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ABSTRACT 
 

This research reviews the recent development of public and private business incubators in 

France and Korea. Despite several government attempts to provide tax incentives and 

infrastructure for young firms, the European business environment still compares 

unfavorably to the US. Incubators are supposed to help these companies in establishing 

themselves. While documenting the characteristics of incubators in France, we will look 

at how incubators impact young firms’ performance. First, I will explore the strategic 

positioning and service offer of various incubators to see how they try to accelerate the 

development of entrepreneurship. Then, I will examine the perception of previously 

incubated startups regarding the incubation program they followed. Most importantly, I 

will try to identify the “best practices” of French incubators in order to draw valuable 

lessons on the characteristics a successful incubator should have. I believe the insights of 

this study will help existing and new startups in France to choose the right incubator for 

their project in order to thrive. Finally, I will discuss whether these practices could be 

applied to South Korean incubators.  

 
Key words: Incubators, Start-ups, Incubation Process, Incubators’ Efficiency, 
Accelerators, France. 
Student ID: 2017-28375 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 

In the 1990s, as US venture businesses went through a tremendous growth while 

the European surge of venture businesses struggled. Its small size led to a very modest 

success compared to the US venture industry. At that time in Europe, many policy 

initiatives in Europe (such as the EASDAQ1) failed. Yet, these venture capital businesses 

are of paramount importance for young and innovative start-ups as most of their 

financing comes- from venture capital businesses. In the late 1990s, Europe realized how 

important venture capital was to encourage innovation, and decided to invest in setting up 

structures to assist entrepreneurs in the creation of their business. Indeed, small and 

innovative businesses like start-ups are more likely to fail because they are often in 

construction, not yet launched on a commercial market (D. Feinleib, 2012). Most of them 

are developing a product, testing an idea, validating a technology or an economic model. 

That explains why, in 2002, the European Commission (EC) established institutions to 

reduce the likelihood of failure for new businesses.  

 

To help venture survival, governments developed an institutional arrangement 

called business incubation to help businesses survive and grow in a competitive 

environment. Incubators’ role was to facilitate the development of start-ups to give them 

a place to work, contacts and coaching.  However, since their creation, the efficiency of 

business incubators has been questioned. Many argue that incubators have a direct and 

positive impact on the firm survival, employment and job creation (Headd, 2003; Al-

Mubaraki & Busler, 2011; Voisey et al. 2013) and that the success of incubators depends 

on their program’s practices (Lewis 2011). However, since 2010, some studies have 

shown that incubators could in fact not amount to such a big help for start-ups. Schwartz 

research (2012) and Amezcua research (2010) have reported that incubated start-ups have 

																																																								
1	The	EASDAQ	is	the pan-European market for young companies established in 1997.	
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not been more successful than non-incubated start-ups. In fact, Amezcua even 

demonstrated that incubated start-ups are 10% more likely to fail in America than non-

incubated start-ups. The conflict arising from these findings is my first motivation to dig 

deeper into this topic.  

The second reason is that previous research2 explored the efficiency of incubators 

by interrogating them directly and looking into the performance of their top-performing 

startups, that is to say scaleups3 and unicorns4. There is no record of startups failures and 

only very little feedback from startups. This lack of feedback from previously incubated 

startups makes current evaluation of incubators efficiency incomplete and sometimes 

even biased. This study aims at giving a voice to startups in order to evaluate the different 

kinds of incubation processes set up by various types of incubators. The goal of this 

research is to explore a new methodology to examine the efficiency of incubators in 

France by looking from the startups perspective. By taking into account the expectations 

and perceptions of startups regarding their incubation, I hope to offer another way to 

evaluate incubators efficiency in France, and find their best practices in order to help 

future entrepreneurs to choose the right incubators to their project. Moreover, identifying 

incubators best practices, I will be able to draw recommendations to improve the 

efficiency of incubators in South Korea. Although the development of incubators in 

South Korea is more recent than in France, the Korean government has put a lot of efforts 

in implementing the Creative Economy Plan, which includes the support of incubators.  

 

																																																								
2 Fidelis A. Ayatse, Nguwasen Kwahar and Akuraun S. Iyortsuun (2017); S. Park (2004); Amezcua (2010); 
Schwartz (2012); Chaffik Bakkali, Karim Messeghem and Sylvie Sammut (2014) 
3 A scaleup is a startup that manage to multiply by 10, 20 or more its business volume by maintaining its 
profitability  
4 A unicorn is a privately held startup company valued at over $1 billion 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
A. THE CONCEPT OF INCUBATORS 

 
Definitions  

Incubators were established to contribute to the creation and the development of 

new and innovative companies, with a high growth potential. Business incubators are 

seen as institutions that help new businesses at speeding up their growth and ensuring 

their financial stability by offering them resources and support (Bergek & Norrman 2008; 

Mendoza 2009; Moreira et al., 2012). Their support can be based on different services: 

material or logistic assistance, help in creating a business plan, help in fund-raising 

drives, etc. In counterpart, business incubators often ask for a financial compensation or a 

participation in startups’ equity. Many studies led on the subject of incubators (SA Mian, 

1996) showed that incubators were very complex organisms. Indeed, many types of 

incubators exist and they can be classified in different ways. On one hand, we can 

differentiate incubators according to their main sponsors (private or public). On another 

hand, we can assign them to different categories according to their final goals 

(technological advance, public research, economic growth, innovation etc.).  

The complexity of business incubators relies on the multiple typologies of these 

structures depending on their objectives, the services they propose, their financing, the 

type of startups they incubate, etc. The classifications I looked into were mainly focusing 

on the services incubators offer to their startups. In 2005, Carayannis and Von Zedtwitz5 

synthesized the different services in five different types: 1) the access to tangible 

resources 2) administrative services 3) the access to financial resources 4) coaching 5) the 

access to network. The first service can be defined as the accommodation, which means 

that every incubated company is offered some offices, furniture, facilities, meeting 

																																																								
5 E. G. Carayannis and M. Von Zedtwitz (2005), Technovation, Volume 25, Issue 2, 95-110, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(03)00072-5 
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rooms, etc. The second service is related to the access to law and tax services – tenants 

get helps regarding the paperwork needed for the creation of a firm or regarding the right 

taxes incentives they can get.  The third one is giving access to financial resources such 

as business angels, VCs, public institutions etc. The fourth service is offering coaching on 

many themes such as management, computer engineering, marketing, strategy etc. 

Finally, the last service is about giving access to the network of the incubator by 

gathering many actors of the startup ecosystem (Bøllingtoft, 2012).  

Based on the different typologies of incubators from previous research 

(Aernoudt, 2004; Carayannis and Von Zedtwitz, 2005; Grimaldi and Grandi, 2005; Von 

Zedtwitz and Grimaldi, 2006; Bpi France, 2015) we can define 6 types of business 

incubators:  

1. Public incubators6. Public institutions sponsor these incubators and most of the 

incubators tend to focus on public research projects. They are non-profitable 

incubators a benefit from public subvention and are therefore mostly free for their 

tenants. The main goal of public incubator is to encourage knowledge transfers and 

create jobs. Their services are mainly regarding paperwork and administrative 

documents needed for the creation of the company (Bpi France, 2015).  

2. Private incubators. These incubators are the ones that seek profit by investing in 

innovative projects. Most of the time, they take a share of the capital of the startup so 

that they will be able to achieve plus-value on the short or medium term (Von 

Zedtwitz and Grimaldi, 2006; Bpi France, 2015). 

3. University incubators7. They aim at transferring technologies and facilitating links 

with universities (Grimaldi and Grandi, 2005). The universities propose services 

similar to the ones of public incubators (low-cost offices, classes, coaching etc.) for 

startups projects led by their students. It is important to note that in most cases, the 

selection process for university incubators is only open to their own students.  

																																																								
6 Public incubators were created by the Loi Allègre in 1999 
7 University incubators are often referred as academic incubators in previous literature	
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4. Technologic incubators8. These incubators tend to encourage projects developing 

new technologies (Barbero & al., 2012). They offer special facilities such as 

laboratories that are needed for technological or research projects.  

5. Corporate incubators. These incubators are more recent than the other types and 

are the initiative of big corporations9. Their mission and functioning differ completely 

from other incubators. Indeed, big corporations incubators select projects that could 

bring innovative solutions to their own corporation’s challenges. Most of the time, big 

corporations end up purchasing their tenants’ projects. Therefore, this category will be 

excluded from this research. 

6. Social incubators. These incubators help projects that participate in the emergence 

of social economy or that are related to a better integration of some minorities 

(Aernoudt, 2004). 

 

Table 1 – Summary of the typology of incubators 

 Mission  Period of 
incubation 

Services 
included  

Period of 
intervention 

Case 1: 
Private 
incubators 

Facilitate and 
secure the launch 
of companies 

Short/ 

Medium 

Mixed 
services 

Before and 
after the 
creation of the 
company 

Case 2: 
Public 
incubators 

Encourage 
technologic 
transfers for 
public research, 
create jobs 

Long Services 
oriented 
towards 
research 
laboratori
es 

Before the 
creation of the 
company and 
early-stages 

Case 3: 
Universiti
es 

Encourage its 
students to 
innovate  

Medium Mixed 
services 

Mainly before 
the company 
is created or 

																																																								
8 Technologic incubators also fall in the category of public incubators created by the Loi Allègre  

9 Companies such as La Poste or PWC in France and such as Samsung in Korea	
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incubators early-stages 

Case 4: 
Technolo
gic 
incubators 

Encourage 
projects of high 
technologic 
potential 

Medium/ 

Long 

Services 
oriented 
toward 
technolog
ic issues 

After the 
creation of the 
company 

Case 5: 
Corporate 
incubators 

Encourage 
projects that are 
related to the 
corporation 
activity 

Short Mixed 
services 

Mainly after 
creation of the 
company 

Case 6: 
Social 
incubators 

Encourage 
projects which 
help the 
emergence of a 
social economy 

Medium/ 

Long 

Services 
oriented 
toward 
social 
economy 
issues 

Before and 
after the 
creation of the 
company  

Case 7: 
Accelerat
ors 

Facilitate and 
secure the 
launch of 
companies 

Short Mixed 
services 

After the 
creation of the 
company, 
development 
/commercializ
ation stages  

 

In the landscape of business incubators in France, one can also find the incubator 

“Les Pionnières”. Their mission is to assist women entrepreneurs who wish to see 

through innovative project  (Bpi France, 2015). This incubator is a state initiative and is 

financially supported by the city council of each region of France. These incubators exist 

because it is known to be harder to be a women entrepreneur as 40% of firms created in 

2015 were founded by women entrepreneurs10. This incubator is very specific to the 

French system and therefore, will not be included in this research.  

