

Cohen & Hochberg 
(2014)   

A fixed-term (about three months on average), cohort-based 
program, including mentorship and educational components, 
that culminates in a public pitch event or demo-day. 

 
4.2 Other Names for Accelerators 

Source Name 
Miller & Bound (2011)  Startup factory 
Hochberg (2016)  Seed accelerator  

 
4.3 Aim of Accelerators 

Source Aim 
Haines (2014) Startup accelerators were formed as a response to address the 

high attrition and other errors that emerged from the dot-com 
bubble and the Global Financial Crisis. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Provide programmes and other startup support and networking 
services to help entrepreneurs rapidly learn the lessons and 
avoid mistakes of managing and growing startups, especially in 
the early stages of venture development. 

LaunchVic (2017) Accelerator programs guide a startup cohort through growth 
phases. 

Gibb (1993, 1997) Attempt to combine the three components of entrepreneurial 
learning: ‘know-what’, ‘know-how’ and ‘know-who’. 

 
4.4 Resources Provided by Accelerators  

Source Comments 
Radojevich-Kelley & 
Hoffman (2012) 

Much of the formal knowledge and expertise in startup 
accelerators is delivered through structured entrepreneurship 
education programmes by mainly experienced entrepreneurs to 
the members of the accelerators.  

LaunchVic (2017) Accelerator mentor pools are made up of a mix of experienced 
entrepreneurs, corporates and subject specialists – Generally, 
startups need accelerators to provide experience as they 
navigate some of the more complex challenges of business 
growth. 

 
4.5 Benefits of Accelerators 

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Provide benefits associated with the cohort effect and those 

surrounding the establishment of deep networks into both local 
and wider ecosystems. 

Cohen (2013)  Accelerators’ fixed duration nature combined with intensive 
entrepreneurship education programmes and mentorship is 
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claimed to develop ventures that survive better outside of an 
incubator environment. 

 
4.6 Criticisms / Limitations of Accelerators 

Source Comments 
Neck & Greene (2011) Inability to enable and prepare the entrepreneur for the speed of 

change, dynamism, non-sequential nature, unpredictability, 
complexity and level of technological influence within the 
entrepreneurial landscape.  

Cohen (2013); Maritz & 
Brown (2013)   

Despite the proliferation of startup accelerators and 
entrepreneurship education providers, little is known about 
what is actually learnt in these programmes and how effective 
the teaching or delivery of these initiatives are.   

LaunchVic (2017) Skills required to run an accelerator are specialised, and as such, 
not all communities may have one. 

 
4.7 Accelerators vs Business Incubators 

Aspect Accelerator Business Incubator 
Aim Focuses on scalability and 

growth (LaunchVic, 2017) 
 
Aim to accelerate enterprises 
by integrating nascent 
entrepreneurs and startups into 
a network or ecosystem (Seet, 
Jones, Oppelaar, & de 
Zubielqui, 2018) 
 
Aim to speed up either growth 
or failure (Cohen & Hochberg, 
2014; Hackett & Dilts, 2004) 

More concerned with the build 
of an innovation process and 
the potential impacts of a 
technology or business 
(LaunchVic, 2017) 
 
Attempt to enhance firm 
survival rates (Cohen & 
Hochberg, 2014; Hackett & 
Dilts, 2004) 
 
Large focus on providing low-
cost infrastructure (Seet, 
Jones, Oppelaar, & de 
Zubielqui, 2018) 

Resources Provided Formally structured (Cohen, 
2013) 
 
Mentorship is intense (by self 
and others) (Cohen, 2013)  

Ad-hoc (Cohen, 2013) 
 
Mentorship is minimal (as 
needed) (Cohen, 2013) 
 

Selection  Competitive, Cyclical (Cohen 
2013) 

Non-competitive (Cohen, 2013) 

Duration 
 

A set-duration program of 
mentorship (LaunchVic, 2017) 
 
A fixed-term duration (about 
three months on average) 
(Cohen & Hochberg, 2014)  

Usually do not have set 
durations (Deeb, 2017)  
 
Duration is often long term (1-
5 years) (Cohen, 2013) 

Common Aspect Strong cohort effects – Focus on building and maintaining 
relationships and networks, and collaboration amongst members 
(LaunchVic, 2017) 
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4.8 Melbourne Accelerators 
Accelerator Details 
LaunchVic LaunchVic reports that there are over 25 accelerator programs in 

Victoria, with new programs being developed regularly. 
https://launchvic.org/programs/accelerators-and-incubators 

ON CSIRO’s national science and technology accelerator program. 
http://www.oninnovation.com.au/ 

Melbourne 
Accelerator 
Program (MAP) 

Powered by Australia's leading university, the Melbourne 
Accelerator Program (MAP) was launched in 2012 as one of the 
first startup accelerators in Australia, and in 2016 was ranked the 
8th best University-aligned accelerator in the world. MAP also 
offers a range of additional programs and events to the broader 
startup ecosystem, including the Velocity Program (a part-time 
program for early stage founders), the Franklins (a female-founders 
network), the Master Class series and a range of signature events 
including Australia's premier entrepreneurial event; the Melbourne 
Entrepreneurship Gala. 
https://www.themap.co/ 

Startmate Startmate encourages ambitious founders to hit their next 
milestone, and offers invaluable resources, advice and support 
along the way. Startmate is also a pathway for talented people into 
the world of Startups. Startmate’s Fellowship program is an 
intensive, mentor-driven, six-month, program that offers 
unprecedented opportunities to learn by doing inside world-class 
startups. 
https://startmate.com.au/ 

BlueChilli 
 

With a team of 30+ people, BlueChilli is the largest Australian 
startup accelerator and have been around for more than six years. 
With 3 exits, 1 IPO, and startups growing in value every month 
($800M combined value and counting). 
https://www.bluechilli.com/ 

Slingshot    Since 2013, Slingshot have run 21 corporate innovation programs 
with some of Australia’s leading organisations like HCF, News 
Corp, Qantas, Lion, Clubs NSW and Caltex. Through a repeatable 
and scalable engagement model, Slingshot programs combines the 
scale, resources and access of Corporates, with the agility and 
innovation of Startups, Scaleups and intrapreneurs to drive 
commercial outcomes. 
http://www.slingshotters.com/ 

TRaM (Translating 
Research at 
Melbourne) 
 

Established in 2016, TRaM delivers a suite of programs that 
supports researchers to maximise the commercial impact of their 
research by developing an entrepreneurial research culture around 
the University and enhancing Melbourne’s reputation for delivering 
tangible, real world research impact. 
https://melbconnect.com.au/translating-research-at-tram/ 

Latrobe University 
Accelerator 
Program 
 

The La Trobe Accelerator Program provides mentoring, 
workshops, legal and grant application assistance, and co-working 
spaces. The Program is 12 weeks in duration.  
https://www.latrobe.edu.au/industry-and-community/research-
partnerships-with-industry/accelerator 

SproutX The SproutX Accelerator is Australia’s first agtech focused 
program for early stage startups. By gathering the best entrepreneur 
mentors, venture capitalists, agribusiness and government in the 

https://launchvic.org/programs/accelerators-and-incubators
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one place, SproutX offers startups the opportunity to create world 
class growth companies. 
http://sproutx.com.au/accelerator/ 

The Medtech 
Actuator 

The Actuator is Australia’s first national seed-to-series A 
accelerator for MedTech startups. Through intensive mentorship, 
industry collaboration, and capital raising support, their portfolio 
companies can achieve in 15 months what can typically take 3 
years or more. The Actuator offers up to $200,000 seed investment 
per company and entry into a 15-month intensive program. 
http://medtechactuator.com/ 

Muru-D 
 

Muru-D is a startup accelerator running programs in Australia that 
help tech founders scale their business smarter and faster. Muru-D 
are backed by Telstra, a world-class technology company. Muru-
D’s six-month programs offers seed funding, global connections to 
investors, mentors and alumni, co-working space, masterclasses 
and an international trip to a startup hub. 
https://muru-d.com/ 

Angel Cube Each year, AngelCube accepts up to 10 startups into their 
accelerator program. Angelcube provides $40,000 in seed funding, 
hands on coaching, an amazing network of mentors and investors, 
and free office space at Inspire9, Melbourne's fastest growing co-
work community - for 8% equity in your company. Their partner 
program also gives you access to more than $150,000 in benefits 
and credits from leading online brands like AWS, Rackspace & 
Microsoft. 
http://angelcube.com/ 

Collective Campus An innovation hub, coworking, school and consultancy space for 
large or small startups with everything needed in an age of digital 
disruption. Collective Campus is a corporate innovation accelerator 
helping corporations adopt the methods, mindsets & tools to 
explore disruptive innovation. 
https://www.collectivecampus.com.au/ 

Two Feet Two Feet is an accelerator developed by The Difference Incubator 
(TDi) for enterprises looking to do good and make money. 
Two Feet has been built for entrepreneurs by entrepreneurs and 
addresses some of the key barriers that mission-led organisations 
often face: developing a sustainable business model, growing a 
strong team and management, understanding investment and other 
funding options and measuring social outcomes to ensure your 
good intentions are producing reliable outcomes. 
https://tdi.org.au/two-feet/ 

Good Shed North Houses many Incubators / Accelerators 
https://architectureau.com/articles/goods-shed-north/ 
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5. Co-Working Spaces 
5.1 Definition of a Co-Working Space 

Source Definition 
Miettinen (2016) Brad Neuberg introduced the term ‘coworking’ in 2005. 
LaunchVic (2017) A shared office format where different startups or small 

businesses can rent or be given desks at which to host their 
business, within the same office area. 

Miettinen (2016) Flexible work settings rent out on a daily, weekly, or monthly 
basis to companies or individuals in order to enable working 
alongside each other.  

LaunchVic (2017) Physical infrastructures shared by a community of people / 
businesses working independently from one another. 

 
5.2 Aim of Co-Working Spaces 

Source Aim 
Miettinen (2016) Proliferation of the phenomenon started due to changes in the 

working culture - work is not any longer restricted to time or 
place. 

Houni & Ansio (2015)  The main purpose of coworking spaces is to reduce costs by 
sharing resources, rather than educating, although information 
sharing can lead to new insights and improvement in business 
survival. 

 
5.3 Resources Provided by Co-Working Spaces  

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Usually offer shared resources, facilities and support flexible 

working schedules. 
LaunchVic (2017) Facilities are shared and often include kitchens, bathrooms, 

meeting rooms and technology enablement.  
 

5.4 Why Join a Co-Working Space? 
Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Startups may require coworking spaces either as they begin to 

need a professional area away from home at which to engage 
with clients, or when they begin to recruit new staff members 
and need an office space in which to work together and meet.  

LaunchVic (2017) Coworking spaces are useful when a startup requires flexibility 
in its working arrangements and needs a physical infrastructure 
or alternative to working from home.  

Merkel (2015) Co-working can be used to compensate loss of social contact to 
colleagues - when one works at home it is difficult to separate 
leisure time from work; therefore, coworking is used to give 
structure to workdays.  

Miettinen (2016) Coworkers most of all appreciate social interaction and 
communication. Also, possibilities for random encounters and 
opportunities are valued as well as sharing information and 
knowledge. 

Houni & Ansio (2015) 
 

Some join co-corking spaces for practical reasons, like a 
location near home and good transportation connections. 

Houni & Ansio (2015) Interestingly, interviewees did not mention low rent as a 
criterion to join. Instead, congenial company is a common 
reason to select a particular coworking space. 
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5.5 Benefits of Co-Working Spaces 

Source Comments 
Miettinen (2016) Coworking places offer a peer community and office services at 

reduced prices as the incubatees share the expenses. 
Merkel (2015)  The shared services and location decreases costs. 
Miettinen (2016) An integral part of coworking is its social dimension: interaction, 

mutual support, and networking.  
LaunchVic (2017) Some founders prefer to use coworking spaces far earlier in their 

startup’s journey; realising the benefits of cohort effects and the 
social impacts of collaborating with fellow founders. 

 
5.6 Criticisms of Co-Working Spaces 

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) They are often most helpful when there is a balance between 

ability to do independent work – some founders can find the hot 
desk and hive of activity distracting – and access to collaboration 
and shared experience with other users of the space. 

Merkel (2015) Merkel (2015) paid attention to the differences in cooperation 
between coworking spaces. She noticed that those coworking 
spaces that had an active host collaborated remarkably more than 
others. As all of them had equal opportunities to interact due to 
proximity, it can be concluded that shared space does not suffice 
to promote cooperation. 