																																																								
10 According to the INSEE Première – n°1685 (January 2018) 
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However, I decided to include accelerators in my study as, nowadays, the 

differentiation between incubators and accelerators is blurred and many incubators now 

consider themselves as accelerators. Indeed, after the burst of the Internet bubble in the 

2000, many private incubators did not survive and became accelerators. Today, the main 

difference between accelerators and incubators is their business model. When incubators 

generally ask startups to pay a one-time or recurring fee, accelerators demand a share of 

the equity. As the main objectives between incubators and accelerators are the same – 

helping startups to perform and survive – I decided to include accelerators in my study, as 

a sixth category.  

 

To conclude this study is based on a typology gathering 6 types of incubators: 1) 

public incubators, 2) private incubators 3) university incubators 4) technological 

incubators 5) social incubators and 6) accelerators. 

Process of incubation 
According to the American National Business Incubation Association (NBIA), 

business incubation is a dynamic process of business enterprise development.  

The Campbell, Kendrick and Samuelson model is the first attempt of modeling 

the incubation process. The process of incubation has to offer four basic services. The 

first step is to diagnose the needs, which includes business plan proposal. When this 

diagnosis is fully completed, incubators monitor the successful companies chosen for 

incubation. The incubator tenants (startups chosen for incubation) can benefit from 

capital investment and access to expert networks with the prospect of venture capital. 

Afterwards, the tenants graduate from the incubation program and continue their growth 

outside of the incubator.  

13



Figure 1 – Incubation process of Campbell, Kendrick and Samuelson 

 
 

Hackett and Dilts (2004) criticize this model in the sense that it assumes that 

every selected startup will succeed and graduate. For Hackett and Dilts not all firms 

incubated succeed and, that is because the incubation program is dependent on the 

incubators’ practices. Of course, the environment, the size and the age of incubators have 

a great impact on the efficiency of the incubation program but the most important 

determinant of its success is the practices implemented in the incubator. 

The concept of incubation is based on the premises of increasing growth and 

survival rate of new businesses. To increase growth and ensure survival, incubators have 

to develop mechanisms to identify firms that have great potential for success but are 

constrained by resources (Salvador and Rolfo, 2011). Generally, the goals of incubation 

are to encourage the creation of new businesses, foster a climate for entrepreneurship, 

accelerate growth of local economies, reduce new businesses’ failure rate or even 

increase interactions between universities and incubations (Al-Mubaraki & Busler, 2011).  

  Analyzing the incubation process requires to closely look at the services that 

incubators offer to startups. The level of resources and services an incubator offers is 

positively correlated to the results of the process of incubation (L. Peters, M. Rice, M. 

Sundarajan, 2004). But more than the amount of resources, the adequation of resources 

with the specific needs of a start-up are far more important (G. Lichtenstein & T. Lyons, 
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2001). In 2005, Carayannis and Von Zedtwitz11 synthesized the resources offered by 

incubators into 5 categories:  

1. Tangible resources. The tangible resources refer to offices, furniture, facilities, 

meeting rooms, phones, printers or even more specific resources needed in some 

sectors of activity (like the access to labs or universities, any technological material 

necessary for the development of the project).  

2. Administrative services. The access to such services means that the startups can 

get help dealing with tax or law problems. The incubators offer advice regarding 

administrative issues and can contact experts on these topics.  

3. Financial resources. The access to financial resources not only means that the 

incubators have access to funds to invest directly into projects but it mostly means 

that incubators introduce potential investors (such as business angels, VC 

companies, public institutions etc.) to their incubated startups. 

4. Coaching. This accounts not only for basic knowledge such as the formations and 

the learning that a firm gets from the incubator (on many themes such as 

management, computer science, marketing, strategy…) but also for more advanced 

knowledge including personal coaching or mentoring. 

5. Network. Weinberg (1991) was the first one to bring the network dimension to the 

concept of incubation and viewed incubators as social partners of startups. S. Mian 

(1996) adds to Weinberg’s analysis that the concept of network in incubators is 

“based on territorial synergy, physical proximity, relational symbiosis and 

economies of scales”. On the outside, incubators play the role of mediator between 

the start-up founders, the investors such as Business Angels and the public 

organisms (OSEO). They give information to these three parties and help them 

communicate and create new projects (D. Chabaud, S. Ehlinger, V. Perret, 2003; 

Bøllingtoft, 2012).  On the inside, incubators play the role of a moral support to the 

start-up founders by giving the young firms new resources (A. Bergek & C. 

Norrman, 2008). Therefore, the knowledge flows in and competences can be traded 

																																																								
11 E. G. Carayannis and M. Von Zedtwitz (2005), Technovation 
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more efficiently. Incubators also prevent the founders of a start-up to be discouraged 

and to withdraw themselves from the project. By sharing their network, incubators 

also prevent founders to be excluded and isolated (J.L. Scillitoe & A.K. Chakrabarti, 

2010). 

Figure 2 – Classification of Business Incubators’ services 

           
 

 Even if the resources level and services quality offered by incubators are essential 

to examine the incubation process, we should not forget the important mechanism of 

selection. Indeed, studies have shown that the selection of promising projects is key to the 

development of efficient incubation process and therefore efficient incubators. Indeed, 

not every startup can be or should be incubated. However, high selection might not 

always lead to the success of an incubator, well on the contrary; studies have 

demonstrated that strategies oriented toward a more flexible selection of projects or a 

selection based on various types of criteria are more likely to make an incubator 

successful (K. Aerts, P. Matthyssens, K. Vandenbempt, 2007). 

In a nutshell, incubators are organizations that provide affordable office space, 

offer targeted support and services, and share their networks with the only aim to help 

high potential firms in becoming healthy businesses. 

Previous evaluations processes of incubators’ efficiency 
Incubators are a tool to promote innovation and economic development (Bergek 

& Norrman, 2008), initially designed to add value to the firms they incubate by 
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increasing the incubated companies’ survival rates (Moreira et al. 2012). However, the 

efficiency of the measures taken by incubators to help firm creation is difficult to measure 

since it implies several variables. As incubators are polymorphic (they can be regional, 

they can be specialized for certain type of companies, certain sectors of activity, they can 

be public or private…), the definition of incubator performance and its measure is 

complex.  

Previous literature (S.A. Mian, 1997) has defined mainly external factors as well 

as internal factors that impact directly the efficiency of incubators. External factors are 

mainly economic factors such as number of jobs created, revenues of startups incubated, 

survival rate of startup incubated, subventions obtained. They explain what the incubator 

brings to the economic sphere. These variables enable us to analyze the influence of 

incubators on the long term and are very interesting for organisms that finance incubators. 

It should be noted that these variables should be cross-referenced with the expenses that 

are engaged by the incubator to obtain an objective idea of the productivity of an 

incubator. Internal factors focus on how the incubator works in the inside, that is to say 

what  the number of new startup selected is, the number of startups that leave the 

incubator because they failed, the number of startups that leave the incubator because 

they can be independent, the occupation rate. These variables are linked to the policy 

incubators have on the selection of projects and their strategy of coaching startups.  

 

Table 2 – External and internal factors affecting incubators efficiency (S.A. Mian, 

1997) 

 Objective factors Subjective factors 

External 
factors 

Economic factors 
(creation of jobs, 
revenue, survival rate..) 

Social indicators 
(evolution of the 
mentalities concerning 
entrepreneurship) 

Internal Incubator indicators Satisfaction (of the 
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factors (number of newcomers, 
of startups leaving, of 
startups incubated) 

startups incubated 
regarding the help they 
benefit from) 

 

 
 

However, more than external and internal factors, the incubators efficiency can be 

measured from the startups perception of the programs they offer. Indeed, one of the best 

ways to estimate the value of a product is to ask the opinion of the consumers. Indeed, 

understanding what your consumer – or client – is looking for in a product is key to a 

firm that wants to launch its product (Business Wire12, 2001; Varela and Benito, 2004 

p2-3). This logic can be applied to incubators and startups – startups are clients of 

incubators. In order for incubators to fit the expectations of startups, they need a 

permanent feedback from their previous start-ups incubated. The difficulties to obtain 

objective information from incubators (because most of them only advertise their top 

startups success stories) make it rather hard to evaluate the efficiency of incubators. 

Therefore, to choose the most adequate incubator, a startup has to either look at the top 

startups’ success stories or look out for alumni of the incubator.  Indeed, there is no 

record of previous startups’ experiences of the incubation process they follow (except 

from the success stories). The absence of such records makes it hard for startups to 

estimate which incubator would suit best their project.  

In this study, I will focus essentially on subjective factors and especially on internal 

subjective factors that is to say the satisfaction of the tenants.  

 

B. THE CONCEPT OF STARTUP 
 

																																																								
12 In the article « New Study Identifies Customer Involvement as Primary Success Factor in New Product 
Development »	
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According to the European Startup Monitor (ESM), startups are defined by three 

characteristics:   

1. Startups are younger than 10 years 

2. Startups feature (highly) innovative technologies and/or business models 

3. Startups have (or strive for) significant employee and/or sales growth 

These characteristics are made in order to clearly differentiate startups from other 

traditional businesses but also from small to medium-sized firms (SMEs) that do not 

promote innovative products/services and do not search substantial growth perspectives. 

The French environment for startups is quite developed and in 2015 we could count more 

than 9400 startups in France13 – 1/3 are based in Ile-de-France and 2/3 are based in other 

regions including overseas. Between 2012 and 2015, the number of startups created in 

France increased by 30%, and startups revenue raised from €4 billion to €5.3 billion (EY, 

2017) in 2015-2016, which shows the dynamism of the French ecosystem. Moreover, 

Paris is ranked 5th out of 60 cities across Europe for their attractiveness to digital 

entrepreneurs14. The French scene of startups is full of high-potential startups such as 

BlablaCar15 , Sigfox 16 or Criteo17  and experienced entrepreneur-friendly investors to 

ensure a solid VC ecosystem. Indeed, France is first in the EU for Venture Capital 

Investment for Startups with €384 million against €355 millions in Germany and €274 

millions in the UK and the second largest Venture Capital ecosystem with €2.7 billion in 

201618.  The dynamism of the French startups is closely related to the growth of 

numerous incubators and in 2016, 55% of startups created for less than 5 years went 

through incubators or accelerators processes in France and considering a sample of 183 

startups, 45% of startups accessed an incubator or accelerator in France19. 

 
																																																								
13 According to the 2015-2016 annual report of the Digital Agency 
14 According to the European Digital City Index 2016 
15 Europe’s leading ridesharing platform 
16 A low-cost, low-power wide-area network to connect devices to the Internet, that has expanded in 10 major 
cities in the USA.  
17 A tech start-up well known for its successful quotation on the NASDAQ in 2013 
18 According to the 2016 European Venture Capital Report (Y. Wijngaarde & J. Puls, 2017) 
19 According to the EY Barometer of 2017 – « La performance économique et sociale des startups 
numériques en France ».		
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Graph 1 - Amount raised by startups in the top VC markets in Europe in 2016 (€ 

billion) 

 
Source: European Ventures Capital Report (2017) 

However, even if the French ecosystem seems considerable and dynamic, the 

startups survival rate is still very low. According to the ESM survey conducted in July 

2016, the average age of survival for EU startups is 2.4 years for 26.6% of them and in 

France, only 5.2% of startups survived more than 5 years after their creation. Therefore, 

knowing whether incubators increase or decrease the likeliness of a start-up’s to survival 

is of paramount importance. Knowing the survival rate of startups is very important to 

analyse the French ecosystem and the efficiency of incubators. 

 Moreover, even if for the first time France is first in the EU for Venture Capital 

Investment for Startups, only 25% of startups manage to get funds from French VC 

companies20. Fund raising is known to be a very long and difficult process where 

selection of projects is pretty harsh. Incubators propose great support for startups to 

complete their fund raising by sharing their network and by giving some financial 

participation. Therefore, it would seem that incubators have a big role to play in the 

amount startups managed to raise and the number of fund raising drive they are able to 

do. 

																																																								
20 According to the 1001startups statistics 
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III. STUDY METHODOLOGY 
A. RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

 
 

The methodology chosen for this research combines qualitative and quantitative 

approach. This method was conducted in three steps.  

First, an online survey was submitted to more than 500 startups and answered by 

119 startups that have followed previously an incubation process in a French incubator. 

The questionnaire was made of two parts: 1) general information about the startup such as 

the creation date of the company, the period of incubation and the process of incubation 

they followed 2) their feedback on the different services they were offered at the 

incubator and on the selection process they had to go through. The results of this online 

questionnaire helped me to conduct in-depth interviews with startuppers and incubators.  

 Secondly, I conducted in-depths interviews of around half an hour with 10 

different incubators. Then, the interviews were transcribed and the content was analysed.  

After the analysis of incubators’ responses, it appeared essential to also interview 

startuppers as they form another important stakeholder in the incubation process.  

Finally, the last step of my research was to interview project carriers who 

followed an incubation process in France. I carried out to 6 interviews with startuppers 

and project leaders who were previously incubated in one or several incubators. These 

interviews were also transcribed and the content analysed. With this analysis, I was able 

to define some key takeaways regarding the efficiency of incubators in France. Also, the 

results from the questionnaire and the interviews of incubators allowed me to identify 

some best practices for different types of incubators. These best practices are not only 

from the incubators’ point of view but also from the startuppers. Indeed, previous 

research (C. Bakkali, K. Messeghem & S. Sammut, 2014; C. Theodoraki & K. 

Messeghem, 2016) proposed a model to analyse the efficiency of incubators by 
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interviewing mainly incubators and financing structures. The feedback of project holders 

was not really taken into account.   

The objectives of such a methodology are multiple. First, it aims at comparing 

the reality of the services that incubators propose during their incubation process and the 

expectations of startups concerning these services. By doing so, it can help in defining 

which services are indispensable or which are being overlooked. Secondly, this 

methodology puts forward a new model to evaluate the efficiency of incubators by taking 

into consideration the startuppers’ feedbacks and opinions. This research aims at giving a 

voice to project holders who are often forgotten while they are one of the most important 

stakeholders of the incubation process. Finally, this methodology can help in defining 

“best practices” of French incubators not only from the incubators’ perspective but also 

from the project leaders point of view.  

 

B. QUANTITATIVE METHODOLOGY 
 

The first step of this research consisted in carrying out an online survey in order to 

obtain feedback from startups concerning their incubation process. The questionnaire was 

constructed in 2 parts. In the first part, startups were asked general information about 

their company such as the creation date of the company, the period of incubation or the 

process of incubation they followed. In the second and most important part of the 

questionnaire, the respondents were asked to rate the services the incubators offered them 

during their incubation. The respondents could give a rate between 1 and 10 for each 

service that incubators offer. If the service was not offered by the incubator or was not 

applicable for their project they could skip the rating. This way, startups only rated 

services they experienced during their incubation. Respondents were asked to answer the 

following question: “On a scale of 1 to 10 (1 being the worst and 10 the best), rate the 

benefits that incubator services brought to your company”. Indeed, in the questionnaire, 

the services were defined by looking at the advantages that it could bring to a startup. 

Services were divided in 7 categories: 1) Sell 2) Analyse 3) Recruit 4) Communicate 5) 
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Construct 6) Finance 7) Accommodate. For instance, services such as networking, 

commercial coaching and introduction to potentials clients were gathered in a same 

category called “Sell” – since the main benefit a startup can get from these services is to 

increase its sales.  

 

Table 3 – Classification of services incubators offer to startups 

 Services included in the 
category 

Benefits linked to these services 

Category 1:  

Sell 

• Networking 

• Commercial coaching 

• Introduction to potentials 
clients 

• Feedbacks on their service or 
product  

• Increase in sales   

• Increase in revenue 

Category 2: 
Analyse 

• Strategic help 

• Define a market fit 

• Improve the market 
positioning  

• Create a business plan 

• Validate business hypothesis 

• In depth analysis of the market 
and their competitors 

• Set a sustainable strategy and 
long term goals 

Category 3: 
Recruit 

• Flexible offices 

• Conduct interviews 

• Speed dating  

• Contact with head-
hunters 

• Recruiting team members and 
interns 

• Find qualified employees for 
the project 

Category 4:  

Communic
ate 

• Deal with RP 

• Marketing advice 

• SEO advice 

• Visibility 

• Reputation  

• Contact with media 

• Define the marketing strategy 

• Define marketing tools 

• Increase visibility  

• Acquire notoriety 
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Category 5:  

Construct 

• Product management and 
development  

• Access to technologic 
infrastructures such as 
laboratories 

• Test and prototype a product 
cheaper 

• Speed up the development of 
the product 

 

Category 6:  

Finance 

• Introduction to VC 
companies and investors 

• Candidate to public 
grants, for bank loans  

• Create crowd funding 
campaigns 

• Obtain new funds 

• Find financial support for the 
project 

 

Category 7: 
Accommod
ate 

• Accommodation, 

• Access to facilities 

• Access to meeting rooms 

• Furniture (printers) 

• Work space 

• Workshops and events 

• Furniture 

• Contact with other 
entrepreneurs 

• Have a place to meet clients 
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C. QUALITATIVE METHODOLOGY 
 

After conducting an online questionnaire, I conducted 11 in-depth interviews with 

managers of incubation programs who are responsible of the monitoring of incubated 

startups. These interviews were one-to-one interviews and they were done according to a 

guide including 2 themes. The first theme tackled was the organizational characteristics 

of the incubator such as strategy of the incubator, business model, offered services, 

specialty, team organization and selection process. The second theme was regarding the 

characteristic of its performance comparing to other incubators – what are their strengths 

and weaknesses? How is the monitoring of startups organized? What do they prioritize in 

their incubation program? etc. 

 

Table 4 – Characteristics of the interviews conducted with incubators 
 

 Number of 

interviews 

Total time of interviews 

(min) 

Average time of 

interview (min) 

Case 1: public 

incubators 

 2 60’10” 20’03” 

Case 2: private 

incubators 

2 44’20” 

 

22’10” 

Case 3: university 

incubators 

1 52’39” 

 

52’39” 

 

Case 4: technologic 

incubators 

1 50’08” 50’08” 

 

Case 5: social 

incubators 

2 64’35” 32’17” 

Case 6: accelerators 1 31’14” 31’14” 

TOTAL 9 348’56” 38’71” 

 

The interviews were conducted with all different types of incubators and each 

interview lasted half an hour on average. In total, 9 interviews were done for a total of 5 
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hours and 49 minutes. All interviews were transcribed, which amounted for a total of 36 

pages. The interviews’ questions were elaborated according to the model based on the 

balanced scorecard developed by Kaplan & Norton (1998, 2001). The interest of such a 

model is that it compares the results of the organization (here incubators) to fixed 

objectives. Also, it looks at the processes set up in the organization and its structure. This 

model can be divided in 4 axis of analysis: 1) the economic development, which enable to 

judge whether incubators are efficient in boosting startups’ economic performance 2) the 

process development which enable to evaluate the efficiency of internal incubator’ 

processes of incubation 3) the tenants development, which enable to judge the satisfaction 

of tenants 4) the learning development, which enable to measure the potential 

improvements that can be done.  

 

26



Table 5 – Incubators’ interviews framework: Balance Scorecard Model 

(Kaplan & Northon, 2001)  

Axis of the balance 

Scorecard model 

Measures Questions related to this axis  

Axis 1: Financial 

development  

Indicators to judge the 

incubators efficiency to 

boost its tenants’ 

economic performance  

Do tenants fail or abandon 

the incubation process? If 

they do, why? 

How many staff do you have 

per project?  

Axis 2: Tenants 

development 

Indicators to judge the 

level of satisfaction of 

tenants 

What are tenants’ 

feedbacks? What do tenants 

like the most about your 

incubation? Why do they 

come?  

Axis 3: Processes 

development 

Indicators to judge the 

efficiency of internal 

processes of incubation 

How your incubation 

process is organized? How 

do you recruit? What 

services di you offer? How 

long is the incubation?  

Axis 4: learning 

development 

Indicators to judge the 

different paths of 

improvement 

What did you learn from 

your previous tenants? 

Strengths & weaknesses? 

What are the main future 

challenges?  

 
After the interviews with incubators and the results of the online questionnaire, 

several interviews with startuppers were conducted. I selected startups founders who have 

experienced recently an incubation process in a French incubator. Their incubation had to 

be finished but for no more than 1 year. These one-to-one interviews tackled different 

topics. The first part of the interview was based on the characteristic of the startup 

activity and its expectation of the incubation process. The second part of the interview 
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focused on more detailed feedbacks concerning the organization of the incubation 

program the interviewee had followed.  Therefore, startups were able to express their 

opinion on the strengths and the weaknesses of the program they took.  