 
5.7 Co-Working Spaces vs Business Incubators 

Aspect Co-Working Spaces Business Incubators 
Target Audience Populated by self-employed 

persons who do not have any 
growth intentions (Houni & 
Ansio, 2015) 

Startup companies or small 
businesses – they expect the 
firms to want to grow or be in 
their initial stage (Houni & 
Ansio, 2015) 

Resources Provided Generally limited to physical 
infrastructures (LaunchVic, 
2017) 

Although there is a large focus 
on providing low-cost 
infrastructure (Seet, Jones, 
Oppelaar, & de Zubielqui, 
2018), other ad-hoc services 
(such as administrative services, 
access to financial resources, 
assistance with startup 
procedures and access to 
networks) are also provided 
(Carayannis & Von Zedtwitz, 
2005)  

Common Aspect Strong cohort effects – Offer collaborative spaces where 
inhabitants are not all part of the same organisation (LaunchVic, 
2017) 

 
5.8 Melbourne Co-Working Spaces 

Co-Working Space Details 
LaunchVic According to LaunchVic (2017), there are over 150 co-working 

spaces in Victoria. 
Inspire9 Located in Richmond and with an additional space in Footscray, 

Inspire9 is a community-focused coworking space that also hosts 
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an accelerator program and Angelcube program. The facility 
hosts desk space, as well as meeting rooms and capacity to host 
events for between 20 and 400 people. Inspire9 offers a variety of 
residency options, ranging from $40 a day to $699 per month 
24/7 access. Part time plans and casual plans are offered, with 
residents having full access to communal areas, a desk, phone 
pods, wifi and meeting room hire. 
https://www.inspire9.com/ 

York Butter Factory 
(YBF) 

Acquired Teamsquare. York Butter Factory is a co-working space 
for technology companies and offers open plan workspaces, 
informal collaborative area, meeting rooms, an industrial fridge 
and room for up to 60 people. It was cofounded by VC firm 
Adventure Capital who run their VC fund out of the space.  
https://ybfventures.com/ 

WeWork Provides shared office space for startups, businesses and creative 
enterprises across all industries. 
https://www.wework.com/ 

ACMI X A 60 seat co-working studio reserved for practitioners, artists and 
businesses in creative industries, tech startups, filmmakers, visual 
artists, web developers, screenwriters and graphic designers. The 
new working space is located in Southbank’s creative industries 
precinct. 
https://www.acmi.net.au/acmi-x/ 

The Arcade Australia's first not-for-profit, collaborative workspace created 
specifically for game developers and creative companies using 
game methodologies and technologies. 
http://thearcade.melbourne/ 

The Cluster Provides over 2500m² of office space (which includes Australia’s 
first co-working Penthouse) with both shared work areas and 
private offices, venue spaces, beautiful boardrooms and meeting 
rooms, reliable fast internet, social and networking events, 
investor networks, receptionists, telephony, IT support and 
incredible views. The Cluster has a large, diverse and friendly 
business community. 
https://www.thecluster.com.au/ 

The Hatch Quarter Collaborative work environment with a creative ecosystem that 
supports the startup community. 
https://hatchquarter.com.au/ 

Hub Southern Cross Offers co-working spaces, learning opportunities and professional 
communities across Australia to suit the needs of businesses of 
different sizes and sectors. 
https://www.hubaustralia.com/locations/melbourne/ 

LaunchPad Provides workspace for creative startups and small businesses. 
LaunchPad offers co-working desk spaces, groups of permanent 
desks, lockable offices, meeting rooms, printing and other 
business services. 
https://www.launchpadcentre.com/ 

Space & Co Part of the GPT Property Group, Space & Co has office locations 
in Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane. It is flexible, professional 
and dynamic. 
http://spaceandco.com.au/ 

Small Technologies 
Cluster 

Offers an advanced technology co-working space focused on 
emerging and enabling technologies (micro, nano, biotechnology, 
medical technology and convergent ICT). Facilities include lab 
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space, cleanrooms, a GMP facility, an engineering workshop and 
office space. Access to grant application support, business 
mentorship, workshops and training are also available. 
http://www.stcaustralia.org/ 

Startup Victoria A non-profit member-based organisation dedicated to building 
and supporting Victoria’s startup ecosystem. Startup Victoria 
runs a number of events and works with startup clusters to bring 
together people, networks and resources to help early-stage 
companies grow. 
https://startupvictoria.com.au/ 

The Work Club Is positioned as a leader in the new work culture movement. 
Membership is by application and has events run by the Florence 
Guild. 
https://workclubglobal.com/ 

EngineHouse 
 

Engine Houses are industrial buildings with loads of character, 
high ceilings, natural light and plenty of wide-open space to 
think, create and grow. 
https://www.enginehouse.co/ 

Frankston Foundry 
 

Frankston's premier co-working space, business hub & startup 
community 
https://apply.frankstonfoundry.com/ 

Independent Studios 
 

Independent Studios was created in 2010 as a workspace for 
creative, independent businesses and freelancers in Melbourne. 
They aim to provide the most productive and cost effective office 
spaces for small businesses as they go through the various stages 
of growth. 
https://indepstudios.com.au/ 

Depo8 
 

Established in November 2012, Depo8 is a large 800sqm 
warehouse space spread across two levels. Depo8 aims to help 
businesses in their early stages. Whether you’re a small business, 
a freelancer, a startup or a company setting up a new office in 
Melbourne, there is a flexible range of options for you. You can 
choose a full time desk or six… or opt for a casual desk by the 
hour. Either way you get fast WIFI, all outgoings, coffee, tea, and 
access to all meeting rooms and chill areas included in your desk 
rental. 
https://depo8.com/ 

The Commons The Commons is an eco-system of entrepreneurs, businesses & 
curious minds - working, connecting and growing under a 
common roof. Their mission is to provide an environment that 
allows businesses to connect and grow, and they achieve this 
through continuous research and mindful consideration of every 
aspect within their spaces. 
https://thecommons.io/ 

One Roof Women   One Roof is a community, events space, and ecosystem providing 
everything for women-led businesses to thrive under one roof. 
https://oneroofwomen.com/ 
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6. Marketspaces 
6.1 Definition of a Marketspace 

Source Definition 
LaunchVic (2017) Makerspaces were originally formed as ‘hacker spaces’ for 

software development, however they are different in the sense that 
physical products can often be made.  

LaunchVic (2017) They tend to focus on ‘STEM’ – Science, Technology, Engineering 
and Mathematics – fields. 

LaunchVic (2017) A collaborative facility that caters to creative media 
and product manufacturing, similar to a lab or workshop space. 

LaunchVic (2017) They are often hosted within schools, libraries and universities or 
are affiliated to relevant corporates as these organisations 
tend to have the suitable resources available. 

 
6.2 Aim of Marketspaces 

Source Aim 
LaunchVic (2017) Makerspaces are venues that are used to create, design and test 

products.  
LaunchVic (2017) Their objective is to provide the resources necessary for local 

communities to create physical products, as they have the tools 
and materials that would be inaccessible to an individual. 

 
6.3 Resources Provided by Marketspaces  

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) They are similar to coworking spaces, however often have 

machines for product development, and as such are 
variations of ‘workshop’ or ‘lab’ spaces. 

LaunchVic (2017) They frequently contain expensive and technical equipment such as 
recording facilities, product design centres and high-powered 
computing. 

LaunchVic (2017) Makerspaces often have technical equipment to enable production 
of high-technology products. 

 
6.4 Benefits of Marketspaces 

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Startups creating both physical and digital products that require 

specialised equipment to build and test are most likely to benefit 
from a makerspace. 

LaunchVic (2017) Makerspaces are useful to design and produce initial prototypes of 
products and be able to iterate.  

LaunchVic (2017) The venues are often similar to coworking spaces in their 
collaborative, open feel, with strong cohort or network effects. 

 
6.5 Melbourne Marketspaces 

Marketspace Details 
Digital BACE Supported by LaunchVic, the Digital BACE program and 

makerspace was established in early 2017 at Western BACE, a 
combined coworking and accelerator in Victoria’s Western growth 
corridor. Digital BACE provides local startups with manufacturing 
facilities including 3D printing and virtual reality modelling 
capabilities, as well as media hubs such as a production studio and 
postproduction editing suite. This equipment is specifically 
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designed to assist with digital marketing work and to help startups 
build better products in the market. 
http://westernbace.com/digital-bace/ 

Fab9 Based in Footscray. Their space is purpose built for designing and 
creating, with open-access to high end prototyping equipment for a 
monthly membership fee. The space has a core set of tools, 
including digital fabrication equipment such as 3D printers, laser 
cutters, and an electronics lab with hardware and PCB prototyping 
facilities. It also includes a wood and metal shop, as well as a 
textile and fashion space with a focus on wearable tech. The 
membership-based space provides their community not only with a 
space to work, but access to a consciously fostered culture of 
innovation. Experienced makers in the community have the 
opportunity to offer workshops and classes for those who are less 
familiar with the tools and technologies. 
https://fab9.com.au/ 
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7. Community Centres 
7.1 Definition of a Community Centre 

Source Definition 
LaunchVic (2017) Any hub that is open to the public and can be accessed as a general 

resource locally. Examples include formal (public libraries, 
community halls, free museums, council support centres and 
similar) and informal (cafes or restaurants where events are often 
held). 

LaunchVic (2017) They are spaces at which services are provided and communities 
can get together to interact with one another, and with institutions 
that can assist them. 

 
7.2 Resources Provided by Community Centres  

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Community spaces often have resources such as Wifi, printing and 

quiet, bookable meeting rooms that may otherwise not be available 
to an entrepreneur. 

LaunchVic (2017) Services helpful to startups are often hosted at community centres, 
such as events, informative materials and support services. 

 
7.3 Benefits of Community Centres 

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Startups may use community centres at multiple points of their life 

cycle. Each offers different programs that are unique to the local 
area and may benefit startups in different ways – for example, the 
State Library of Victoria’s Start Space will open the library up to 
entrepreneurs with a coworking space, business support and 
masterclass events program. Similarly, informal community spaces, 
such as bars and cafes, may encourage 
different forms of interaction and networking. 

 
7.4 Melbourne Community Centres 

Community Centre Details 
Victoria Victoria’s network of libraries, education centres and health centres 

are world-renowned, and provide startups with key locations 
through which to access support (LaunchVic, 2017) 

State Library of 
Victoria’s Startspace 

Startspace is part of the State Library of Victoria’s Vision 2020 
redevelopment, which will modernise and rejuvenate the library. 
The space will be dedicated to supporting early stage 
entrepreneurs, offering both at no cost and low-cost coworking 
spaces and events run by partnership entrepreneurship 
organisations. StartSpace will be staffed with experts and include 
an entrepreneur-in-residence program, business coaching, data 
research resources and a series of masterclasses and community 
events that are delivered simultaneously at the State Library in 
Melbourne and other libraries. 
https://www.slv.vic.gov.au/interact-with-us/media-centre/new-
spaces-unveiled-state-library-victoria-part-881-million 
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8. Soft Infrastructures 
8.1 Definition of a Soft Infrastructure 

Source Definition 
LaunchVic (2017) Soft infrastructures are the social, community-based activities and 

items through which an entrepreneur can grow. They can occur 
alongside and as a result of many of the physical infrastructures. 

 
8.2 Resources Provided by Soft Infrastructures  

Source Comments 
LaunchVic (2017) Offer support (information and funding), experience and cohort-

benefits to a founder. 
 

8.3 Examples of Soft Infrastructures 
Soft 
Infrastructure  

Details Melbourne Examples 

Meetups 
 

A meetup is a group of startups and 
entrepreneurs who get together to 
discuss certain topics or share ideas. 
They are often informal, network-
style events that bring the startup 
ecosystem together. 

• Startup Melbourne 
• Laika Academy 

networking events 
• Silicon Beach Australia 

Hackathons A hackathon is a workshop-style 
event usually over a couple of days, 
designed to form innovative solutions 
to a set challenge. Organised into 
teams, founders must address a 
theme by creating a business idea, in 
effect a ‘startup’, and pitch their 
prototypes and businesses to a 
judging panel. 

• Pausefest 
• Bendigo Smart City 

Hackathon 
• Peninsula Hack 
• #SheHacks 

Pitchfests A pitchfest is an event organised to 
share entrepreneurial ideas and 
practice the key pitches often 
important for presenting to investors 
and stakeholders. Usually conducted 
in a competition-style format, a 
pitchfest allows participants a 
timeframe in which to present their 
startup to an audience. 

• Startup Victoria Pitch 
Nights 

• UnPitch 
• Social Traders Pitchfest 
• Australia Post Regional 

Pitchfest 

Bootcamps and 
Workshops 

A startup bootcamp or workshop is 
an event in which entrepreneurs can 
test their ideas and improve their 
personal skills. They are designed to 
target specific elements of startup 
growth and equip entrepreneurs with 
information and advice on how to 
overcome challenges. 

• Melbourne Accelerator 
Program Startup 
Bootcamp 

• Muru-D Lean Startup 
Bootcamp 

• Café Startup Workshop 
Training 

• General Assembly Startup 
Ideation Workshops 

• Startmate investor pitch 
workshops 

Masterclasses A masterclass is a lecture or 
exhibition given by an experienced 
mentor to a group of entrepreneurs 

• Melbourne Accelerator 
Program Masterclass and 
Public Forum Series 



P a g e  | 35 
 

 
 

and ecosystem participants. They 
cover a range of topics, usually 
focusing on an aspect of a business 
process such as customer experience, 
data analytics or pricing strategy, or a 
particular industry sector.  

• Startup Victoria Startup 
Week Program 

• Fintech Victoria 
Masterclass Series 

• The York Butter Factory 

Mentoring Mentoring is a process of learning 
and sharing of experience between 
those in the startup community. It 
allows entrepreneurs to ask questions 
and receive support to develop their 
venture. 

• Bright Sparks Female 
Entrepreneur Program 

• Business Victoria Small 
Business Mentoring 
Program 

• iGen Foundation Young 
Entrepreneurs Mentoring 
Scheme 

• iGen Your Mentor 
Angel and Seed 
Investment 

Also known as a form of ‘seed’ 
investment, angel investment is an 
early injection of capital into a 
startup business by an external 
stakeholder. It occurs at the initial 
early stages of a startup’s life, as 
angel investors tend to have a higher 
tolerance of risk. 

• Melbourne Angels 
• Business Angels 
• Australian Investment 

Network 
• Geelong Angel Investor 

Network 

Venture Capital Venture Capital is finance given to 
startups in exchange for equity and 
the potential return on investment 
that this provides. Each venture 
capital fund has different metrics and 
criteria for award of capital. 

• Blackbird Ventures 
• OneVentures 
• Rampersand 
• Airtree 

Crowdfunding Crowdfunding is a form of financing 
where individual investors pool 
together and break down the overall 
investment into smaller chunks. This 
makes investment accessible to more 
people, and shares the risk (and 
reward) of the investment. 

• Kickstarter 
• Pozible 
• Crowdfunder 
• VentureCrowd 

Grants and 
Government 
Incentives 

A grant or government incentive is a 
financial contribution made when a 
startup meets certain conditions 
specified by the funding provider. 
Funds are usually allocated on a 
competitive basis and have strict 
criteria attached as to their reward 
and expected outcomes. 

• Export Market 
Development Grant 
(EMDG 

• New Enterprise Incentive 
Scheme 

• Accelerating 
Commercialisation Grants 

• Grant Ready 
• R&D Tax Incentive 

 (Source: LaunchVic, 2017) 
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9. Social Capital 
9.1 Definition of Social Capital 

Source Definition 
Adler & Kwon (2002); 
Payne, Moore, Griffis, 
& Autry (2011)  

Value embedded in the social relationships of individuals or 
collectives. 

Nahapiet & Ghoshal 
(1998, p.243) 
 

‘Sum of actual and potential resources embedded within, 
available through, and derived from the network of relationships 
possessed by individuals or social units.’ 