 

Table 6 – Characteristics of the interviews conducted with startups 

 Number of 
interviews 

Total time of 
interviews (min) 

Average time of 
interviews (min) 

Start-ups 
previously 
incubated 

 
4 

 
171’44” 

 
42’75” 

 

The interviews were conducted with startups, which had finished their incubation 

process within the last 12 months. Some of the startups interviewed went through 

different types of incubators and were able to give some thoughtful feedback on every of 

the structures they went into. The sectors of activity of the interviewees are diverse and 

range from technological solutions and services to fashion and art products and services. 

The interviews lasted half an hour in average. In total, 5 interviews were carried out for a 

total of 2 hours and 52 minutes. All interviews were transcribed, which amounted for a 

total of 15 pages.  

The interviews led with startups were following the axis 2 of the balance scorecard 

model (Kaplan & Norton, 2001) as they mainly focused on the tenants’ appreciation of 

their incubation process. To judge the satisfaction level of startups, I applied the CSM 

(Customer Satisfaction Measurement) developed by N. Hill & J. Brierley (2017). This 

method consists in understanding how clients (here tenants) perceive your organisation 

(here incubators) and whether the performance of the organization meets their 

expectations. Then, the method of Hill & Brierley consists in identifying PFIs (priorities 

for improvement), that is to say areas where improvement in performance will produce 

the greatest gain in clients’ satisfaction. PFIs can be identified by asking clients what is 

the best and the worse experience they had at the organization.  
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Therefore, the interviews were divided in 2 axis: 1) a brief explanation of their 

experience in the incubation with very open questions 2) more concrete and precise 

questions about their best and worst experience during their incubation and after.  

 

 

Table 7 – Startups’ interviews framework: The CSM method 

(Hill & Brierley, 2017) 

 

Axis of the CSM 

method  

Objectives  Questions related to this axis  

Axis 1: 

Understanding the 

perception of 

clients about the 

incubator  

Get a better global 

understanding of tenants 

expectations of the 

incubation process 

 Why go to an incubator? Why 

did you choose this 

incubator? How did you think 

the incubation could help 

your project? What were your 

project main objectives at that 

time?   

Axis 2:  

Identifying the 

PFIs 

Identify the weaknesses 

and strengths of the 

incubator and of its 

incubation process 

What was your best 

experience during incubation? 

Which service did you 

especially appreciated? Was 

there a service that you 

disliked? Main strength & 

weaknesses? 
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IV. DATA ANALYSIS & RESULTS 
 

 

The analysis of results aims at defining a better comprehension of business 

incubators in France in order to evaluate their efficiency in helping new businesses to 

thrive. The results of this study are presented for each step of the methodology (online 

questionnaire, interviews with incubators and interviews with startups). The results from 

the interviews and the online survey will enable me to draw recommendations regarding 

the best practices of French incubators. I will then try to see if these practices can be 

imported in South Korea by analysing articles and websites of existing incubators in 

Korea.  

A. INCUBATORS’ INTERVIEWS RESULTS  
 

First, we will analyse the results from the interviews led with incubators’ managers. 

The in-depth interviews with incubation program managers allowed me to get a deep 

understanding of incubators’ operation. This led to various key elements to examine 

incubation processes and incubators’ missions. 

 

1.  Incubators tend to limit as much as possible the risks of business failure by 

proceeding to harsh selection and financial compensation. Indeed, many incubators 

interviewed pointed out the few number of projects that they accept compared to the huge 

number of applications that they receive. The ratio between selected projects and received 

applications vary between 10:100 to 10:600. This high level of selection can be explained 

by the fact that tenants failures jeopardize the economic equilibrium of incubators. For 

instance, the accelerator Numa base its economic model on a participation on equity of 

3.5% once their tenant exit – namely when their former incubated startups go public or 

are brought out. Therefore, Numa’s economic sustainability fully depends on its tenants’ 

successes.  
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2.  Incubators admit to a recurring shortcoming: they organize too many workshops, 

which end up being burdensome for their tenants. According to the Chief Opportunity 

Manager of the Numa, Arnaud Chaigneau, there is a trend for incubators to overload their 

startups’ agendas. Some incubators tend to organise an incredible amount of workshops 

and conferences in order to justify the cost of their program. 

 
3. Admissions to an incubator rely mainly on the business plan, the target and the 

team. A project holder going solo has fewer chances to enter an incubator in France. 

Many incubators interviewed stated that 80% of the project they select are from a team of 

at least 2 people. The importance of the business plan does not mean that the project has 

to be in a specific field of expertise to be selected. It means that the startuppers need to 

have clearly defined their market opportunities, their competitors and their consumers. 

Numa Paris and Schoolab insist particularly on the importance of motivation of the team 

and their ability to question the project. Founders who are too proud of their project are 

less flexible and will struggle if they ever need to spin their venture.  

 
4. The quality of an incubator’s team and a business-like approach to monitoring 

startups are crucial to be efficient. Most incubators believe that the main strength of 

their program is the mindset of benevolence and mutual assistance that their team offers 

to startups. For all incubators questioned, the number of staff is between 5 to 15 people. 

Among the staff, there is always a Communication Director or a Coordinator who 

organizes events and workshops. The most important member of the staff for startups is 

the Project Manager – also called Startup Manager or Program Manager – namely the 

person they refer to if they need advice or a follow-up. However, the ratio between the 

number of Project/Startup Managers and the number of project selected tend to vary a lot. 

Among the incubators interviewed, the ratio varies between 1:3 to 1:10. That means that 

in some cases, a Project/Startup Manager can be in charge of over 10 different projects.  

5. Incubators select projects in 2 different ways: either by selecting projects once a 
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year, either by allowing new projects to apply at period of the year. This selection 

process depends highly on the capacity of the facilities of the incubator and on the 

willingness to create a year group effect. Indeed, having all the projects selected at the 

same time means that all the teams start their incubation at the same time and therefore, 

startuppers will be more likely to connect and emulate with others. On the other hand, 

selecting project only once a year prevent many project’s holders to apply as soon as they 

are ready. Therefore, many startups do not choose the incubator based on the incubation 

program but on the fact that the period of application matches their agenda.  

6. The sector tenants are pursuing is a key factor for their choice of incubator and 

incubators sometimes specialized in terms of activities rather than in terms of the 

nature of inputs (public/private). A possible strategy for an incubator is to specialize in a 

type of activity (technology, sciences, digital, social etc.). This specialization makes it 

easier for the incubator to be a reference in a field. For instance, Normandie Incubation is 

specialized in scientific research projects and Agoranov in digital and science projects.  

Table 8 - Incubators’ opinion on their strengths and weaknesses 
 

Name and 

type 

Main strengths of the program Main challenges to the program 

Normandie 
Incubation 

(public 
incubator) 

• Assistance for tenants in the 
project management with a 
clear methodology and 
follow-up.  

• Help for startups to obtain 
public subventions  

• No participation in the 
financing of any of our 
tenants as we are a public 
incubator  

Schoolab – 
Starter 

(private 
incubator) 

• The fact that the program is 
divided in different stages 
and the methodologic 
learning is gradual (ex: first 
pitch in front of a jury of 3, 
then a public of 10 then of 
50 and finally of 150-200) 

• The close relationship 
between tenants, the mutual 

• The implication of alumni 
in the program. It’s easy 
to request startups in the 
Schoolab ecosystem to do 
something but, once 
they’re out of the 
ecosystem, it gets harder.  

• The expertise in other 
fields than the 
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assistance of startups 
incubated.  

technologic, education 
and digital ones.  

ESSEC 
Ventures 

(university 
incubator) 

• Investment fund of 3 million 
euros which enable us to 
help our students’ startups at 
early stages 

• Important network of 
Alumni and experts from 
big corporations 

• We offer free workspace for 
all our students in the 
program 

• The investment fund is 
rather small and not 
accessible to many 
students’ startups.  

• The coaching is quite 
light as we are a small 
team.  

• The incubator team are 
not all entrepreneurs 
 

Agoranov  

(Technologi
c  and public 
incubator) 

• Preparation our tenants to 
receive various financial 
help. We are especially 
performing in preparing 
them for the E-Lab 
competition from the 
Research Ministry 

• The accommodation 
expenses are financed by a 
public subvention (PIA) 

• Specialized in projects 
oriented towards 
technologic content 

• Around 1/3 of the tenants 
are not incubated in our 
campus. 

• Part of a public 
subvention that is given to 
startups end up to be used 
to pay the incubator’s fees 

La Ruche 
(social and 
public 
incubator) 

• The 200m2 of coworking 
space in the center of Paris.  

• The network of more than 
500 entrepreneurs 
specialized in the social 
economy 

• A program especially made 
for women entrepreneurs 
with individual coaching 
and mentoring 

• The lack of space, which 
prohibit us to host all of 
our tenants.  

• No participation in the 
financing of any of our 
tenants as it is a public 
incubator  

MakeSense 

(social 

incubator) 

• The community of 35 000 
participants, 1 500 
volunteers and more than 
100 mentors in the social 
economy 

• The expertise on digital 

• The small number of 
projects that are selected 
and can be fully 
accompanied.  

• Lack of legibility 
regarding the different 
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topics, on how to develop a 
community or test a product.  

programs they offer 

Station F 

(public 

incubator) 

• The biggest coworking 
space in the world (32 
000m2) 

• Offers flexibility by not 
implementing a fixed length 
of incubation  

• Peer-to-peer system where 
tenants help each other and 
obtain assistance from other 
entrepreneurs 

• Offers a great deal of 
workshops and conferences 
and tenants can subscribe 
whenever they are interested 

• As there are many actors 
gathered in Station F, it’s 
complicated to align 
interests 

• More than 30 programs in 
the campus 

• The Founders Program is 
based on peer-to-peer 
assistance that is to say 
that there is no specific 
staff from Station F to 
take care of tenants 

 

Numa 

(accelerator) 

• Weekly follow-up by asking 
startups to set up new goals 
every week 

• It’s one of the pioneer 
incubator in France and 
therefore, they benefit from 
an incredible network of 
entrepreneurs and experts 

• Each tenant is given 2 
mentors 

• Alignment of startups 
interests, ours and the ones 
of our partners  

• Sticks to the essential: it 
does not overload startups 
agendas with too many 
events  

• The period of acceleration 
is pretty short (3months) 

• Too generalist so lack 
expertise and network in 
some fields 

• The events organized 
could be more oriented 
towards the international 
development of startups 

Schoolab – 

Reboot 

(accelerator) 

• The atmosphere of mutual 
assistance between tenants, 
they mutually challenge and 
help each other 

• The kindness of the staff 
who tries to comfort and 
encourage their tenants 

• The expertise in other fields 
than the technologic, 
education and digital ones. 
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B. STARTUPS’ INTERVIEWS RESULTS  
 

The important takeaways from the incubators enabled to proceed to in-depth 

interviews with a few startup founders. These interviews led to a series of significant 

observations:  

 
1. It is essential for a startup to evaluate its stage of development before entering an 

incubation process. Indeed, some incubators are more oriented towards early stages 

startups and others are more preoccupied with helping startups in scaling or expanding 

internationally. This fact was mentioned in different interviews with startups. 

According to Pierre-Emmanuel Saint-Esprit, founder of Hello Zack 21 , “many 

entrepreneurs enter incubators for the wrong reasons and tend to choose an incubator 

only for financial reasons”. From his experience, he learned that each incubator or 

accelerator corresponds to a certain period of a startup’s life and it is very important to 

identify that. If not, a startup can end up feeling trapped in an incubator that is not 

adequate and therefore looses some precious time. Margot Pages, founder of Miroir de 

Muses22, admits that even though the Station F seemed like the perfect place on paper, 

it was actually all but what she needed as it lacked flexibility and spontaneity: “We 

needed flexibility and at Station F we ended up having a very strict frame like in big 

corporations. I found it very frustrating and completely paradoxical to force startups 

to be in such a rigid space”.  

 

2. The network and the ecosystem offered by incubators and accelerators show 

some weaknesses. Most startups enter an incubator or an accelerator in order to get 

access to a large network and be stimulated by the dynamism of the ecosystem. 

However, while interviewing startups, I could notice that this feature was also seen as 

																																																								
21 Hello Zack is a startup that was accelerated at the Numa in Paris. Later on, they entered the Schoolab and 
now, they work close to 50 Partners. 
22 The startup Miroir de Muses was incubated by the Incubateur des Ponts, located in Station F in july 2017 at 
the very beginning of the creation of Station F.		
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a potential hinder to the startups’ wellbeing. Indeed, according to Barthélémy Fendt, 

co-founder of Abricot23, being exposed to so many people increases the risk of 

meeting the wrong ones: “you meet so many people that sometimes it’s too much and 

you can end up getting fooled by lawyers or accountants who promise you many 

things but who in reality do not know much about entrepreneurship”. Many incubators 

tend to load up their startups’ agendas and fill them with many conferences and 

workshops but it might end up hindering the startups’ performance: “There were some 

very interesting and inspiring conferences at the beginning of my time at Station F, 

but I could not go to every one of them, I did not want to spend my life at conferences” 

(Margot Pages24).  

 

3. The accommodation – office space – is one of the first reasons why startups enter 

an incubator and yet, it appears to be constraining in some cases. Before entering an 

incubator, a startup should know best its need and what accommodation implies in an 

incubator. Indeed, workspaces in incubators are open spaces shared by many startups 

in order to facilitate the sharing of skills and knowledge. However, with open space 

comes the difficulty to work in silence. Another problem regarding accommodation 

can involve specific needs of startups. Indeed, incubators provide working space but 

they do not provide any storing space. Therefore, startups in need of storing space 

might find it inconvenient. Finally, incubators are forced to maintain a certain level of 

access control and a system of badges in order to secure their offices. Depending on a 

startup’s business and team this can become burdensome as it hinders the flexibility a 

startup might need: “You may sometimes sign up an intern more or less at the last 

minute, you never know in advance and the procedure to have another badge and a 

new desk were always complicated” (Margot Pages22). 

 
 
 

																																																								
23 The startup Abricot has been part of the incubation program Starter at the Schoolab in Paris from April 
2017 to October 2017. 
24 Founder of Miroir de Muses, a startup incubated at Station F	
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Table 9 – Startups opinion on incubators strengths and weaknesses 
 

Incubators 
mentioned in 
interviews 

Main strengths of the 
structure 

Main challenges to the 
structure 

Case 1: 
Schoolab 
(private 
incubator) 

• The ecosystem 
• The tech tools and 

partnerships 

• Shared office space is too 
noisy 

• You meet a lot of people 
who can end up being 
fooled (lawyers, 
accountants) 

Case 2: 
Incubateur des 
Ponts at 
Station F 
(University 
incubator) 

• Free accommodation 
(you reimburse it once 
you managed to raise 
funds) 

• The network of the 
alumni of the school 
and the program 
 

• Not Flexible  
• No storage 
• No way to meet people 

from other programs 
located at Station F 

Case 3: 
ESSEC 
Ventures 
(University 
incubator) 

• Free space at La 
Défense, free furniture 

• The possibility to get 
up to 50 000 euros 
thanks to their fund of 
3 million euros 

• The strong network of 
experts and ESSEC 
alumni 

• Not enough staff to enable 
a regular follow-up and 
coaching 

• The network can be 
improved especially with 
the alumni of the 
Entrepreneurship course at 
ESSEC 

• The fund is yet too small 
for ESSEC Ventures to be 
of a real help to startups 

Case 4: Numa 
(accelerator) 

• The expertise of the 
staff, the partners, the 
selection of projects  

• The best projects with 
the best experts and 
the best coaching you 
could get 

• Could push more startups 
towards fund raising drives 
and VC introduction 

Case 5: 50 
Partners 
(accelerator)  

• The coaching to 
startups who are 
already advanced in 
their business and 
want to scale up or 
expand internationally 

No interviewed startup had 
really been incubated in this 
structure 

Note: This table is based on verbatim of the interviews conducted with startups founders.  
 

37



C. ONLINE SURVEY RESULTS  
 

Part 1: Overall satisfaction and ranking of services   
Finally, we will analyse the results from the online survey completed by 119 firms. 

Most of the companies that answered the survey were created in recent years. Indeed, 

82% of the respondents created their company between 2014 and 201825. The lines of 

business of these companies are quite diverse with a majority of them in technologies 

(11%), education (9%), online platforms (8%) and health (8%).  The respondents were 

also asked to specify the duration of their incubation. For most of the companies 

surveyed, the period of incubation is rather long: the average of the 119 companies is 18 

months of incubation. This average is pretty high but it can be explained by the fact that 

many respondents were incubated in incubators that propose long programs. Indeed, over 

119 respondents, 29% were incubated in University incubators, 28% in technologic 

incubators, 19% in private incubators and 5% in public incubators 26 . Therefore, 

incubators typically offering long incubation period represent 81% of the sample. Social 

incubators and accelerators combined – in which you can find shorter incubation periods 

– represented only 19% of the sample27.  

In the first part of the survey28, respondents were asked to list strengths and 

weaknesses of the program they followed. In a second part, they were asked to rate the 

services of their incubation from 1 to 10. Finally, the respondents had to rate (from 1 to 

10) their global satisfaction of the program and to evaluate the level of selection they had 

to go through in order to enter the incubator. According to the sample, we can formalize 

two main conclusions regarding the selection level and the global satisfaction of start-ups 

regarding their incubation:  

 

																																																								
25 Refer to Annexe 3  
26 Refer to Annexe 2  
27 Refer to Annexe 4		
28 Refer to Annexe 1 to see the full survey 
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1. Some incubators are less selective than others and it usually reflects the global 

satisfaction of a startup regarding its incubation. Indeed, startups who are more 

satisfied about their incubation program tend to see the incubator as more selective 

whereas startups, which are less satisfied with their incubation, sense a lack of 

selection. For instance, according to the sample, private incubators score 6,2 over 10 

in global satisfaction and their selection level is perceived at a level of 5,8 over 10 

whereas accelerators score 8,1 over 10 on the global satisfaction and their level of 

selection is perceived as quite high (7,9 over 10).  

 

Table 10 – Average perception of incubated start-ups on the incubation 
program and the selection level of the incubator 

 

  

Satisfaction Level Selection Level 

Case 1  Private incubators 6,2 5,8 

Case 2 Public incubators 7,6 7,8 

Case 3 University incubators 7,2 5,8 

Case 4 Technologic incubators 7,6 7,8 

Case 5 Social incubators 6,8 5,8 

Case 6 Accelerators 8,1 7,9 

 
 

2. Acceleration program are much better perceived by startups than incubation 

programs in terms of the quality of their services and the benefits they provide to 

startups. Indeed, the grading of accelerators services varies from 6,5/10 to 8,8/10 

whereas for incubators it varies from 3,7/10 and 8,7/10 with sometimes more than half 

of the services that are rated below 6/10. This can be explained by different factors. 

First of all, it might be possible that startups expectations for incubators are higher 

than the ones they have for accelerators. Actually, most startups first go through 

incubation and then acceleration. Therefore, they may have clearer and more realistic 
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expectations towards accelerators after experimenting incubation. Second, a startup 

who is entering an incubator and one that is entering an accelerator are not at the same 

level of development. Thus, its expectations towards the program can differ and a 

startup looking for an acceleration process might be more independent or crave less 

follow-ups or personalized coaching. 

 

By looking more closely to the results of the online survey, we can advance the following 

arguments regarding the quality of the services offered by each type of incubator:  

 

1. All incubators are offering good accommodation and workspace. Indeed, for all 

incubators mentioned by the respondents, accommodation is by far the best service 

that is offered. The score for accommodation range from 7,4/10 in social incubators to 

8,8/10 in accelerators. This high score can be explained by the fact that finding a good 

workspace for a startup in France is not easy and rather expensive – especially in the 

Parisian Region, where most incubators mentioned are located. The relatively lower 

grade of social incubators regarding accommodation can be explained by the 

interviews conducted with social incubators. As explained in the interviews, social 

incubators do not always have enough space to accommodate all the projects they 

handle.  

 

2. Social and technologic incubators are more efficient in helping startups to 

construct their product. Indeed, the data shows that these two types of incubators 

provide greater support for start-ups in the need to construct their product. This result 

cannot be explained by the fact that these incubators are specialized in a sector as 

some private incubators mentioned in the survey are also specialized (in tourism for 

instance) and have yet scored a lower grade. However, according to the interviews 

conducted with managers of technologic incubators, the high grade obtained by 

technologic incubators can be attributed to their capacity of providing laboratories and 

research facilities in order to develop and test technological solutions. For social 
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incubators, their strong network of experts in sustainable development can partly 

explain the relatively high score they obtained.  