Adler & Kwon (2002) The goodwill that is engendered by the fabric of social relations 
and that can be mobilized to facilitate action.  

Adler & Kwon (2002) Definitions vary depending on whether: 
1. They focus on the substance, the sources, or the effects of 
social capital. 
2. Their focus is primarily on (1) the relations an actor 
maintains with other actors, (2) the structure of relations among 
actors within a collective, or (3) both types of linkages (see 
Gittell & Vidal, 1998; Putnam, 2000; Oh, Kilduff, & Brass, 
1999). 
 A focus on external relations – ‘bridging’ forms of social 

capital 
 A focus on internal ties within collectives – ‘bonding’ 

forms of social capital  
 

9.2 Definition of Social Capital – Criticisms  
Source Comments 
Hirsch & Levin (1999) 
 

‘Umbrella concept’ of social capital – Such a move risks 
conflating disparate processes and their distinct antecedents and 
consequences. 

Lappe & Du Bois 
(1997)  

A ‘wonderfully elastic term’ 

Narayan & Pritchett 
(1997)  

Means ‘many things to many people’ 

De Souza Briggs (1997)  Taken on ‘a circus-tent quality’ 
 

9.3 Traits / Aspects of Social Capital 
Source Comments 
Adler & Kwon (2002) Long-lived asset into which other resources can be invested, 

with the expectation of a future (albeit uncertain) flow of 
benefits. 

Adler & Kwon (2002)  External relations – Both individual and collective actors 
can augment their social capital and thereby gain benefits in 
the form of superior access to information, power, and 
solidarity. 

 Internal relations – Collective actors can strengthen their 
collective identity and augment their capacity for collective 
action.  

Adler & Kwon (2002)  ‘Appropriable’ (Coleman, 1988) – An actor's network can 
be used for other purposes, such as information gathering or 
advice. 

 ‘Convertible’ (Bourdieu, 1985) – The advantages conferred 
by one's position in a social network can be converted to 
other kinds of capital such as economic or other advantage. 
Note: the ‘convertibility rate’ of social capital into 
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economic capital is low, since social capital is less liquid 
and ‘stickier’ (Anheier, Gerhards, & Romo, 1995; Smart, 
1993). 

 Substitute or Compliment (Lazerson, 1995) – As a 
substitute, actors can compensate for a lack of financial or 
human capital by superior ‘connections’. Social capital 
complements other forms of capital – for example, social 
capital can improve the efficiency of economic capital by 
reducing transaction costs. 

 Need to be maintained – Social bonds have to be 
periodically renewed and reconfirmed or else they lose 
efficacy. Note: Social capital does not have a predictable 
rate of depreciation for two reasons; (1) while it may 
depreciate with non-use (and with abuse), it does not 
depreciate with use. Like human capital and some forms of 
public goods, such as knowledge, it normally grows and 
develops with use, and (2) while social capital sometimes is 
rendered obsolete by contextual changes (see Sandefur & 
Laumann, 1998), the rate at which this happens is typically 
unpredictable so that even conservative accounting 
principles cannot estimate a meaningful depreciation rate. 

 Collective good (Coleman, 1988) – They are not the private 
property of those who benefit from them. This is 
particularly true of internal, bonding social capital; the use 
of such social capital is non-rivalrous (one person's use of it 
does not diminish its availability for others - makes social 
capital vulnerable to free-rider problems and the resulting 
‘tragedy of the commons’ risks), but unlike pure public 
goods, its use is excludable (others can be excluded from a 
given network of relations) (Hechter, 1987). 

 ‘Located’ not in the actors but in their relations with other 
actors (Burt, 1992; Coleman, 1988) – No one player has 
exclusive ownership rights to social capital; if you or your 
partner in a relationship withdraws, the connection 
dissolves with whatever social capital it contained. 
Therefore, while it takes mutual commitment and 
cooperation from both parties to build social capital, a 
defection by only one party will destroy it. 

 Cannot be ‘measured’ (Solow, 1997) – Unlike other assets 
that economists call ‘capital’, investments in the 
development of social do not seem amenable to quantified 
measurement, even in principle. 

 
9.4 Social Capital and Human Capital 

Source Comments 
Redding & Rowley 
(2017) 

Human Capital – What quality and quantity of capabilities held 
by individuals can be released for use in the wider society; and 
Social Capital – How may such personal contributions be 
brought together with those of others to achieve something 
greater than the sum of the parts.   

Redding & Rowley 
(2017) 

Human Capital is in constant interaction with Social Capital – it 
receives influence from many sources, but also that in turn it has 
reverse effects that allow it to influence them in return. 
Therefore, a financial system that fosters entrepreneurship will 
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work better if a spirit of entrepreneurship, plus knowledge of 
how to be an entrepreneur, are available – The dramatic rise of 
China’s private sector after 1980 shows the effect of this 
combination (Redding 1990).   

Gibb (1993, 1997)  Startup accelerators attempt to combine the three components of 
entrepreneurial learning (‘know-what’, ‘know-how’ and ‘know-
who’): 
 ‘Know-what’ and ‘know-how’ can be understood in terms of 

developing knowledge and experience, important aspects of 
human capital. 

 ‘Know-who’ can be understood in terms of developing ties 
or networks, which is an aspect of social capital. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Research on the relationship between management and 
organizational performance has found that effective practices 
centre on the ability to integrate development of human capital 
(skills, experience and knowledge of employees) (Lepak & 
Snell, 1999) with that of social capital (knowledge that exists in 
groups and networks) (Sung-Choon, Morris, & Snell, 2007). 

 
9.5 Deriving Social Capital 

Source Comments 
Adler & Kwon (2002) 
 

Social capital's sources lie—as do other resources'—in the 
social structure within which the actor is located; social capital 
is the resource available to actors as a function of their location 
in the structure of their social relations. 

Adler & Kwon (2002) 
 

Their opportunity-motivation-ability framework suggests that all 
three sources must be present for social capital to be activated. 
A lack of any of the three factors will undermine social capital 
generation. Note: This tripartite schema is merely a heuristic 
guide to the proximate causes of social capital exchange; it does 
not substitute for the research that is needed on the features of 
the structure of social relations that create high opportunity, 
motivation, and ability.   

Adler & Kwon (2002); 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 
 

Opportunity (Internal and External ties) – Payne, Moore, 
Griffis, & Autry (2011) classified the source of social capital 
according to internal and/or external ties: 
 Internal ties refer to the relationships within the social 

structures of a collective (i.e., group or organization) -
creates the opportunity to act together. 

 External ties are relationships that span boundaries to other 
individuals or collectives – gives actors the opportunity to 
leverage their contacts' resources. 

Adler & Kwon (2002); 
Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018)  
 

Motivation (Self-Efficacy) – Refers to ‘people’s beliefs about 
their capabilities to exercise control over their own activities 
and over events that affect their lives’ (Bandura, 1991, p.257). 
Therefore, one focus of many providers of entrepreneurship 
education traditionally has been to try to change the beliefs and 
attitudes of the entrepreneurs towards such behaviour and 
finally developing their self-efficacy or belief that they could do 
or master the behaviour that they were required to do (Bandura 
1991; Fayolle & Gailly 2008; Rae 2012). 

Adler & Kwon (2002) 
 

Ability – The competencies and resources at the nodes of the 
network – occupies an ill-defined place in the current state of 
social capital theory. Burt (1997, p.339), for example, excludes 
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it as a source, arguing that ‘human capital refers to individual 
ability, social capital refers to opportunity’. On the other hand, 
Leana & Van Buren (1999) identify associability as a source of 
social capital and see associability comprising both the 
motivation and the ability of a collective to define and enact its 
goals.  

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Antecedents to Social Capital: 
 De Carolis & Saparito (2006) suggest that social attributes, 

along with cognitive traits, precede the ability to recognize 
opportunities.  

 Founding team attributes have been suggested as 
antecedents to legitimacy, which is a social capital resource; 
legitimacy then leads to the development and 
commercialization of new technologies (Packalen, 2007). 

 Family-based social attributes are argued to promote 
information access and associability, which then improve 
performance outcomes for family firms (Gedajlovic & 
Carney, 2010; Pearson, Carr, & Shaw, 2008). 

 Individual characteristics of entrepreneurs as antecedents 
to building social relationships such as social competence 
(Baron & Markman, 2003; Zhang, Souitaris, Soh, &Wong, 
2008), self-monitoring (Oh & Kilduff, 2008), and human 
capital (Mosey & Wright, 2007). 

These studies suggest the importance of understanding what 
antecedents lead to the formation and utilization of relationships 
/ networks such that beneficial resources are accrued. 

Brass & Labianca 
(1999) 

Antecedents to social capital – Factors such as organization 
structure, size, actor similarity, and attitude similarity.  

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Antecedents to social capital (relationships and network 
configurations): 
 Individual characteristics (e.g. cognitive traits, social 

competence, self-monitoring)  
 Collective characteristics (e.g. family relationships, 

founding team attributes)  
Carpenter, Li, & Jiang 
(2012) 

Two main forces that influence how social networks develop 
and evolve: 
 The current structure of the network of relationships 

influences the development of future network structures in a 
path-dependent way (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). 

 Actors, or decision makers representing actors (e.g. groups 
or organizations) can shape social networks according to 
strategic initiatives or desired benefits. For example, inter-
organizational ties developed through interlocks or other tie 
mechanisms can be used to gain access to skills or 
knowledge (Powell, Koput, & Smith-Doerr, 1996).  

Hansson, Husted, & 
Vestergaard (2005)  

Building social capital to promote growth and development – 
the entrepreneur will select individuals who not only possess 
technical and managerial expertise but who also share same 
values and work ethic (Cooper & Daily, 1997). 

 
9.6 Deriving Social Capital – Issues  

Source Comments 
Adler & Kwon (2002) Considerable disagreement and confusion exist concerning the 

specific aspects of social relations that create social capital. 
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Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Although some scholars have addressed antecedents to social 
capital, they argue there are numerous areas for future research. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Having the desire to shape or enact the network does not ensure 
that the network can be configured in that preferred way; other 
factors or characteristics may serve as precursors to such 
network changes. 

 
9.7 Measuring Social Capital – Issues / Difficulties 

Source Comments 
Claridge (2018)  Social capital cannot be measured unless it is clearly 

defined – both in terms of theoretical perspective and the 
context of investigation.  

 There is currently no consensus on what social capital is 
and is not – no commonly agreed definition – and without a 
consistent definition, measurement cannot be consistent.  

 Currently when someone talks about social capital, they 
need to qualify what they mean because different people 
define it very differently. 

 The main reasons are lack of consistent definition, 
differences between levels of analysis and context, 
problems of aggregation, uneven distribution and 
inequality, nonlinear relationships, and complex causality. 

 Given the lack of consensus regarding the definition of 
social capital, there is no widely accepted, widely 
applicable, valid, reliable, and robust measure of social 
capital. Moreover, there is no consistent ways to measure 
social capital that allow for comparison between different 
contexts.  

 
9.8 Benefits of Social Capital  

Source Comments 
Baron & Tang (2009); 
Ireland, Hitt, & Sirmon, 
(2003) 

The acquisition and management of social capital plays an 
essential role in the entrepreneurial success of both individuals 
and collectives, which includes both new ventures and 
established organizations. 

McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

Being in close proximity to other High Technology Business 
Firms (HTBF) was recognised by most of the firm owners as a 
positive aspect of the incubator as it facilitated networking 
enabling discussion concerning problems and challenges which, 
in turn, gave comfort in that it revealed that many difficulties 
were common to all firms.   

Zijdemans & Tanev 
(2014) 

An important part of the Lean Startup Approach is for 
entrepreneurs to get direct feedback – part of this comes from 
using networks to ‘co-create’ new products or services. 

Rae (2012)  Validate assumptions by reaching out to wider network and 
gaining feedback from key stakeholders – promotes success as 
these assumptions were often found to be over-optimistic and 
had to be revised. 

Adler & Kwon (2002); 
Coleman (1988)  

Influence, control, and power constitute a benefit of social 
capital – power benefits can have positive externalities for the 
broader aggregate, at least under some circumstances. Power 
helps get things done. Because some of its members have 
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accrued relatively more power and can thus play a leadership 
role. 

Coleman (1988); 
Coleman (1990); 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

The bonding perspective – Strong, repeated social connections 
that result in norms of reciprocity yielding trust. From this 
perspective, social capital is a collective good that results in 
increased sharing and solidarity among actors in the network 
collective that would be otherwise unattainable, which 
ultimately lead to more concrete performance outcomes, such as 
profitability. 

Burt (1982, 2000, 
2007); Gedajlovic, 
Honig, Moore, Payne, 
& Wright (2013) 

The bridging perspective – The external connections of a focal 
actor lead to non-redundant resources (i.e., social capital) and, 
ultimately, to positive outcomes. In fact, Burt (1982, p.34) refers 
to an actor who bridges structural holes as ‘an entrepreneur in 
the literal sense of the word—a person who generates profit 
from being between others.’ 

Adler & Kwon (2002) Social Capital facilitates… 
 Interunit resource exchange and product innovation 

(Gabbay & Zuckerman, 1998; Hansen, 1998; Tsai & 
Ghoshal, 1998)  

 The creation of intellectual capital (Hargadon & Sutton, 
1997; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998)  

 Cross-functional team effectiveness (Rosenthal, 1996) 
 Entrepreneurship (Chong & Gibbons, 1997)  
 The formation of startup companies (Walker, Kogut, & 

Shan, 1997)  
 
Social Capital strengthens… 
 Supplier relations (Asanuma, 1985; Baker, 1990; Dore, 

1983; Gerlach, 1992; Helper, 1990; Smitka, 1991; Uzzi, 
1997)  

 Regional production networks (Romo & Schwartz, 1995)  
 Interfirm learning (Kraatz, 1998)  

 
9.9 The ‘Dark Side’ of Social Capital 

Source Comments 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Although the ‘dark side’ of social capital has been discussed, 
little research has specifically examined this important issue. 
Moreover, researchers have tended to ignore the negative 
implications of investing in social relationships and the real 
possibility of costly, but unproductive (or even destructive) 
social capital that leads to negative returns. 

Gabbay & Leenders, 
(1999); Gargiulo & 
Bernassi (1999); 
Hansen, Podolny, & 
Pfeffer (1999)  

Investments in social capital, like investments in physical 
capital, are not reversible or convertible; therefore, unbalanced 
investment or over-investment in social capital can transform a 
potentially productive asset into a constraint and a liability. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Certain configurations of social relationships may result in 
negative outcomes given the costs associated with the 
acquisition and management of relationships. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

The costs of developing and managing certain network 
relationships may be myopia-inducing shared values and 
restrictive obligations, which limit the range of opportunities 
that may be effectively discovered and pursued. 
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Coleman (1990)  ‘Network closure’ may yield environments where individual 
freedom of action is limited due to the rigid enforcement of 
social norms. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Too much bonding social capital can lead to closure whereby 
innovation and variation are stifled. 

Maurer & Ebers (2006)  While inertia can turn social capital into a liability, firms can 
realize higher levels of performance by continually adapting the 
configuration of their social relationships.  

Adler & Kwon (2002) Even when social capital is beneficial to a focal actor, it can 
have negative consequences for the broader aggregates of 
which that actor is a part; when the lens of social capital is used 
to analyze complex organizations, these multilevel issues are 
inescapable.  

Adler & Kwon (2002) A given set of direct benefits and risks will have a different 
ultimate value for an actor, depending on a number of 
moderating factors.   

Svendsen & 
Svendsen (2004) 

Various contextual factors (e.g. time, industries, institutions) 
create situations where a given social capital resource has either 
a positive or negative effect. 

Molina-Morales & 
Martinez-Fernandez 
(2009)  

Find a curvilinear relationship between trust and innovation, 
suggesting limitations to the number of strong ties an actor can 
maintain. 

 
9.10 Social Capital and Performance 

Source Comments 
Baron & Markman 
(2003); Fischer & 
Pollock (2004); Maurer 
& Ebers (2006); 
Packalen (2007); Yiu & 
Lau (2008) 

Entrepreneurship studies have examined the social capital to 
performance relationship at the individual, group, and 
organizational levels. 

Bliemel, Flores, de 
Klerk, Miles, Costa, & 
Monteiro (2016); 
Vanhonacker, 
Zweig, & Chung 
(2006); Shen (2014) 

Venture success is highly contingent on them being able to 
leverage on the relationships or social capital that they have 
within the entrepreneurial ecosystem (accelerators in Australia 
and other Asian countries). 

 
9.11 Social Capital and Performance – Issues 

Source Comments 
Anderson (2008); Lin 
(2001)  

Outcomes are typically explained by the nature of relationships 
or networks rather than including the intervening resources that 
ultimately lead to outcomes. One particularly relevant area of 
inquiry considers individual networks’ (e.g. families or ethnic 
groups) influence on early stage activities in the entrepreneurial 
process, such as making the decision to start a business (e.g. 
Davidsson & Honig, 2003) or become self-employed (e.g. Jack, 
2005). 

Davidsson & Honig 
(2003) 

The value of bonding versus bridging forms of social capital has 
been demonstrated to vary based on the stage of a venture, such 
that social resources at one stage are more or less valuable than 
at other stages. 
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McFadyen & Cannella 
(2004); Molina-Morales 
& Martinez-Fernandez, 
2009) 

The value of social capital resources changes across time, 
where diminishing returns are associated with the number and 
strength of exchange relationships. 
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10. Knowledge 
10.1 Definition of Knowledge 

Source Definition 
Davenport & Prusak 
(1998)  

‘A fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual 
information, and expert insight that provides a framework for 
evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information. 
It originates and applies in the minds of knowers. In 
organizations, it often becomes embedded not only in 
documents or repositories but also in organizational routines, 
processes, practices, and norms.’ 

 
10.2 Deriving Knowledge 

Source Comments 
Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

Experiential Learning – Learning by doing. 
Vicarious Learning – Learning from others (other startups), and 
also the external network.  
Searching & Noticing – Increasing knowledge by scanning the 
external environment. 

Nonaka & Takeuchi 
(1995)  

An individual's current stock of knowledge helps interpret new 
information and experiences and therefore shape the future 
development of new knowledge. 

Lam (2000)  Individuals are the only ones who can create knowledge, but an 
organization can provide a supportive environment enhancing 
individual knowledge creation. 

Lave & Wenger (1991); 
Wenger (1998)  

Learning or the acquisition of knowledge occurs in a social 
context, in that knowledge is shared amongst members of a 
group.  

Wenger (1998)  Suggested that communities of practice develop around an area 
of interest that matters to the individuals involved, something 
that gives members a sense of joint enterprise and identity. 

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi 
(2005); Fang, Tsai, & 
Lin (2010); Hannon 
(2005); Peters, Rice, & 
Sundararajan (2004) 

These authors used communities of practice theory to assist 
developing an understanding in how incubateeed firms 
developed their management and business practices, with 
relationships between incubator management and incubatee 
firms. 

 
10.3 Knowledge Transfer and Spillover 

Source Comments 
Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

Relationships – Types of relationships with other startups / 
external actors affecting knowledge transfer. 
Collaboration – The business incubator environment facilitating 
collaboration or knowledge spillover among startups. 
Competition – The feeling of competition limiting knowledge 
acquisition, transfer and spillover. 

Fallah & Ibrahim 
(2004)  

Highlight that knowledge spillover differs from knowledge 
transfer by emphasizing that knowledge spillover is 
unintentional, an externality that occurs when organizations 
integrate knowledge developed by others. 

Montoro-Sánchez, 
Ortiz-de-Urbina-Criado, 
& Mora-Valentín 
(2011)  

Found evidence that knowledge spillover has a positive effect on 
the creation of innovative capabilities for incubated startups. 
The shared location, network, and culture, which the startups 
gain within the business incubator, are aspects that are argued to 
facilitate the knowledge spillover. 
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Lindelöf & Löfsten 
(2004)  

Researched technology transfer among incubated startups in 
Sweden – showed that startups interacting within informal and 
formal networks also tend to produce more new products and 
services, hence more innovative, compared to startups outside of 
an incubator.   
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11. Networks  
11.1 Definition of a Network 

Source Definition 
Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Describes a mix of informal and formal relationships – This 
includes people and organizations that are linked through 
formal and social interactions (Kiss & Danis 2008) whereby 
formal relationships are often underpinned by informal, inter-
personal relationships among members of different 
organizations (Perkmann & Walsh 2007). 

Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015, p.2)  

Define network resources as a ‘firm’s access to information, 
knowledge, reputation, and input factors from a variety of 
sources such as customers, suppliers, competitors, R&D 
institutions, and governmental bodies’. 

 
11.2 Benefits of Networks 

Source Comments 
Hansen, Chesbrough, 
Nohria, & Sull (2000); 
McAdam & McAdam 
(2006), Pettersen, 
Aarstad, Høvig, & 
Tobiassen (2015) 

Have been argued to be a central aspect of the business 
incubator offering since it can facilitate accessing resources in 
comparison to non-incubated startups. 

Hansen, Chesbrough, 
Nohria, & Sull (2000); 
McAdam & 
McAdam (2006), 
Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015).  

There is a consensus in previous research that the existence of 
an external network is an important resource of the business 
incubator offering. 

BarNir & Smith (2002); 
Madhok (2002) 

Allow startups to access and utilize external resources to 
overcome resource constraints so as to better facilitate survival 
and growth. 

McAdam & McAdam, 
2006)  

By providing access to external actors, the business incubator 
strives to create a supportive environment enabling startup 
growth that otherwise would have been too expensive or too 
difficult to build internally. 

Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015); Sullivan & 
Marvel (2011) 

Startups can utilize the access to the external actors in order to 
develop new technology, test ideas, identify market 
opportunities, gain legitimacy and access funding. Furthermore, 
it gives the startups a possibility to receive advice and input 
from professionals possessing expert knowledge, which during 
other circumstances might not have been possible due to 
restricted startup resources. 

Aldrich & Auster 
(1986); BarNir & Smith 
(2002) 

Minimise disadvantages associated with ‘smallness’ and 
‘newness’. 

Ozgen & Baron (2007) Among entrepreneurs, networks and contacts with other people 
are social sources of opportunity-relevant information which 
can then be acted on. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Social networks have been found to be important in opportunity 
recognition (Singh, 2000) and the larger the entrepreneur’s or 
owner-manager’s social networks, the more opportunities they 
recognize (Dufays & Huybrechts, 2014; Singh, Hills, Lumpkin, 
& Hybels, 1999; Stam, Arzlanian, & Elfring, 2014; Greve & 
Salaff, 2003) – This is especially relevant in highly 
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communitarian societies in the Asia Pacific region (Ahmad & 
Seet, 2009; Seet 2007; Zhao & Lu, 2016). 

Sullivan & Ford (2014) During the launch stage, an entrepreneur is engaging in many 
learning and information-seeking activities – as such, the 
entrepreneur is likely to benefit from a larger set of network ties 
to help them gain access to specific resources like novel 
information that is helpful with opportunity identification. 

Chesbrough (2003); 
Cooke, Heidenreich, & 
Braczyk (2004); Seely-
Brown & Duguid 
(2001) 

Because of technological developments like the Internet, early 
stage ventures are increasingly relying on relationships rather 
than ‘arms-length’ in transactional market links.  
 

 
11.3 Developing Networks 

Source Comments 
Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 
 

Startups can develop networks in two ways in a business 
incubator: 
1. The internal network - described as self-organized consisting 
of selected partners and/or the other incubated startups 
(Lindelöf & Löfsten, 2004; McAdam & McAdam, 2006).  
2. The external network - based on actors startups can get in 
contact with via the business incubator, which can range from 
e.g. consultants, lawyers, banks, investors (Bøllingtoft, 2012; 
Hansen, Chesbrough, Nohria, & Sull, 2000). 

Böhringer (2006)  Explains that by offering office space, the business incubator 
provides a natural environment for incubatees to socialize. 

Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

The geographical proximity the business incubator provides is 
argued to enable knowledge acquisition and transfer between 
the startups. 

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Peer-to-peer networking can be encouraged by appropriate 
design, like by provision of communal spaces and canteens.  

McAdam & McAdam 
(2006)  

Argues that socialization facilitates the founding of relations 
between the startups and may result in embedded relations, 
synergies, and social capital. These elements can aid the 
development of innovative capabilities, open up for potential 
collaborations (Hansen, Chesbrough, Nohria, & Sull, 2000) as 
well as the exchange of resources, information, and knowledge 
(e.g., Böhringer, 2006; Bøllingtoft, 2012). All effects that, in 
theory, should help startups survive and grow during their 
vulnerable phases. 

Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015) 

Their study (Norway) shows that incubated startups exchanged 
both experiences and knowledge related to building and 
conducting business with each other. 

Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015); Tötterman & 
Sten’s (2005)  

Show that being in the same industry or conducting similar 
businesses has a positive effect on engaging in networking 
activities and knowledge sharing. 

Tötterman & Sten 
(2005)   

Highlight that if the business incubator would tailor their 
contacts after startups individual needs, it would probably be 
valued more. 
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11.4 Networks – Issues / Downsides 
Source Comments 
Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015); Tötterman & 
Sten (2005) 

There seems to be ambiguity in previous research regarding 
how valuable the networks are. 

Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015) 

Argue that the majority of resources gained via the external 
networks are generic and that startups rely on their private 
networks for idiosyncratic resources, which question the value 
of the external network. 

Tötterman & Sten 
(2005)  

Argue that it is rather rare that the business incubator network 
brings resources otherwise unreachable for the startups.  

Soetanto & Jack (2011); 
Tötterman & Sten 
(2005) 

Argue that there is little research portraying what the startups 
want and need from the networks. 

Sullivan & Ford (2014) There is a gap in the literature regarding how entrepreneurs’ 
initial networks relate to their subsequent networks. 

Sullivan & Ford (2014) Network changes are not simply the result of social dynamics. 
Rather, these changes in network structure and content are 
primarily a result of entrepreneurs ‘intentionally linking 
and organizing their own and others’ resources to build [their] 
firm’ (Bird & Jelinek, 1988, p.21), and because no two 
businesses are identical, entrepreneurs’ portfolios of resources 
are idiosyncratic, including their networks. 

Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

An aspect that may affect the interaction within the internal 
networks is fear of sharing.  

Böhringer (2006)  Notes that incubated startups might be reluctant to share their 
technological knowledge, their achievements and problems with 
each other in order to protect their idea. 

McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

As firms mature and as awareness of the nature of the 
competitive environment grows, so does a reluctance to share 
ideas, problems or solutions in the wider sense.   

 
  



P a g e  | 49 
 

 
 

12. Collective Learning 
12.1 Definition of Collective Learning 

Source Definition 
Oxford Reference 
(2019) 

The ability to share information so efficiently that the ideas of 
individuals can be stored within the collective memory of 
communities and can accumulate through generations. 

Springer Link (2019) A complex concept that is variously defined. It is generally 
conceptualized as a dynamic and cumulative process that results 
in the production of knowledge. Such knowledge is 
institutionalized in the form of structures, rules, routines, norms, 
discourse, and strategies that guide future action. Learning 
emerges because of interactive mechanisms where individual 
knowledge is shared, disseminated, diffused, and further 
developed through relational and belonging synergies. 
Collective learning can therefore be conceived as an 
evolutionary process of perfecting collective knowledge. 

Sadler-Smith (2006)  Collective learning processes involve a broad range of 
stakeholders – they include dyads, teams, communities, 
networks, organizations, and whole societies. 

Camagni (1995) Considered dynamic and cumulative and involve interaction 
driven by a sense of belonging and relational synergies. 

Garavan & McCarthy 
(2008) 

Focus on enduring change in the collective, which comes about 
as a result of the interaction between the collective and its 
context. 

 
12.2 Developing Collective Learning 

Source Comments 
Garavan & McCarthy 
(2008) 

The collective has the ability to learn from experience driven by 
the members of the collective. 

Mittendorf, Evjset, 
Hoeve, de Laat, & 
Nieuwenhius (2006)  

Suggest that collective learning processes require shared 
understanding and shared meaning. 

Garavan & McCarthy 
(2008) 

Context such as culture and structure influences interactions, 
and where context is more integrated, it will contribute to 
multiple links connecting individua and a multiplicity of 
information, viewpoints, and knowledge. 