 

3. Start-ups perceive a lack of help regarding recruitment. Interviews conducted with 

incubators’ managers have shown that helping startups to recruit new members on 

their team is not a priority. The data from the online survey validate this statement. 

Indeed, the recruitment service provided by incubators is ranked on average as the 

worst service offered (average of 4,7/10 for all incubators). This bad grade reflects the 

lack of investment from incubators in recruitment process and partnerships.  

 

4. Strategic help have been perceived positively for most of incubators. However, it 

seems that private incubators do not match the expectation of startups yet. With an 

average grade of only 5 over 10, startups incubated in private incubators seem to 

demand more coaching regarding their strategic challenges. By combining this result 

with the interviews of startups incubated in private incubators, this result can be 

explained in two ways. First, the lack of expertise of the incubator’s staff regarding 

some specific issues of a certain sector, which makes it difficult for them to give 

pertinent strategic advice. The second explanation according to the interviews with 

startups is the number of staff available. Indeed, in some incubators the staff is not as 

available as startups would expect and strategic help is curbed by this. If startups in 

incubation are emphasizing on strategic coaching more than anything else, it is 

perhaps because it is what they are craving for the most when they enter an incubation 

program.  

 

5. Financial help is judged quite good in technologic and public incubators and in 

accelerators.  Indeed, contrary to private incubators, University incubators and social 

incubators score between 4,2 and 5,5 over 10, technologic and public incubators 

manage to score 7,1 and 7,3 respectively – let alone accelerators, which score 7,5 over 

10.  These scores are particularly interesting as many incubators managers interviewed 
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said that one of the objectives of their incubation process is to lead start-ups to raise 

funds or obtain financing. Moreover, public incubators cannot participate to fund-

raising drives. Then how can this score be explained?  One startup manager from a 

French public incubator argued that public incubators might not participate in fund 

raising, however they help startups in obtaining public subventions from government 

organizations. It consists mainly in helping them to apply with a solid business plan 

and in filling correctly the paperwork. This very particular service might explain the 

good grade public incubators obtained in the online survey.  

 

6. The visibility and communication help offered by incubators does not fully match 

the expectations of startups. Indeed, apart from accelerators, which scored 6,5/10, 

incubators scored just the average – or a bit more for social incubators, which 

managed to score 5,7/10. Considering that almost 40% of startups confessed to have 

joined an incubator for its reputation and visibility29, the grade reflects the desire of 

startups to increase their visibility when incubated in top incubators. Interviews with 

startups managers have concluded that they expected to gain more visibility from 

incubators but in reality incubators did not communicate about them as much as they 

would have wished. However, visibility does not seem to be as important as the other 

services (such as coaching, strategic help, financing for instance.

																																																								
29 Refer to Annexe 6 
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7. Incubators do not seem to help sufficiently startups to improve their sales.  

Incubators services such as business introductions to potential clients, networking or 

commercial coaching do not match the expectations of startups according to the survey 

data. Indeed, grades for these services range from 4,5/10 to 5,4/10 for incubators. 

Accelerators, however, managed to perform much better and scored 7,4/10. This gap 

between incubators and accelerators can be explained by the fact that, as startups do not 

enter incubators and accelerators at the same period of their development, the need of 

services such as introductions to clients or commercial help is not as crucial in incubators 

as in accelerators. Therefore, this grade would simply reflect the fact that relatively to 

other services offered by incubators, the “sell” services is not the priority neither for 

startups nor for incubators; whereas in accelerators it is definitely seen as a priority.  

 

Part 2: Incubators’ strengths and weaknesses 
The last part of the online survey asked startup managers to give a few strengths 

and a few weaknesses of the program they followed. From the survey collected data and 

the interviews realized with startups founders, we can conclude the following:  

 

1. Startups believe that the quality of the coaching and the advice they can get from 

incubators staff is the main strengths of incubators.  Indeed, for most of incubators 

the surveyed startups listed coaching and follow-up among the strengths – around 

70% of startups incubated in accelerators and up to 53% for technologic incubators. 

Coaching in technologic incubators is praised because of the expertise of the 

incubator’s team30 and the excellent choice of speakers – for workshops and events. 

For public incubators, the coaching was appreciated especially because of the 

individual coaching and the fact that each startup had an assigned Project Manager.  

 

																																																								
30 The expertise of the staff regarding the topic of public financing was often mentioned and 31% of 
respondents saw it as a big strength.  
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2. However, coaching also seems to be one of the most important weaknesses of 

incubators. Indeed, in public incubators more than 70% of startups were unhappy 

with the coaching they received. In public incubators, the coaching lacks business 

approaches and is too focused on scientific approaches. Therefore, some lines of 

businesses – such as the art and design sector – are struggling to get adequate 

coaching and inputs from the incubation. For university incubators, more than 30% of 

startups were disappointed regarding the coaching offered and especially by the lack 

of follow-up. According to many respondents the lack of employees from the 

incubator makes it hard to get a real follow-up of their project with weekly goals and 

advice on their development.  

 

3. Technologic incubators and accelerators best match the expectations of startups. 

Indeed, 25% of startups incubated in technologic incubators did not find any weakness 

to the incubation process they followed and 23% for accelerators. Combined with the 

level of satisfaction31, this result shows that globally, the services that technologic 

incubators and accelerators offer to startups are the ones that match best their 

expectations. For technologic incubators, the coaching (53%) but also the 

accommodation and the quality of their large network (38%) are listed among their 

biggest strengths. For accelerators, the coaching is praised by 69% of startups – and 

the quality of their system of mentorship is especially renown – and 31% appreciate 

the ecosystem offered by such structures – that is to say the atmosphere and the 

dynamics of the environment created by the other startups incubated in the program.  

 

4. Accelerators are the only ones that put emphasis on communication and offer 

great visibility for their startups. Indeed, 23% of startups incubated in accelerators 

acknowledge that they gained a great deal of visibility by following an acceleration 

program. On the contrary, few respondents (6%) have criticized technologic 

																																																								
31 The best satisfaction rates among all incubators are the ones for accelerators and technologic incubators 
with resprectively 8,1/10 and 7,6/10 
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incubators for their lack of communication regarding their incubated startups and 

therefore, the lack of visibility they offered their tenants to follow their incubation 

process. 

 
Table 12 – Strengths and weaknesses according to incubated startups 
 

 
Type of 
incubators 

 
Main strengths of the program 

 
Main weaknesses to the program 

Case 1: 
Public 
incubators 

• 57% of interrogated startups 
believe that the coaching and the 
follow-up are strengths in public 
incubators 

• For 29% of respondents, the 
quality of the network (investors, 
potential clients, external experts, 
lawyers etc.) and the dynamic 
environment (in contact with 
other tenants) are strengths 

• Yet, 71% of the startups are not 
satisfied by the quality of the coaching. 
The main reasons are that it’s not 
business oriented and the staff are not 
always entrepreneurs (quite limited for 
some sectors of activity) 

• Respondents (57%) also believe that 
the network could be improved. 

• Finally, 43% of respondents believe 
that public incubators lack expertise 
and do not answer to specific issues 
linked to specific sectors of activity 

Case 2: 
Private 
incubators 

• The main strength (68% of 
respondents saw it as a strength) 
of private incubators is the large 
network and how they manage to 
create a real link between them 
and the startups.  

• Also, 41% of startups find that 
the accommodation procured is 
of great help and great quality 

• 59% of respondents are unhappy with 
the coaching offered in private 
incubators. 

• 36% of respondents believe the 
network of investors or experts is not 
accessible enough, and events are 
lacking (18%) or not well oriented 
towards the problems they face. 
 

Case 3: 
University 
incubators 

• The respondents (43%) believe 
that university incubators give a 
good coaching for the early 
stages but is lacking in some 
areas 

• The strength of these incubators 
is their very strong network (31% 
of respondents believe so) 
especially the alumni of the 
universities 

• Finally, the access to 
accommodation (23%) and the 
fact that it is free or very 
inexpensive is considered as a 
strength (20% of respondents). 

• Even if the accommodation is a 
strength as it’s inexpensive and 
convenient, 20% of respondents regret 
the lack of space and the noisiness of 
these open-spaces 

• 34% of startups reproach universities 
incubators to have very basic 
coaching. Many respondents explain 
that the staff has to care about too 
many projects and it is hard to get a 
real follow-up  

• Also, 17% of respondents regret the 
lack of expertise of the incubator’ staff 
and their inability to answer to specific 
issues.   
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Case 4: 
Technologi
c 
incubators 

• 53% of respondents praise the 
quality of the coaching and the 
follow-up offered 

• Accommodation and Network 
(38%) are also acknowledged as 
strengths especially since 
technologic incubators have 
partnership with laboratories 

• 31% of respondents also note the 
help they get regarding financing 
(through public subventions) 

• 25% of startups interrogated did not 
note any weakness for this type of 
incubators. This demonstrate that 
globally, technologic incubators are 
in accord with startups expectations 
and are pretty efficient  

• 25% of startups believe however that 
the coaching offered is rather 
superficial. However, most of the 
startups argue that they knew before 
coming and therefore, did not expect a 
high level of coaching 

Case 5: 
social 
incubators 

• 50% of respondents acknowledge 
the quality of the accommodation 
and the access to meeting rooms 
or furniture 

• 42% of startups believe that the 
strengths of social incubator are 
the environment and the contact 
with other startups in the same 
field of expertise as them (social 
economy).  

• The coaching and follow-up are 
also noted as important (42%) 
and the expertise of the staff on 
social economy issues is very 
well appreciated 

• However, the coaching is believed to 
be too limited (25%) 

• And the concentration of projects 
having social impact is not always 
seen as a strength (25%). Respondents 
regret that because of this selection 
only on the social impact of a project, 
the quality of the project itself is not 
taken into account.  

• Finally, the help in raising funds is not 
satisfying (17%) due to a lack of 
contact with potential investors (17%) 
but also a lack of preparation to 
financial pitches. 

Case 6:  
Accelerato
rs 

• 69% of respondents see the 
quality of the coaching and the 
frequent follow-up of the staff as 
a big strength. The commercial 
coaching (pitch, introduction to 
potential clients) is often praised. 

• 31% of respondents appreciate 
the atmosphere, the dynamics of 
the environment. The system of 
mentorship is mentioned many 
times as a big strength regarding 
the environment. 

• 23% of respondents acknowledge 
that they gained visibility since 
they entered an accelerator and 
the great reputation of the 
accelerator helped them to 
communicate about their firm.  

• 31% of respondents believe that 
strategic coaching is missing or not 
efficient 

• 23% of respondents believe the events 
proposed are not well defined. They 
believe they are either too numerous, 
either lacking or too theoretical  

• However, 23% of respondents did not 
find any weakness to the process of 
acceleration they followed. This shows 
that globally, accelerations are quite 
efficient and match startups 
expectations 
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D. IDENTIFYING INCUBATORS BEST PRACTICES  
 

The analysis of this study enables us to define best practices implemented by 

incubators according to their incubated startups. Incubators that have a higher satisfaction 

rate of their tenants manage to combine many of these practices and therefore manage to 

enhance the performance of their startups.  

 

1. A good balance between the number of Project/startups Managers and the number 

of incubated startups is crucial to ensure weekly follow-up and personalized coaching. 

This analysis has proven that a Project Manager is in condition to take care of 

approximately 3-4 different projects to efficiently help startups – that is to say a ratio of 

1:3 to 1:4. On the contrary, incubators that have a Project Manager/Project ratio of 1:5 to 

1:10 are often seen as less efficient than the others and startups are regretting the lack of 

adequate coaching.  

 

2. Being as clear as possible regarding the type of startups and projects that are 

selected improves an incubator’s performance. According to my research, incubators 

should be clear on which stage of development their incubation process is focused on. 

Indeed, a startup should know from the very start if an incubator is specialized on early 

stages startups or if it focus on its commercial launch or even on scale-up and 

international development. Moreover, many incubators tend to prioritize tech startups but 

still end up selecting startups in other activities. This leads to an incompatibility between 

the needs of the startup and what the incubator can provide. For instance, an incubator 

that selects more tech projects will have a network – or services – oriented towards this 

kind of startups and if they accept a start-up in design, they will not be able to provide 

them the same type of network – nor services. By being crystal clear about their intention 

and their offer, incubators will be able to match better startups expectations. 
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3. Specialization in one type of startup increases incubators’ efficiency. In France, 

specialized incubators such as technologic incubators – which are specialized in projects 

developing a technologic solution or involving the use of a high technology – were rated 

among the most performing ones in this research. If social incubators, which are 

specialized in social economy projects, are not well rated it is because of two reasons. 

First, the selection level in these incubators is not as high as in others and therefore they 

sometimes end up accepting projects that are more fragile than in other incubators. 

Secondly, most of social incubators are quite recent and therefore their network is not yet 

fully established. Finally, as these incubators are quite new and they are often non-profits 

or public incubators, they lack resources to invest directly in their incubated startups.  

 

4. In terms of network, prefer quality to quantity. Incubators should focus on creating 

better connection between the different parties of their network rather than to enlarge 

their network. Many incubators tend to overload the agendas of their incubated startups 

with theoretical workshops and inspiring conferences. However, this research has proven 

that what incubated startups are really craving for is a deep connection between 

themselves but also between them and potential clients or investors. Therefore, 

organising breakfasts and lunches between tenants or dinners with potential VCs are 

viewed very positively in comparison to conferences.  

 

5. Flexibility and silence are essential for incubator efficiency. If the accommodations 

offered by French incubators are very well rated, it is because some rules are 

implemented. It is important for incubators to have both open-spaces and closed-door 

offices. Many tenants complained about the noisiness of their workspace – as there are 

many startups working in the same space and many workshops organized. To counter this 

complaint, creating a “silent room” where no phone calls or speaking is allowed could be 

a good way to improve the quality of the accommodation. Another improvement would 

be regarding flexibility. An incubator should not forget that startups need more flexibility 

that big corporations and the accommodation should reflect this flexibility that is needed.  
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V. IMPLICATIONS: KOREAN INCUBATORS AND 
POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS BY APPLYING 
BEST PRACTICES IDENTIFIED IN THE 
FRENCH CASE 

A. THE LANDSCAPE OF INCUBATORS IN SOUTH 
KOREA 

 

Having identified best practices for the French case, this study aims at comparing 

the French incubators situation with the situation in South Korea. Before comparing the 

French case to the Korean one to see whether French incubators best practices can be 

applied in Korea, we need to look at how business incubators were developed in Korea.  

The first business incubator in South Korea was introduced in 1993 and was 

founded by a private company. In this incubator, there were only a small number of 

entrepreneurs and it had almost no impact on economic development and job creation. In 

the 1990s, with the support of the Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST), a new 

business incubator was established and operated by KAIST 32 , a leading research 

university in Korea. The main goal was to help VC companies to develop and to help 

entrepreneurs to thrive by mainly collaborating with researchers in the university.  

In 1998, the Asian financial crisis triggered corporate restructuration and decrease 

in the performances of firms, which therefore led to the increase of unemployment. After 

the crisis, creating jobs and revitalizing the economy became a priority for the 

government. The Korean government started to actively support the creation business 

incubators in order to promote the emergence of new businesses and the development of 

innovation. Therefore, many incubators in South Korea were supported by government 

departments – such as the MOCIE33, the MIC34, the MCT35 and the SMBA36 – and the 

number of business incubators in Korea reached 289 in 2004, ten times the 29 business 
																																																								
32 Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology 
33 Ministry of Commerce, Industry and Energy 
34 Ministry of Information and Communication 
35 Ministry of Culture and Tourism 
36 Small and Medium Business Administration 
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incubators in 1998. The entrepreneurship skyrocketed and, in 2004 there were more than 

3,900 startups incubated in South Korea37. The Korean incubators have also created jobs 

and revenue, which means that they have successfully helped entrepreneurs and new 

ventures in early stages to successfully setup and run their businesses. 

  
Table 13 – Statistics of Business Incubators in Korea 

  1998 2000 2002 2004 

Total number of business incubators 29 220 275 289 
Total number of tenants in business incubators 240 2,188 3,717 3,972 

Total employees of tenants in business incubators n.a 6,442 
19,76

2 19,387 
Total sale volume (KRW billions) n.a 366 830 1,202 
Total number of graduate firms 27 258 1,577 3,415 
Average number of full-time employees in tenant 
firms n.a 2.94 5.32 4.88 
Average sale volume (KRW billions) n.a 166 223 303 

Source: Korean Small and Medium Business Administration  

Nowadays, the state support for start-ups and entrepreneurship is becoming 

increasingly common worldwide and South Korea is no exception to this trend. The Park 

Geun-hye (2013-2017) government, in particular, very actively supported start-ups and 

entrepreneurship. In 2013, Park talked about a "second miracle on the Han river" based 

on a "creative economy" in which "even a single individual can raise the value of an 

entire nation." The creative economy principals were implemented in the South Korean 

policies long before 2013 but it was only in 2013, that the Creative Economy became the 

official national administration philosophy (Cha 2015.). The action plan of the Creative 

Economy Revitalization consisted of six strategies and 24 promotional tasks. The most 

important outcome of the policy for the development of start-ups in South Korea was the 

opening of Creative Economy Innovation Centers in 17 provinces of the country. The 

Creative Economy Innovation Centers are non-profit organizations. Their main goal is to 

support local startups and venture businesses, research institutes and universities in their 
																																																								
37 Source : Small and Medium Business Association. Results presented in Table 11.	
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desire to innovate. The centers serve as the link between 22 large conglomerates, such as 

Samsung, Hyundai and LG, and small businesses. Each center has a specialization (for 

example, electronics, tourism, IT services) and provides an opportunity for small firms to 

receive guidance and funding from a conglomerate, which is the leader in that exact 

sphere. (Cha 2015, 39-40.) 

 

Table 14 – The six strategies of the Creative Economy Revitalization Plan 

1. Investment in innovation and technology, protection and commercialization of 
intellectual property and the provision of a favourable environment to start-ups. 

2. Support and strengthen venture businesses and SMEs, in order to ensure their 
further development.  

3. Provision of facilities for the growth of the existing industry, creation of new 
markets, promotion of software and Internet-based innovation.  

4. Improvement of education to promote creativity and entrepreneurship, discovery 
and training of global talents.  

5. Acceleration of Research and Development progress and support of Internet and 
Communication Technology innovation.  

6. Development of the Creative Economy culture with the support of public and 
government sectors’ synergy. 

 

The Creative Economy Revitalization Plan of Park suggests that innovative and 

initially small start-ups are seen as key to the present and future of the South Korean 

economy. In South Korea, the growth and innovation have always been driven by 

Chaebols (OECD, 2015). However, Chaebols’ innovation is not enough for Korea to 

maintain its economic growth and competitiveness today. Small and Medium Enterprises 

(SMEs) are an essential component to the economic health of South Korea as they 

represented 99.9% of the entire enterprise system and 87.7% of the workforce in 2012 

(SMBA, 2012). Therefore, the asserted Chaebol-centric economic model is no longer 

viable and needs to be updated by encouraging the creation of small and innovative firms 

– startups. In the last few years, entrepreneurship has thrived in South Korea and the 
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number of new businesses registered has reach 96,155 in 2016, with the creation of 2,387 

new businesses between 2015 and 2016 (World Bank Statistics, 2016). Moreover, the VC 

environment has improved in the recent years in South Korea and, in 2015, the number of 

venture capital firms registered with the SMBA38 was 115, which represent an increase of 

13.8% in comparison to 2014 (KVCA 2016 Report).  

  

Graphic 2 – Number of new businesses registered (2006-2016) 

 
Source: World Bank, 2016 

 

																																																								
38	Small	and	Medium	Business	Administration	
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B. THE CHALLENGES FACED BY KOREAN STARTUP 
ECOSYSTEM 

	
Even if the recent development of startups in South Korea seems to be in phase 

with other parts of the world, it still faces a few obstacles. These challenges can be 

overcame with the help of efficient incubators that tackle the issues and encourage 

startups to develop.  

First, South Korean startups have trouble in finding investors and it represent the 

main reason for startup failure (A. Chekalyuk, 2017). Even if investors in Korea want to 

invest in tech startups, they lack knowledge on the startup ecosystem and are, therefore, 

reluctant to invest. Korea’s big corporations – Chaebols – still influence mentalities and 

entrepreneurship is seen as too risky and not as economically rewarding as big 

corporations39. The country has tons of startups, but it lacks investment opportunities or 

unicorns in the making. 