Garavan & McCarthy 
(2008) 

Dialogue is a fundamental process necessary for collective 
learning – Key dimensions of dialogue include its frequency, the 
profoundness of the interaction, the quality of the dialogue, and 
the existence of accessible, meaningful structures. 

 
12.3 Developing Collective Learning – Issues / Downsides 

Source Comments 
Bøllingtoft & Ullhøi, 
(2005); Chan & Lau 
(2005); Tötterman & 
Sten (2005) 

Caution that mere proximity does not suffice to induce 
cooperation and establish networking relationships.   

Garavan & McCarthy 
(2008) 

The extent to which this dialogue takes place is related to the 
motivation and self-efficacy of the individual – This includes 
such issues as motivation to learn and motivation to transfer. 
Motivation becomes a particularly important feature of 
individual learning in the context of the collective perspective. 
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12.4 Definition of Collaborative Learning 

Source Definition 
Digenti (1999, p.45)  ‘The interaction of two or more people engaged in value-

creating activities based on improving, practising and 
transferring learning skills both within the groups and to the 
organization or groups of organizations to which the group 
belongs.’ 

Jones, Connolly, Gear, 
& Read (2006)  

A situation where a group of individuals learn from each other 
by engaging in discussion, reflecting on their experiences, and 
exploring reasons for differences in judgment.  

Shrivastava (1983)  Something that can take place between organizations or 
collectivities. He argues that collaborative learning is 
characterized by a variety of interests, agendas, ideologies, 
epistemologies, and methodologies. 

Garavan & McCarthy 
(2008) 

Entails networking and working together with organizations 
both internally and externally to apply individual and collective 
knowledge and use this knowledge to achieve some form of 
competitive advantage. 

Digenti (1999); Lam, 
(2000) 

Enables organizations to build boundary-spanning skills and 
interdependencies and facilitate shared knowledge, product 
capability, and increased profits. 

 
12.5 Collective Learning vs Collaborative Learning 

Aspect Collective Learning Collaborative Learning 
Aim The ability to share 

information so efficiently that 
the ideas of individuals can be 
stored within the collective 
memory of communities and 
can accumulate through 
generations (Oxford 
Reference, 2019). 

An educational approach that 
involves groups of learners 
working together to solve a 
problem, complete a task, or 
create a product (Lejeune, 
1999). 

Key Characteristics A dynamic and cumulative 
process that results in the 
production of knowledge 
(Camagni, 1995; Springer 
Link, 2019). 
 
Learning emerges because of 
interactive mechanisms where 
individual knowledge is 
shared, disseminated, diffused, 
and further developed through 
relational and belonging 
synergies (Springer Link, 
2019). 

A common task or activity; 
small group learning, co-
operative behaviour; 
interdependence; and 
individual responsibility and 
accountability (Lejeune, 1999). 
 
Focuses on learning between 
collectivities and its potential 
for competitive advantage 
(Garavan & McCarthy, 2008). 
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13. Performance and Success 
13.1 The Incubation Process 

Source Comments 
Burnett (2009); 
Grimaldi & Grandi 
(2005); Hackett & Dilts 
(2004); Smilor (1987)  

After a period of time, (likely to be at least three years), the 
business graduates from the incubator into the surrounding 
business economy. 
 

Becker & Gassmann 
(2006) 

In case the duration is bounded, passing a successful incubation 
process is called graduation.  

Kemp (2013) Not all incubators limit the stay.  
 

13.2 Why Measure Performance and Success? 
Source Comments 
Aernoudt (2004) Even incubator managers admit that it would be impossible to 

survive and serve without the support of government. 
Miettinen (2016) As most incubators are funded by public organizations they 

have to demonstrate their success.  
Kemp (2013) As with any use of government funding to create a program, the 

requirement to measure success is an important one. 
 

13.3 Measuring Performance and Success – Issues / Difficulties 
Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) Efforts in other parts of the world have shown that success is 

more than just the number of businesses that graduate from an 
incubator. 

Monkman (2010) A comprehensive set of measures requires other standards to 
judge success – however, they are often not used and 
measurement is still irregularly practiced. 

Kemp (2013) There have been some efforts in Australia to try to increase 
measurement of incubation outcomes, such as in the 2004 
Incubation Works report for AusIndustry, however these have 
tended to be qualitative measures such as case studies or limited 
measures such as the number of graduates from an incubator, 
that are difficult to compare across the industry. 

Kemp (2013) Part of the problem – what is being measured? Is it the 
incubator itself – the organisation and its management – or is it 
the output of the incubator? 

Bearse (1998); 
Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi 
(2005)  

Difficult to model or measure success because business 
incubation is a complex process with multiple actors and actions 
involving business owners, managers of incubators, funders of 
incubation programs, community organisations, business 
mentors and finance companies. 

Hackett & Dilts (2004); 
Mian (1994) 

Because of the difficulties in measuring success most incubator 
research is theoretical.  

 
13.4 Assessing Performance of Incubator 

Source Comments 
Aerts, Matthyssens, & 
Vandenbempt (2007); 
Hackett & Dilts (2004, 
2008)  

Three stakeholders should be considered when evaluating 
incubator performance: incubatees, incubators, and government 
funders. These actors are at the heart of the incubation process 
in terms of selection, monitoring and business assistance, and 
resource munificence. 
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Hackett & Dilts (2004) The performance success of a business incubator is a product of 
three factors: 
1. The selection of the correct incubatees 
2. The quality of the incubator assistance 
3. The level of financial resources to deliver services to 
incubatees 
Note:  Hackett (2004) tested the model against data from 53 
United States incubators but found the model failed to predict 
incubation outcomes. He argues ‘the failure of the model to 
predict outcomes points to the existence of a gap in the theory 
that has been developed’ (Hackett, 2004, p.7), and that other 
variables were likely to be at work. 

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Separate two kinds of business incubator effects: 
 Direct effects – Include the number of supported companies 

and jobs created. 
 Indirect effects – Comprise additional job creation and 

wealth generation. 
Kemp (2013) When measuring the impact of incubators, job creation is one 

metric but there are many others – number of clients, number of 
graduates, survival of graduates, employees of clients and 
graduates, salaries and wages, debt capital or equity capital 
raises, government funds received. 

Miettinen (2016) As most incubators are funded by public organizations, they 
have to demonstrate their success. Therefore, the most common 
success criteria are consistent with their goals which are job and 
wealth creation and regional development. According to Dee, 
Livesey, Gill, & Minshall (2011) this may be the reason why 
academic studies show more cautious estimates than industry 
studies.  

Kemp (2013) In the case of university business incubators, key performance 
indicators frequently concentrate on the translation or 
commercialization of research, using measures such as patents 
registered, papers published or licences issued.  

 
13.5 Assessing Performance of Incubator – Issues / Difficulties 

Source Comments 
Miettinen (2016) It is challenging to measure the performance of incubators, and 

even harder that of non-profit incubators. 
Hackett & Dilts (2004)  The traditional model for measuring success of any enterprise is 

to read the profit and loss statement, however, the majority of 
business incubators are not-for-profit entities and thus this 
method of judging success is not the only appropriate measure. 

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

It is both difficult to estimate how much of a company’s growth 
can be allocated to an incubator and how much it would have 
grown on its own. 

Messeghem, Sammut, 
Gangloff, & Bakkali 
(2017) 

Incubatees are actively involved in the incubation process, 
which can thus be defined as a process of coproduction (Rice, 
2002). Therefore, the perceived quality of support is partially 
dependent on the depth of an incubatee’ commitment.  

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Job and wealth creation have also been widely criticized as they 
do not take into consideration external factors. 

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Incubation can also have negative impacts, like prolonging an 
evident business failure. 
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Miettinen (2016) Long-term effects are rarely mapped. For instance, individual 
entrepreneurs may gain substantial entrepreneurial knowledge, 
and establish large networks which can be beneficial for their 
subsequent startup companies despite the failure of that 
particular firm. 

Miettinen (2016) In general, the results on incubation success evaluations have 
been mixed and even contradictory – The issues stem partly 
from the differing definitions and partly from not taking into 
consideration the goals and strategies of incubators in relation to 
success indicators. 

Bergek & Norrman 
(2008)  

Noticed that outcome indicators have rarely been matched with 
incubator goals. They concluded that depending on the strategy 
of an incubator the best practices concerning the given support 
vary from laisser-faire to strong intervention.  

 
13.6 Assessing Performance of Incubatee 

Source Comments 
Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016)  

Performance is defined as survival, growth, and profitability.  

Clausen & Korneliussen 
(2012)  

Argue that incubatees’ entrepreneurial orientation accelerates 
time-to-market and that it could be used as a first performance 
criterion. 

 
13.7 Assessing Performance of Incubatee – Issues / Difficulties 

Source Comments 
Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Established companies can be assessed based on their share 
value or gross profit, but these measures are not applicable to 
startups, since they often have neither. 

Garnsey & Heffernan 
(2005) 
 

Firms’ growth is also a poor success indicator since growth is 
not usually steady but occurs in spurs which may further 
complicate the assessments. 

Payne, Moore, Griffis, 
& Autry (2011, p.505) 

‘Frog-pond’ paradigm – Depending on the size of the pond (i.e. 
the context), the same size ‘frog’ may be considered large or 
small. 

Miettinen (2016) Although a survival rate seems an easy means of evaluation it 
embodies a bias due to the selection process as firms with a 
high failure risk are usually not accepted. In addition, survival 
rates cover only a small dimension of the incubation process. 

Sherman & Chappell 
(1998); Schwartz 
(2013) 

There is no consensus on the acceptable baseline for the 
sufficient survival rate. 

Peters, Rice, & 
Sundararajan (2004) 

Would like to preclude graduation rates from success 
measures, since graduation depends on several factors, like 
income level, fixed incubation time, and increase in rent. 

Schwartz (2013) Elements associated with survival and failure rates as indicators 
of incubators’ performance: 
 Selection bias 
 Time span 
 Coverage 
 Missing benchmarks 
 Incubator specialities 
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13.8 Assessing Performance of Incubatee – Organisational Context Issues  
Source Comments 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Different firms may discover, evaluate, and act upon 
opportunities in different ways (Cao, Gedajlovic, & Zhang, 
2009), and have different types of social and other forms of 
capital at their disposal (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Not all entrepreneurial ventures are geared toward commercial 
outcomes (Moss, Short, Payne, & Lumpkin, 2011). The 
organizations pursuing such non-commercial ends differ in 
many ways from those that pursue for-profit ends (Mair & 
Martí, 2006), but are also quite heterogeneous themselves 
in terms of the opportunities they pursue and the amounts and 
types of resources they have at their disposal (Zahra, 
Filatotchev, & Wright, 2009; Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, 
& Shulman, 2009). 

 
13.9 Assessing Performance of Incubatee – Temporal Context Issues 

Source Comments 
McAdam & McAdam 
(2008) 

Different firms use or absorb resources at different lifecycle 
stages. 

Bessant, Phelps, & 
Adams (2005)  

Cautions against the limitations of oversimplifying the possible 
periodic growth and decline of small firms as opposed to 
continuous growth through successive lifecycles and being 
overly prescriptive about the definition of each discrete stage 
due to the heterogeneity of small firms. 

Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

When the incubation period is short evaluations miss the longer-
term effects. 

 
13.10 Success and Social Capital 

Source Comments 
Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi 
(2005)  

An alternative theory of business incubation focuses on the 
function of networking and social interaction in incubators, 
using either the term social capital theory or social network 
theory – the authors use this theory to describe the performance 
of business incubation, saying it is: ‘…being composed of 
individual and collective social networks, ties and structures 
that help the individual get access to information and know-
how’ (p.273). 

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi 
(2005); Scott (2000) 

Social network theory has the advantage of acknowledging the 
role of social dimensions within economic relationships. 

Hackett & Dilts (2004)  Found social network theory a useful framework, as it 
recognises that business incubation does not just occur within 
the walls of a business incubator, but also outside the incubator 
in the local community. 

Peters, Rice, 
Sundararajan (2004) 

Social network theory also identifies the role of an incubator in 
developing the entrepreneur’s network in respect to gaining 
access to knowledge and resources in order to support 
entrepreneurial growth. 

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 
(2005)  

Social ties can be considered strong or weak: 
 Weak ties – Associated with idea generation 
 Strong ties – Associated with problem solving 

Bøllingtoft & Ulhøi, 
(2005) 
 

The operations and performance of a business incubator can be 
seen through the lens of social capital theory, and that the 
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amount of social capital surrounding the incubator incubatee is 
an indicator of success. 

Aldrich & Zimmer 
(1986) 

1. Delineating group boundaries and identity fosters social ties 
within the group that increase entrepreneurialism.  
2. Better connections developed between individuals and 
information brokers spread information and resources. 
3. Developing social networks broadens an individual’s 
opportunities. 
4. Increasing ties with others who have significant social 
resources will also boost entrepreneurial opportunities. 

 
13.11 Success and Social Capital – Issues / Difficulties 

Source Comments 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

While social network theory offers a stronger framework for 
examination of business incubation, it tends to be used to 
examine individual incubator operations, rather than 
considering incubation as a framework to address economic 
development. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Scholars have either not fully realized the nested nature of 
social capital (individuals within groups, groups within 
organizations, organizations within networks) or they have been 
reluctant to engage in such research due to difficulties with: (1) 
the conceptualizing of multi-level phenomena (Hitt, Beamish, 
Jackson, & Mathieu, 2007), or (2) the analytical techniques 
needed for testing nested data (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).  

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Traditional statistical techniques that rely on assumptions 
associated with general linear models (e.g. ordinary least 
squares linear regression) are oftentimes ill-equipped to handle 
multi-level models and may be limiting multi-level research 
even if multi-level theory is being appropriately developed. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

The selection of an appropriate temporal context represents a 
critical issue in social capital research – Social capital is not 
well suited to cross-sectional analyses (Payne, Moore, Griffis, 
& Autry, 2011) because it is not a resource that is acquired over 
a finite time horizon (Gedajlovic & Carney, 2010). Moreover, 
social capital is developed by individuals and collectives over 
long periods of time, sometimes decades or even centuries 
(Collins & Porras, 1994; Dierickx & Cool, 1989). 

Fukuyama (1995); Peng 
& Luo (2000) 

Short-term transactional type relationships of the sort that may 
be measured over finite time periods are in many ways the 
antithesis of, and counterpart of, social capital. 

Carney & Gedajlovic, 
(2002) 

The influence of social capital on entrepreneurial activities is 
likely reciprocal in nature insofar as social capital is logically 
both an antecedent and consequence of entrepreneurship. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

It seems apparent that performance be addressed within an 
appropriate temporal context such that theory building and 
empirical investigations address these relationships in a 
coevolutionary manner. 

 
13.12 Success within Incubators – Positive Research Findings 

Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) There is sufficient global evidence to suggest that assisting new 

ventures within a nurturing environment does pay dividends in 
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terms of the two key areas of business sustainability and job 
creation.  

Sherman & Chappell 
(1998)  

Concluded that incubators are a cost-effective development tool 
– Their studies showed that incubatees’ performance 
strengthened remarkably during the program. They also 
demonstrated growth in employment. In addition, both 
employment rates and tax income increased on the 
macroeconomic level.  

European Commission 
(2002) 

Used the survival rates as a measure and found out that 
incubators’ incubatees succeeded significantly better than other 
startups. 

Schwartz (2009) Is one of the few who has studied survival rates after graduation 
– He could establish that business incubators do enhance long 
term survival rates. 

Sherman & Chappell 
(1998)  

Asked incubatees about the importance of incubation to the 
success of their firms – 65.9 % of respondents found it either 
important or very important. 

Sherman & Chappell 
(1998)  

Considered that incubation had facilitated partnership creation 
with other incubatees. 

Peters, Rice, 
Sundararajan (2004) 

Demonstrated that interaction between incubatees and the 
incubator contributed to collective learning which resulted in 
more relevant coaching programs and networks in the 
incubatees’ perspective. 

Mian (1996)  In their study of university incubators, the vast majority of 
incubatees believed that the services they had received added 
value to the startup companies.   

Löfsten & Lindelöf 
(2002)  

Noticed that firms in science parks created remarkably more 
jobs and had higher sales growth than outside companies. 
However, the financial performance of the firms did not differ 
from one another even according to their study. 

Lewis, Harper-
Anderson, & Molmar 
(2011)  

Not-for-profit incubators outclass profit-oriented incubators. 

Peters, Rice, 
Sundararajan (2004)  

Studied the impact of services offered and noticed that non-
profit incubators had the highest graduation rates. 

Peters, Rice, 
Sundararajan (2004)  

Stated that access to networks and coaching are the best 
promoters of success. 

 
13.13 Success within Incubators – Negative Research Findings 

Source Comments 
Schwartz (2009)  During a couple of years after graduation there is an elevated 

risk of failure – this could be explained by the deferred liability 
of newness and end of supportive measures. It may also imply 
that some firms are kept alive in incubators although they are 
not viable.  

Schwartz (2013)  Came to the conclusion that incubatees do not have any better 
survival probabilities than other companies when four key 
factors were taken into account: location of firms, industry, age 
and legal form of firms. 

Barbero, Casillas, 
Ramos, & Guitar (2012)  

Criticized that development incubators do not meet the 
objectives set to them. 

Allen & McCluskey 
(1990)  

Observed that business incubators are not successful in terms of 
real estate appreciation. 
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Vásquez-Urriago, 
Barge-Gil, & Modrego 
(2016)  

Studied cooperation in science and technology parks – they 
could notice intangible results of cooperation, like increase of 
innovation, but no evidence of economic results. 

Barbero, Casillas, 
Ramos, & Guitar (2012) 

Compared the success of different types of incubators in Spain – 
They concluded that basic research and university incubators 
were successful but economic development incubators failed to 
reach their goals. 

Barbero, Casillas, 
Ramos, & Guitar (2012)  

Private incubators succeeded to create high returns to their 
parent company – but nothing said about incubatee.  

 
13.14 Success within Incubators – Key Learnings / How to Overcome Difficulties 

Source Comments 
Shih & Aaboen (2017) Context and industry need to be considered when gauging 

success. 
Dee, Livesey, Gill, & 
Minshall (2011) 

Recommend that incubation success measurement should be 
extended beyond the incubation period although it may be hard 
to implement. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Need to adopt alternative temporal perspectives, such as a life 
cycle perspective, which accounts for reciprocal effects, as well 
as changes over time – Hence, Greiner’s life cycle model 
(Greiner, 1972) may be a useful anchor. In Greiner’s model, 
organizational growth is delineated into six distinct stages: 
growth through creativity, growth through direction, growth 
through delegation, growth through coordination, growth 
through collaboration, and growth through extra organizational 
solutions. According to Greiner (1972), each stage of growth is 
characterized by distinctive processes and critical tasks that set 
the stage for subsequent periods of growth.  

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

The life cycle notion of social capital can also be extended 
further to consider the maturity, decline, reconfiguration, and 
recovery phases of entrepreneurial ventures – Studies show that 
growth of entrepreneurial ventures is often erratic (Delmar, 
Davidsson, & Gartner, 2003) and actions may be required to 
turn around declining ventures that may involve the jettisoning 
of some existing social capital and the creation of new links, for 
example through the development of new boards of directors 
(Zahra, Filatotchev, & Wright, 2009), which may pose major 
challenges. Therefore, applying an entrainment perspective may 
help with understanding the cyclical and reciprocal nature of 
how organizations adapt to temporally driven contexts (Perez-
Nordtvedt, Payne, Short, & Kedia, 2008). 

Shih & Aaboen (2017) Lin, Wood, & Lu (2012) investigate the relative importance of 
different resources and capabilities in enhancing the service 
performance of incubators – Their study shows that the greater 
the availability of government or policy resources, the lower the 
likelihood that the incubator will develop the operations and 
networking capabilities needed to perform well. Therefore, 
Tamásy (2007) concludes that incubators should be run as 
private profit-making organisations without public funding.    
 
Note: These studies have failed to recognise that the rationale 
for publicly funded incubators is to help firms that are in their 
very early stages, which for-profit incubators may deem too 
risky to invest in (Frenkel, Shefer, & Miller, 2008). Public 
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funding thus serves the purpose of taking on risks that private 
capital is not willing to assume. Moreover, Cumming & Fischer 
(2012) find that public-funding programs that aim to foster 
entrepreneurial activity do play positive roles in firm growth, 
yet an important factor is related to the capabilities of the 
advisors. Such an observation therefore emphasises the nature 
of the incubator's network rather than its non- or for-profit aim. 
As such, it is important to identify the common relationships 
that enable the incubator to fulfil its role and how these 
relationships in turn shape incubatees' ability to grow.   
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14. Need for Further Research  
14.1 Business Incubators 

Source Comments 
Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015); Rubin, Aas, & 
Stead (2015); Sullivan 
& Marvel (2011)  

Pointed out that existing research on business incubators is 
limited; highlighting the need for additional research. 

Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015) 

Lack of research examining the sources which knowledge may 
be acquired from. 

Böhringe (2006); 
Bøllingtoft (2012); 
Pettersen, Aarstad, 
Høvig, & Tobiassen 
(2015); Rubin, Aas, & 
Stead (2015) 

Lack of exploration into how knowledge flows in the business 
incubator context.  

Sullivan & Marvel, 
(2011) 

Little empirical research investigating the effects of different 
knowledge types to startup development and outcomes. 

ECEDG (2002) 
 

A lot of research has been conducted from the business 
incubator perspective thus resulting in insufficient insight into 
the startups experiences and which activities they thought was 
value adding. 

Hackett & Dilts (2004) Focus has been directed towards why and how startups are 
benefitting from the business incubator. 

 
14.2 Business Incubation  

Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) One of the challenges of researching business incubation in 

Australia is the lack of academic research in the area (Schaper 
& Lewer, 2009; OECD, 1999). For this reason, much of the 
available literature comes from government reports or policy 
documents. 

Lish (2012) Many theories originate outside the incubation sector itself and 
have been repurposed from studies of entrepreneurs or startup 
ventures outside the incubation field. 

Kemp (2013) Industry authors and researches have focussed on the practical 
aspects of business incubation, the type and quality of services 
offered to incubatees, and the results produced to stakeholders 
as a way to describe incubation and to measure its success. 

 
14.3 Social Capital 

Source Comments 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

While interest in social capital within the entrepreneurship 
literature has increased over the last decade, our understanding 
of how social capital relates to entrepreneurship remains 
incomplete. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

In spite of the recognition that social capital is an important 
component in entrepreneurship, much of the research in 
entrepreneurship education has focused on human capital e.g. 
Business Model Canvas or team learning. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

We know relatively little about how relationships are developed 
and managed – it seems apparent that we must better 
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understand relationships and networks to more fully understand 
social capital. 

Anderson (2008); Lin 
(2001)  

Have criticized social network research for failing to measure 
intervening mechanisms that link relationships with outcomes. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

There is a gap in terms of a deeper understanding of the roles of 
social capital like mentoring, which this research attempts to 
contribute to in the context of startup accelerators. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

In both the conceptual and empirical literatures on social 
capital, there is looseness and imprecision in how constructs are 
conceived and operationalized; this is true for both the general 
literature and those studies specifically examining 
entrepreneurship. Moreover, while scholars may be generally 
consistent in the basic definition of social capital – resources 
embedded within the relationships between actors – how social 
capital is actually operationalized and modelled in research 
varies greatly.   

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

But while entrepreneurship research utilizing the social capital 
concept is growing, and some research even traverses internal 
versus external delineations (Davidsson & Honig, 2003; Honig, 
1998; Stam & Elfring, 2008), very few studies (if any) examine 
multi-level phenomena. In this regard, scholars have principally 
limited their research to a single level of analysis, failing to fully 
recognize that social capital can have different antecedents, 
alternative meanings, and varying effects at different levels. 

Adler & Kwon (2002) Researchers have tended to gather various phenomena under an 
‘umbrella concept’ (Hirsch & Levin, 1999) of social capital – 
such a move risks conflating disparate processes and their 
distinct antecedents and consequences. Skeptics have therefore 
characterized the social capital concept as ‘a wonderfully elastic 
term’ (Lappe & Du Bois, 1997, p.119), a notion that means 
‘many things to many people’ (Narayan & Pritchett, 1997, p.2) 
and that has taken on ‘a circus-tent quality’ (De Souza Briggs, 
1997, p.111). 
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15. Current Research Study 
15.1 Important Considerations 

Source Comments 
Adler & Kwon (2002) Although many researchers cite networks as an important 

source of social capital, what they mean by networks varies 
considerably – the term networks often means informal, face-to-
face interaction or membership in civic associations or social 
clubs. In contrast, network theorists argue that an understanding 
of social capital requires a finer-grained analysis of the specific 
quality and configuration of network ties. The latter perspective 
promises greater precision. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Entrepreneurship researchers need to be exceptionally clear 
when distinguishing between the various constructs (i.e. 
discriminate validity) of social capital – failure to distinguish 
social capital from its antecedents and consequences is a 
serious issue because it can lead to tautological theorizing and 
empirical tests.  

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

There appears to be an ongoing problem with conceptually and 
empirically differentiating between social capital in terms of 
resources and the nature of the relationships that endow those 
resources – unfortunately, the relationships and networks that 
lead to social capital resources are frequently taken as static, 
unchanging, and without costs.  

Adler & Kwon (2002)  Social capital is not readily amenable to objective quantitative 
measurement. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Evaluating social capital’s “worth” or “value” may be 
extremely difficult – one problem is that social capital may 
provide an opportunity that is only conditionally exploited. 

Lester, Hillman, 
Zardkoohi, & Cannella, 
(2008) 

There is no way to determine if a stock of resources (e.g. 
knowledge) can be fully attributed to network relationships – it 
is particularly difficult to precisely delineate where social 
capital and human capital separate from one another. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Determining appropriate research questions is only one 
challenge. Perhaps the more difficult challenge for 
entrepreneurship researchers involves the choices regarding 
methods and statistics – Indeed, the very ambiguity associated 
with much of the current research is created by the difficulties 
associated with methods and statistics.  

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

Much of the longitudinal research in entrepreneurship that 
examines social capital is unable to incorporate dynamic 
change into their models because they often rely on the general 
linear model and incorporate variables to control for repeated 
measures across time.  

 
15.2 Studies with Similar Goals 

Source Comments 
Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

This study aimed to promote social capital as a foundational 
theory of entrepreneurship by improving our appreciation and 
awareness of social capital and entrepreneurship research – it 
was hoped that this would stimulate more rigorous and 
sophisticated research in the future.  Specifically, this study 
examined the nature of entrepreneurial learning in terms of the 
extent to which they develop human capital (‘know-what’ and 
‘know-how’) and social capital (‘know-who’) in startup 
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accelerators. The research contributes to previous literature by 
exploring two major dimensions of the ‘black box’: (1) how 
human capital is developed, and (2) if and how social capital 
adds value to the process of entrepreneurial learning. This is 
especially relevant in the Asia-Pacific context in response to 
calls for more research into these aspects (Redding & Rowley 
2017) whereby both human capital and social capital play 
important roles in the business systems by working together to 
achieve something greater than the sum of the individual 
components (Redding & Rowley 2017). 

Kemp (2013) This study attempted to establish whether there is still a benefit 
in incubation services outside the relatively narrow technology, 
innovation and commercialisation focus and whether this is an 
area in which, if governments were to re-enter the incubation 
sector, that incubation could be reinvigorated. 

 
15.3 How Current Research Study is Addressing Suggested Future Research  

Source Comments 
Cantú (2015, 2017); Sá 
& Lee (2012) 

A research area requiring further attention is the incubator's 
facilitation of internal and external networking for incubatees 
and how the networks relate to each other. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

 One particularly relevant area of inquiry considers 
individual networks’ (e.g. families or ethnic groups) 
influence on early stage activities in the entrepreneurial 
process, such as making the decision to start a business (e.g. 
Davidsson & Honig, 2003) or become self-employed (e.g. 
Jack, 2005). 

 We see opportunities to better differentiate between social 
capital resources (e.g. knowledge, information) and their 
sources, which are the relationships held by individuals or 
collectives (e.g. Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Moreover, while 
some scholars have addressed antecedents to social capital, 
although we argue there are numerous areas for future 
research. 

 There are possibilities for research that examines the 
linkages between relationships, social capital resources, 
and outcomes, particularly those that consider the costs and 
benefits of the relationships or networks. Moreover, social 
capital resources should be clearly differentiated from 
human capital or resources derived from other sources. 

 Future research should consider how social networks at one 
level (e.g., individual or team) influence another level (e.g. 
organizational or institutional), and vice versa, over time. 

 Future research should continue to explore relationships, 
incorporating both the intent to change networks and the 
attributes necessary to carry out the change.  

 Future research should be devoted to understanding how 
social relationships and/or social capital change across 
time. 

 Other promising research would be to develop more insight 
regarding the role of time and stage of the venture on the 
negative effects of relationships/networks and social 
capital. 
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 Given the dynamic nature of the entrepreneurial 
environment, future research should examine the conditions 
under which social capital is lost or dissipated.   

 
15.4 Suggested Research Method and Design  

Aspect Details 
Sampling Theoretical sampling (as used by Gedajlovic, Honig, Moore, 

Payne, & Wright, 2013) – the goal is not to generalize to the 
wider population but to theory. 

Incubatee Profiling Incubatee/Business (Number), Business Industry (Details), 
Exports? (Yes/No?), Age of Business (Years), Number of 
Employees (Figure), Gender of Owner (M/F), Previous 
Business Experience of Owner (Details), Months in Incubator 
(Months), Completed Program (Yes/No?) (as used by Seet, 
Jones, Oppelaar, & de Zubielqui, 2018; Kemp, 2013) 

Aim of Research Similar to Kemp (2013), this study should aim to gain a better 
understanding of the motivations, perceptions and priorities of 
incubatees in seeking space in an incubator and the influence of 
the process of business incubation (including the role of the 
manager) has on the development of new startup small 
businesses that operate from such facilities – this includes 
benefits associated with collective learning processes. In saying 
that, the research should aim to answer questions such as: 
 What are the motivations of incubatees/former incubatees 

for locating within an incubator? 
 What impressions do incubatees/former incubatees have of 

the interaction with the incubator manager/other 
incubatees?  

 What are the advantages perceived by incubatees/former 
incubatees of an incubator environment?  

 What are the disadvantages perceived by incubatees/former 
incubatees of an incubator environment? 

 
The research should seek to examine the acquisition, 
consolidation, and transfer of knowledge within business 
incubators (i.e. the process of collective learning) – a useful 
extract from Götsén & Pettersson (2016, p.24) is provided 
below: 
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The research should conceptually explore and empirically 
examine the antecedents that lead to relationships and networks 
and, ultimately, social capital. Moreover, the research should 
examine the linkages between relationships, social capital 
resources, and outcomes, particularly those that consider the 
costs and benefits of the relationships or networks (as done by 
Gedajlovic, Honig, Moore, Payne, & Wright, 2013). A useful 
extract from Gedajlovic, Honig, Moore, Payne, & Wright 
(2013, p.465) is provided below: 
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Interview Structure Semi-structured interviews (as used by Gedajlovic, Honig, 

Moore, Payne, & Wright, 2013; Götsén & Pettersson, 2016; 
Man & Lau, 2005; Pettersen, Aarstad, Høvig, & Tobiassen, 
2015; Rubin, Aas, & Stead, 2015; Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, & de 
Zubielqui, 2018; Sullivan, 2000) – this approach allows for 
flexibility during the interview, which tends to be needed when 
using an explorative approach (Götsén & Pettersson, 2016). 
 
Semi-structured interviews allow for: 
 A more nuanced exploration of complex matters (Rubin & 

Rubin, 2011).  
 The capturing of as much insight and detail as possible by 

enabling the interviewer to tailor questions during the 
interview (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016).  

 The opportunity for incubatees to engage in a discussion 
with the researcher, and for the researcher to probe 
responses mean that issues can be explored in detail in d. 

 
Qualitative studies with semi-structured interviews have been 
the chosen method previous studies on business incubators e.g. 
Rubin, Aas, & Stead (2015) who investigated knowledge flows 
in technological business incubators. Similarly, Pettersen, 
Aarstad, Høvig, & Tobiassen (2015) conducted qualitative 
research using semi-structured interviews when investigating 
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resources and networks provided by business incubators in 
Norway.   

Interview Questions The structured questions in the interview should cover (as used 
by Gedajlovic, Honig, Moore, Payne, & Wright, 2013): 
 Expectations of entrepreneurs prior to the programme 
 Questions relating to what and how they learnt during the 

programme 
 Questions pertaining to the expectations of the incubatee 

being met 
 
The structured questions in the interview should cover (as used 
by Kemp, 2013): 
 Why did you start (locate) your business within the business 

incubator? (Burnett, 2009; Burnett & McMurray, 2008; 
McAdam & Marlow, 2008; Voisey, Gornall, Jones, & 
Thomas, 2006). 

 What do you think are the advantages of operating your 
business from the incubator? (Burnett, 2009; Burnett & 
McMurray, 2008; Maville, 2005; Warren, Patton, & Bream, 
2009). 

 What do you think are the disadvantages of operating your 
business from the incubator? (Burnett, 2009; Warren, 
Patton, & Bream, 2009). 

 How would you rate the value of interaction with the 
business incubator manager/business advisor compared to 
other advice, for example your accountant? (McAdam & 
Marlow, 2008). 

 What services do you use that are provided by the business 
incubator? (Burnett, 2009; McAdam & Marlow, 2008; 
O'Neal, 2005; Voisey, Gornall, Jones, & Thomas, 2006). 

Analysis Individual transcripts need to be initially analysed (and checked 
for accuracy) with themes or patterns coded (as done by Seet, 
Jones, Oppelaar, & de Zubielqui, 2018). Interviews will then 
need to be transcribed and analysed through a data analysis 
software package, with codes used to collate text under ‘nodes’ 
to identify themes in responses (as done by Kemp, 2013).  

 
15.5 Predicted Findings 

Source Comments 
De Carolis & Saparito 
(2006)  

Suggest that social attributes, along with cognitive traits, 
precede the ability to recognize opportunities. 

Packalen (2007) Founding team attributes have been suggested as antecedents 
to legitimacy, which is a social capital resource; legitimacy then 
leads to the development and commercialization of new 
technologies. 

Kemp (2013) Individual characteristics of entrepreneurs act as antecedents to 
building social relationships such as social competence (Baron 
& Markman, 2003; Zhang, Souitaris, Soh, & Wong, 2008), self-
monitoring (Oh & Kilduff, 2008), and human capital (Mosey & 
Wright, 2007). 

Soetanto & Jack (2016) Argue that it is important for the incubator to be able to design 
flexible support for the individual needs of incubatees. 
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Ronstadt (1987); St-
Jean, Tremblay, 
Janssen, Baronet, Loué, 
& Nafa (2017)  

Closing the learning loop and using social learning techniques – 
effective entrepreneurial learning programmes must show 
students ‘how’ to behave entrepreneurially. 

Hannon & Chaplin 
(2003)  

Suggest that incubatees should be segmented so that service 
design and provision can be matched with the needs of diverse 
incubatee types at different transition points in their 
development. 

Götsén & Pettersson 
(2016) 

If business incubators had more insight into startups preferences 
and needs, it is likely that their operations would be improved. 

Shih & Aaboen (2017) Incubatees may utilise the provided relationships and initiate 
additional ties. However, as Hoang & Antoncic (2003) note, 
startup firms are dependent on the network for legitimacy and 
resources. Consequently, incubatees' actions tend to rely on the 
coordination of the incubator and its network provision (Sá & 
Lee, 2012).   

Rubin, Aas, & Stead 
(2015) 

Noted that incubatees’ own actions within and beyond the 
incubator network is more important for business development 
than being in the incubator. 

Cantú (2017) Incubatees are in need of resources from a heterogeneous 
network in order to develop. From this perspective, the 
background and experience of entrepreneurs are important. 

Albort-Morant & 
Oghazi (2016)  

Find that entrepreneurs who provide the most positive 
evaluations of the incubator in which they are located tend to be 
well-educated, to have professional experience and/or to come 
from a family of entrepreneurs. Thus, these entrepreneurs can, 
to supplement the support provided by the incubator, solicit help 
from their external professional network as well as their 
families. This suggests that incubatees need to be able to 
navigate both within and beyond the network environment of 
incubator-mediated relationships. 

Shih & Aaboen (2017) The ultimate goal of mediation by the incubator is for the 
incubatee to achieve ‘insidership’ in the network (Johanson & 
Vahlne, 2009). Insidership makes it easier to discover 
opportunities for development, but it may cause actors to be 
less inclined to collaborate with others (Håkansson & Snehota, 
1995). 

Håkansson (1987)  When a relationship develops, opportunities emerge, but it 
simultaneously constrains the actors because the two parties 
become interdependent. 

Adler & Kwon (2002) To foster social capital in organizations, managers need to do 
more than merely encourage social interactions among 
employees. Some firms interested in fostering social capital 
have adopted collaborative technologies, such as shared 
knowledge repositories, chat rooms, and video conferences, but 
these merely create opportunity; building social capital requires 
not only establishing more social ties but also nurturing 
motivation and providing resources (Lesser, 2000). 

Batjargal & Liu (2004); 
Gibb (1997); Zhao, 
Frese, & Giardini 
(2010) 

Success in entrepreneurship is dependent not only on knowledge 
but the network of individuals with whom the entrepreneur is 
connected.  
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Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Many of the incubatees highlighted the ‘people’ aspect of their 
learning experience, namely their mentors, the experts that were 
involved in the programme, and the interactions with potential 
customers and key stakeholders. Many of the incubatees 
expressed a feeling of working in isolation prior to the 
programme and described themselves as having a tendency to 
ruminate, be indecisive and inactive. The incubatees identified 
that their confidence increased during the programme and that 
they found themselves going to events and talking to people 
that they would not have done prior to the programme. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Mentors were found to be one of the predominant and most 
beneficial learning outcomes of the programme as well as one 
of the main processes of learning – this value was 
predominantly derived from the real-world experience of the 
mentors. This is in line with existing literature by Hegarty 
(2006) which identifies the advantages of mentorship coming 
from the knowledge which is derived from being able to ask 
questions and receive practical advice as well as seeing and 
hearing someone who has gone through an entrepreneurial 
process and experienced failures and successes. 
 
Effective mentorship was found to be a key driver in regard to 
the development of entrepreneurial behaviour, with mentors 
being able to provide advice, motivation and emotional support 
for entrepreneurial risk taking and behaviour (Ahsan, Zheng, 
DeNoble, Musteen, 2018; Hoang & Antoncic 2003; St-Jean & 
Mathieu 2015). For example, mentors help steer incubatees in 
the right direction – such as motivating, encouraging and 
directing the incubatees to speak with different people. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

The startup accelerator introduced the incubatees to experts with 
the knowledge and expertise who could help the incubatees 
learn about and perform skills that they were lacking in – many 
of the incubatees found this to be one of the most valuable 
outcomes of the programme. This aligns with existing research 
which find that an effective entrepreneurship education 
programme should introduce nascent entrepreneurs to people 
who might be able to facilitate their success, such as expert 
practitioners (Miles, de Vries, Harrison, Bliemel, de Klerk, & 
Kasouf, 2017; St-Jean & Mathieu, 2015).  
 
Furthermore, not only did the experts provide or teach these 
areas of expertise, they also, in line with research by (Hoang & 
Antoncic, 2003), connected the incubatees to further networks 
of skilled individuals that could be of use to the incubatees and 
their ventures.   

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

The third group of people identified that the incubatees wanted 
to be connected to and learn from, were the other incubatees 
(Kacperczyk, 2013; Sosa, 2011). The incubatees had wanted to 
work and learn more collaboratively with their fellow 
incubatees – this is what Lévesque, Minniti, & Shepherd (2009, 
p.551) defined as collaborative learning, which is ‘the process 
of learning through participation and cooperation with people.’ 
Where this varies from social learning is that it is participative, 
and not purely observational. 
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We found that the incubatees wanted to learn collaboratively 
and that the use of this learning process would have been an 
area of significant improvement for the programme. The 
importance the incubatees attach to being able to work with 
other nascent entrepreneurs and learn from them reflects the 
literature by Pittaway & Cope (2007) who propose that 
collaborative learning between nascent entrepreneurs can 
significantly increase their learning and preparedness for the 
entrepreneurial environment. The reason for this as noted 
by Clements & Moore (2009) is that it helps incubatees deal 
with uncertainty and ambiguity and problems in a real-world 
environment, creating more emotional exposure in the 
programme and hence preparing them for the entrepreneurial 
environment in which they will operate. 
 
The lone entrepreneurs who were not working in teams in the 
startup accelerator expressed the desire to be able to work 
collaboratively with other entrepreneurs and people. The reason 
for this is that they thought it would provide them with access to 
the insight and skills of other people that are different from their 
own and that it would increase their level of motivation and 
confidence, thus increasing the chances of a venture’s creation 
and survival. This sentiment is reflected in the research by 
Blank (2013) which finds that entrepreneurial teams as opposed 
to lone entrepreneurs are more likely to successfully start and 
manage new ventures.   

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Prior to the programme, incubatees stated that they did not 
understand the need for or know how to engage with potential 
customers/stakeholders, nor were they engaging with potential 
customers and stakeholders. This led to incubatees building 
their ventures on the basis of their own assumptions, instead of 
basing it on customer and stakeholder information.  

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

The ‘know-who’ component really enhanced the 
entrepreneurial learning experiences. To that end, this study 
reinforces earlier research that found enhanced learning coming 
from the knowledge which comes from seeing and hearing from 
someone who has gone through an entrepreneurial process and 
experienced failures and success, and the opportunity to ask 
questions and receive practical advice (Hegarty, 2006). It also 
reinforces the importance of social capital (Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & Wright, 2013) that can act as a key driver or 
catalyst in regard to bridging learning to the development of 
entrepreneurial behaviour (Hoang & Antoncic, 2003). 
 
It can be seen that it is ‘know-who’ that closes the learning loop 
with ‘know-what’ and ‘know-how’ for entrepreneurs (Argyris 
2002; Hampden-Turner, 1993). The learning of ‘know-who’ has 
a positive impact on the development of ‘know-how’ through 
social learning theory which advances that learning occurs when 
an individual is motivated to perform by observing experienced 
people and imitating them (Bandura, 1977). For example, the 
interactions with experts allow the startup accelerator 
incubatees to learn about the practice of entrepreneurship and 
the advice and information from them, plus their successful or 
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failed entrepreneurial experiences help startup accelerator 
incubatees to have a better understanding of what needs to be 
done or avoided to develop their entrepreneurial ventures more 
successfully (i.e. ‘know-how’) (Stokes, Wilson, & Wilson 
2010). The mentors also help change entrepreneurial behaviour 
by motivating, encouraging and directing the incubatees.  
 
‘Know-who’ also has a positive impact on the development of 
‘know-what’. In particular, it is through the interactions with 
potential customers and key informants in the value chain that 
allow incubatees to have key insights into what customers are 
really looking for and this will allow them to change their 
product or business model quickly instead of investing too 
much time and resources in unviable ideas (Eisenmann, Ries, & 
Dillard, 2012). 
 
Put together, social capital through ‘know-who’ enhances the 
human capital of ‘know-what’ and ‘know-how’ by developing 
the capacity of incubatees to problem solve, motivate 
themselves and develop a higher level of entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and emotional support for entrepreneurial risk taking 
and behaviour. This is also applicable in the Asia Pacific 
context with relationships and networks being perceived as 
critical in facilitating entrepreneurship and creating value 
(Zhao, Frese, & Giardini, 2010). 

 
15.6 Limitations  

Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) This research aims to add to the theoretical knowledge 

regarding business incubation yet acknowledges that the task of 
resolving issues associated with business incubation and social 
capital generation may prove too complex and also fall outside 
the confines of this research. 

Kemp (2013) While the results provide insight into the research questions, 
they are limited by the size and scope of this study. (However, 
there is considerable similarity across sources in each response). 
 
Therefore, and according to (LaunchVic, 2017), the findings 
within the research framework are not intended to be set, 
definitive points and must be considered as flexible and 
dependent upon various factors including the local area, the 
startup in question and existing supports and enablers. 

Kemp (2013) The qualitative nature of this research did not allow for hard 
empirical data to substantiate specific numbers of new jobs 
created or wealth generated for specific regions. (However, it 
did allow for some in-depth analysis of the motivations and 
perceptions of incubatees and incubator managers). 

Carpenter, Li, & Jiang 
(2012); Gedajlovic, 
Honig, Moore, Payne, 
& Wright (2013) 

Endogeneity, sample selection bias, and structural 
autocorrelation are all inherent problems in network research.  
 
Therefore, using surveys, mixed methods designs, or statistical 
techniques such as two-stage least squares models are potential 
avenues to overcome some of the difficult challenges in social 
capital research. 
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Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Our study has two noticeable limitations: 
 It is based on a relatively small sample of startup accelerator 

incubates, and as such, this research does not aim to produce 
results that are universally applicable. Further, it does not 
cover other stakeholders as part of the startup accelerator 
(for example, the directors, mentors, instructors, and experts) 
as the focus was on understanding what and how the 
incubatees in the startup accelerator learnt from their own 
perspectives and accounts.  

 
Future research should examine the phenomenon among 
larger samples of different types of startup accelerator 
incubatees and stakeholders. 

 
 The process of learning is an ongoing one which may have 

different outcomes at different stages of the entrepreneurial 
journey. The interviews and blogs only captured a moment 
in time, albeit with retrospective bias. Also, any learning 
that actually took place would be based on the subjective 
opinion and perception of the incubatees. That is, do they 
think or feel that they learnt something, how do they think 
or feel that they learnt it and what do they think they have 
learnt. Moreover, we did not examine the tangible or 
quantifiable measure of this learning – while the research 
found that the amount of benefit and development the 
incubatees perceive themselves to have gained from 
learning and completing the programme in the startup 
accelerator was positive, whether or not the contemporary 
approaches to entrepreneurship education in the startup 
accelerator will ultimately lead to increased entrepreneurial 
success is unknown.  

 
To really see how the incubatees put their ‘know-what’, 
‘know-how’ and ‘know-who’ into practice, further ongoing 
contact will be needed and future research would benefit 
from longitudinal studies.  
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16.  Research Study in China 
16.1 Incubators in China – History, Statistics and Other Findings 

Source Comments 
Kemp (2013) Relevant Article (unable to download):  

Jin, C., Jinrong, Y. & Miao, Z. (2003). ‘Business Incubators in 
China’, International Journal of Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation Management, 3(1/2), pp.67-77. Available at: 
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=2219 

Hong, Chen, Zhu & 
Song (2017) 

The estimated failure rate for an enterprise in China is as high 
as 90% in 2010 (Song, Niu, & Zhang 2013). 
 
Due to the liability of newness, new ventures have to overcome 
several barriers to survive (Li, Zhang, Li, Zhou, & Zhang, 2012; 
Zhang & Li, 2010). Small size, insufficient financial capital, 
poor management, high overheads and dynamic technology 
market are some of the most often cited arguments that explain 
business failure in the business management literature (Bergek 
& Norrman, 2008; Chan & Lau, 2005; Kirwan, van der Sijde, & 
Groen, 2006). 

Hong, Chen, Zhu & 
Song (2017) 

In 1987, the first Chinese Business Incubator, Wuhan Eastlakes 
Hi-tech Innovation Center, came into existence. 

Hong, Chen, Zhu & 
Song (2017) 

Because the Chinese government encouraged technology-based 
businesses to establish, many Technology Based Incubators 
(TBIs) have emerged. This was supported by the establishment 
of the Torch Program in 1988 with its main objective being to 
develop high- and new-technology products, establish 
technology-oriented enterprises and pave the way for the 
commercialisation of innovations (Hu, 2007). (TBIs are one 
major component of the Torch Program).  
 
Since the establishment of the Torch Program, the number of 
TBIs throughout China has rapidly grown. 

Hong, Chen, Zhu & 
Song (2017) 

In recent years, one of the most prominent problems is 
unbalanced regional development in China – to solve this 
problem, TBIs’ function has shifted from bridging the gap with 
the world frontier to narrowing the economic gap between 
domestic regions. 

 By the end of 2013, Chinese TBIs’ density became the highest 
in Asia, however, TBIs are not evenly spread across the whole 
country – Eastern regions have the vast majority of TBIs 
followed by midland, and then the western regions. 
 
The below figure shows the geographical distribution of 
Chinese TBIs in 2012: 
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The below table shows the fastest growing regions in China (in 
regards to TDIs): 
 

 
Hong, Chen, Zhu & 
Song (2017) 

China is ranked second only to the United States in the world in 
terms of the number of TBIs. In the last five years, the 
proportion of TBIs’ industrial contribution to GDP (in China) 
has tripled up to 1.126%. 

 
16.2 Incubators in Asia-Pacific Region – Positive Findings 

Source Comments 
Shen (2014)  In the 2012 APEC Leaders’ Declaration, APEC leaders 

endorsed the APEC Startup Accelerator (ASA) initiative which 
facilitates member countries to establish platforms for building 
capacities for startups and young entrepreneurs. Since then, as 
part of the ASA initiative, APEC member states have been 
active in hosting various startup activities, like Chinese Taipei 
(APEC Startup Accelerator Leadership Summit), Indonesia 
(Seminar on the Dynamics of SME), Malaysia (Global 
Entrepreneurship Summit), Peru (Startup APEC Conference II), 
Russia (Young Entrepreneurship Network) and Korea (APEC 
Startup Conference). 

Bliemel, Flores, de 
Klerk, Miles, Costa, & 
Monteiro (2016)  

In the Asia Pacific region, Australia was an early adopter of the 
startup accelerator model with the Melbourne Accelerator 
Programme that started in 2010. By 2017, there were about 30 
startup accelerators across different states, with a number 
starting overseas branches in cities around the Asia Pacific 
region. 

Shen (2014) Startup accelerators have been multiplying in numbers across 
many Asia Pacific countries. 
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16.3 Incubators in Asia-Pacific Region – Issues / Downsides 

Source Comments 
Moore (1999); Shen 
(2014) 

In places like Singapore and Taiwan, strong government 
promotion and investment in startup accelerators have seen 
many startups being put through these schemes but the limited 
size of domestic markets has led to many being unable to 
overcome the ‘valley of death’. 

Sun, Lo, Liang, & 
Wong (2017)  

Much of the research examining human capital and social 
capital in entrepreneurship education in the Asia Pacific region 
is limited by the use of student samples. 

Bliemel, Flores, de 
Klerk, Miles, Costa, & 
Monteiro (2016); Shen 
(2014); Vanhonacker, 
Zweig, & Chung (2006) 

Research on what makes accelerators in Australia and other 
Asian countries successful has found significant similarities in 
that, in terms of supporting entrepreneurial ventures, venture 
success is highly contingent on them being able to leverage on 
the relationships or social capital that they have within the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

 
16.4 Cultural and Social Considerations 

Source Comments 
Corbett (2007); De 
Carolis & Saparito 
(2006) 

Scholars have begun to recognize and articulate the idea that 
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship are socially situated. 
Indeed, there is a growing awareness that the social 
environment interplays with individuals and organizations to 
drive opportunity discovery, evaluation, and exploitation. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

We argue that social capital is uniquely situated to address the 
integrative theoretical needs of entrepreneurship scholars 
because it helps explain processes and outcomes of social 
interactions at multiple levels of analysis and across a diverse 
set of situations and contexts (De Carolis & Saparito, 2006; 
Jack & Anderson, 2002; Kim & Aldrich, 2005; Lin, 2001; 
Payne, Moore, Griffis, & Autry, 2011).   

Portes & Sensenbrenner 
(1993)  
 

Note that entrepreneurship is often encouraged among Asian, 
Middle Eastern, and other immigrant communities by social 
capital based on solidarity but that in the inner city this 
solidarity can have the opposite effect if it encourages a 
‘downward levelling of norms’. 

Adler & Kwon (2002) Depending on the content of its norms and beliefs, a group with 
strong internal ties but only few external ties may become 
insular and xenophobic or, alternatively, may use its internal 
social capital to encourage and help its members reach out to 
the surrounding world.  

Adler & Kwon (2002) Depending on their culture's norms and beliefs, some ethnic 
communities whose children develop strong external ties will 
assimilate rapidly while others will manage to reproduce a 
collective identity. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

Social networks have been found to be important in opportunity 
recognition (Singh, 2000) and the larger the entrepreneur’s or 
owner-manager’s social networks, the more opportunities they 
recognize (Dufays & Huybrechts, 2014; Greve & Salaff, 2003; 
Singh, Hills, Lumpkin, & Hybels, 1999; Stam, Arzlanian, & 
Elfring, 2014). This is especially relevant in highly 
communitarian societies in the Asia Pacific region (Ahmad & 
Seet, 2009; Seet, 2007; Zhao & Lu, 2016). 
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Redding & Rowley 
(2017) 

Social Capital is trust, and it has two main ways of being 
interpreted to support action: 
 Interpersonal, as with guanxi (Wang & Rowley, 2012).  
 Institutional, as with e.g. a reliable accounting system, or a 

codified and trusted legal system. 
Redding (2005)  The elements of a social business system: 

 
Redding & Rowley 
(2017) 

Three fields of deep influence: 
 Rationale – Which represents the sum of the accepted 

reasons for action, in a sense, the society’s core 
philosophies, and carried most obviously in its religions, but 
also in its political ideals and its folk-wisdom. 

 Identity – Which is the sum of ideals concerned with 
horizontal order, and how a person fits into the wider web of 
people, usually seen as a continuum between the collectivist 
and individualist responses. 

 Authority – Which is the sum of ideals relating to vertical 
order, in other words how power is made to work, and the 
basis of its legitimacy, usually seen as a continuum between 
the benevolent authoritarian and the egalitarian sharing 
mode. 

Seet, Jones, Oppelaar, 
& de Zubielqui (2018) 

The various Asia Pacific countries have iterated their models of 
startup accelerators to adapt to local, culturally specific 
conditions (Haines, 2014; Solesvik, Westhead, & Matlay, 
2014), as they learn from mistakes among countries that have 
started early like Australia (Maritz, Jones, & Shwetzer, 2015). 

Redding (1990) A financial system that fosters entrepreneurship will work better 
if a spirit of entrepreneurship, plus knowledge of how to be an 
entrepreneur, are available. The dramatic rise of China’s 
private sector after 1980 shows the effect of this combination. It 
would not have worked without the spirit. 

Gedajlovic, Honig, 
Moore, Payne, & 
Wright (2013) 

With an increased appreciation for the importance of social 
relationships in entrepreneurship, there is a need for more 
comprehensive and integrative theories that can drive future 
research efforts.  
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Discussion and Concluding Remarks 
 
This report examined research surrounding business incubators, with a focus on identifying whether 
collective learning within business incubators can ultimately contribute to the success of incubatees. 
Based on the evidence gathered in this report, it is clear that the geographical proximity provided by 
business incubators may help to facilitate knowledge transfer and spillover, and moreover, enable 
information and knowledge sharing among incubatees, which consequently leads to the generation of 
collective learning and the formation of collective knowledge among incubatees.  
 
However, while this is very positive for future research in the area, this is not the complete picture – it 
is also worth pointing out that while interest in social capital within the entrepreneurship literature has 
increased over the last decade, our understanding of how social capital (and collective learning) relates 
to entrepreneurship still remains incomplete. Moreover, current research indicates that it is very difficult 
to accurately identify, measure and quantify the benefits that directly stem from collective learning 
within a business incubator. As a result, it makes estimating how much of a company’s growth can be 
allocated to collective learning within an incubator a difficult process.   
 
Given these issues, future research in the area must clearly acknowledge what is being measured and 
support this with clear frameworks. Moreover, future research must seek to; 1) conceptually explore 
and empirically examine the antecedents that lead to relationships and networks and, ultimately, social 
capital, 2) examine the acquisition, consolidation, and transfer of knowledge within business incubators 
(i.e. the process of collective learning), and 3) examine the linkages between relationships, social capital 
resources, and outcomes, with particular regard to the costs and benefits of building and maintaining 
relationships and networks within the incubator. 
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