Second, South Korean startup ecosystem lacks of unicorns40. The three main ones 

are Coupang (e-commerce), Kakao (Internet) and Yello Mobile (mobile commerce), 

which managed to establish multi-billion dollar valuations. The few number of unicors in 

Korea relies on the fact that it is hard for South Korean startups to break out 

internationally (Startup Radar Asia, 2018). Most Korean startups focus more on the local 

market, which limits their potential. Indeed, Korea’s market size is limited – much more 

than the European or the US one – and the culture differences between Korea, Europe, 

the US or the Indian subcontinent make it difficult for South Korean startups to scale up 

and expand internationally. Expanding internationally does not only mean expanding to 

Europe or the US but also to other Asian countries. However, it seems that many Koreans 

view Southeast Asia as inferior countries where migrant laborers who work in Korea 

come from even though these markets are evolving at faster rates than Korea. Korean 

startups only focus on the Chinese market or the US or Europe (J. Choi, Co-founder of 

																																																								
39 « South Korean Startup Ecosystem », Startup Radar in Asia (2018) 
40 A unicorn is a privately held startup company valued at over $1 billion 
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HiveArena, 2016). Moreover, there are many culture differences – especially the work 

culture –, which discourage foreigners to work for Korean startups and slow down 

Korean startups international development. Indeed, Korea’s work culture is in desperate 

need of a facelift to attract and retain top international talent. Foreigners don’t typically 

last long in Korean startups because bosses are often risk-averse, disregard suggestions, 

and revert to the “Korean way.” Expat forums are salted with stories from foreign hires 

that have experienced frustration with their work environments (N. Millard, 2016).	
Finally, South Korea lacks entrepreneurship education and therefore, students are 

not encouraged really to create their own business. Indeed, although South Korean 

universities have traditionally excelled at commercializing university research, there has 

been very little emphasis on providing practice-based learning opportunities to help 

students start companies41.  

 

Just as French incubators best practices help French startups to thrive, Korean 

incubators can help Korean startups to succeed and overcome these challenges. Defining 

best practices for Korean incubators could help the development of entrepreneurship in 

Korea and improve current incubators’ efficiency. In 2004, Lee and Osteryoung42 

compared the success factors between business incubators in South Korea and those in 

the US. In their study, they concluded that, around the world, business incubators offer 

similar services to their tenants and share similar mission and objectives. For them, there 

were no significant differences between incubators in Korea and in the US not only in 

terms of goals but also in terms of physical and human resources, services, and network. 

Therefore, previous research (Lee and Osteryoung, 2004) on Korean business incubators 

tends to demonstrate that the incubators operate in the same way as in other countries. 

However, their recent creation leads to a lack of knowledge on best practices to 

implement. If the differences between Korean incubations and the ones from other 

																																																								
41« Future of Entrepreneurship in South Korea: Discussing a Creative Economy » by 3 Day Startup(3DS) in 
2013 
42 In « A Study on the Situation Analysis and Future Direction of Business Incubators in Korea »	
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countries are not significant, then it should be possible to apply French incubators best 

practices.  

 

C. POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENT BY APPLYING THE BEST 
PRACTICES IDENTIFIED IN THE FRENCH CASE 

	
	

First, in order to improve the access to funding for startups in Korea, Korean 

incubators should apply this study’ best practices such as creating meaningful 

relationships between tenants and investors. The Korean investors lack information 

regarding Korean startups and incubators can help investors to be more aware of the 

startup ecosystem. By assisting startups in realizing fundraising drives and connecting 

investors with startups Korean incubators can educate investors on how to invest in 

startup. This practice will help business incubators in Korea to gain efficiency.  

Moreover, as noticed in France, general incubators tend to underperform because 

of their programs do not match expectations of different types of startups. Performing 

incubators in France focus on a particular type of startups (technologic or social projects 

for instance) and on different stage of development (early stage, commercialization, 

scaling) so that they can build the expertise needed to these startups. The lack of unicorns 

in Korea can be explained this lack of specific programs and especially of efficient 

scaling programs. To improve business incubator performance in Korea, it is required to 

develop more effective programs depending on the characteristics of the projects 

incubators select and especially depending on the stage of development of their tenants. It 

is almost impossible for entrepreneurs to succeed if they are only offered standardized 

support programs, which do not take into account the specificities of their business. By 

implementing clearer and specialized programs of incubation, Korean incubators can 

assist startups in their international expansion (Park & al, 2000). 

Finally, to help students to create their own firm, South Korean incubators could 

also learn from universities incubators in France. Indeed, French universities incubators 
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manage to attract many young entrepreneurs as universities offer many courses about 

entrepreneurship – so that young generations will know how to create their own business. 

French universities incubators even have their own investment fund to help their tenants 

to obtain financial resources and they manage to partner with bigger private or public 

incubators to offer great workspace to their students-tenants at low costs. I believe South 

Korean universities should focus on developing their incubator as done in France, 

especially by developing their own investment fund – since only 47,2% of early stages 

startups (3 years or less) manage to raise funds in South Korea43.  

This comparative analysis between French and Korean incubators comes with 

some limitations however, since it is based on previous research of the general situation 

of Korean business incubators and it is not based on South Korean tenants’ inputs. Future 

research on business incubators in Korea could extend this study and look out for 

incubators’ key performance determinants according to tenants in Korea. 

																																																								
43 KVCA 2016 Report 
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VI. CONCLUSION 
 

This research gave voice to startups regarding their previous incubation process and 

interviewed incubators in order to draw key practices incubators should adapt to gain 

efficiency, to give key points that allows startups to thrive and to outline possible roads to 

improvement for Korean incubators.  

First of all, this paper managed to define some universal elements that improve 

incubators’ performance. The results show 5 main elements that are necessary for an 

incubator to gain efficiency: 1) a ratio of 1:3 to 1:4 between Project Manager and projects 

they take care of, 2) a clear type of startup – depending on its field of activity and of its 

maturity – corresponding to the incubation program 3) the specialization on one sector of 

activity in order to gather the best experts and homogeneous tenants 4) a network that 

matches the needs of tenants and that is intelligently related to tenants – by offices hours 

or breakfasts 5) a flexible environment, dynamic but with the possibility to isolate 

yourself to think in silence. By keeping these key points in mind, it is more likely for an 

incubator to increase their tenants’ performances.  

Then, this research has shown, according to entrepreneurs, what are the essential 

elements needed for a startup to thrive. In order to grow and succeed a startup need good 

accommodation – flexible and dynamic yet silent –, strategic advices, construct their 

product, financial help to obtain funding, visibility to gain notoriety, recruitment 

assistance to make their team grow, commercial introductions to gain clients. It seems 

that in France, technologic incubators and accelerators are the ones that matches best 

startups expectations – especially regarding accommodation, financial help and strategic 

assistance. This study highlighted however some lacks of resources to help startup in 

recruiting team members or gaining visibility.  

More than explaining universal key elements, this research emphasize on the main 

strengths and weaknesses of the different types of incubators that can be found in France. 

This can be of great help for futures entrepreneurs looking for an incubator that matches 
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their project. For instance, technologic incubators are of a big help for highly 

technological projects that require access to laboratories and are looking for some 

business strategic advices. However, startups looking for a real formation with a clear 

methodology and many workshops should rather go to private incubators than in 

technologic incubators or public incubators. Moreover, startups that are looking to 

develop their company internationally or scale-up will not gain anything from incubators 

and should only consider entering accelerators.  

Finally, this research draws key takeaways that could be implemented in South Korea 

in order to improve the performance of business incubators. In South Korea, many 

incubators are public incubators and their program is quite general – and they do not fit 

the different maturity or field of activity of a startup. These public incubators would gain 

efficiency by specializing or developing new programs like French incubators do. 

Moreover, South Korea lacks university incubators and would gain from encouraging 

entrepreneurship in universities.  

 

The implications of this research are of paramount importance for incubators as well 

as for project holders looking to choose an incubator. For incubators’ managers, 

feedbacks are important to evaluate their current offer of services. Feedbacks from clients 

– tenants – are precious to incubators because it helps them to analyse the quality of their 

services. This study give a chance for incubators to evaluate how their program is 

perceived, which enable them to serve better startups and can help them to stand out of 

the crowd. Moreover the survey was delivered by an independent entity and not by 

incubators themselves, which gives more consistency to the results – as startups might 

speak freely about their incubation’s deceptions or weaknesses.  

For future project holders, this analysis has managerial implications. Indeed, this 

research enables them to get a clear view of the offer of incubators in France – to obtain 

information about their process of selection, their incubation program strengths and 

weaknesses – from the point of view of entrepreneurs who witnessed and experimented 

these incubation processes. Most of previous studies focus on interviewing incubators 
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and do not emphasise on startups feedbacks. However, many entrepreneurs have 

confessed entering an incubator after hearing friends or other entrepreneurs who went 

through the process. Therefore, I believe this study will give them crucial information and 

help them in deciding which incubator suits best their start-up or their project.  

 

However, this research faces some limitations. Indeed, my study targeted principally 

incubators located in the region Ile-de-France and the startups, which were incubated in 

this area44. Indeed, among the 119 startups surveyed, 86% were incubated in an incubator 

located in Ile-de-France. Therefore, I believe my analysis can be used as and can serve as 

a reference to conduct further research. Future research could include incubators from all 

over France in order to have a deeper understanding of the main strengths and 

weaknesses of French incubators according to startups.  

Moreover, this research only focused and analyse the efficiency of French incubators 

according to French startups recently incubated. It highlights best practices that are 

implemented or should be implemented in French incubators. It also tries to quickly 

compare the situation in France and in South Korea to see whether these practices could 

be applied or not. However, although some of the best practices identified might be 

applicable to Korea, we have to keep in mind that cultural and geographic differences 

might prevent the implementation of these practices. Indeed, the Korean workplace 

culture is quite different from the French one and therefore, all the best practices of 

French incubators might be difficult to implement. Therefore, it would be interesting for 

further studies to enlarge the scope and try to compare the French best practices of 

incubators to the ones of other countries. 

Another lead could be to conduce a quantitative analysis giving voice to other actors 

of the ecosystem – such as financing actors or incubators managers or event by analysing 

government initiatives. This would enable to ensure that the view of all actors on the 

measure of incubators’ performance is converging and that all actors agree on some key 

elements that makes an incubator a structure that encourage startups to thrive.  

																																																								
44 Annexe 4 – Incubation location of surveyed startups 
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VIII. APPENDIX  
	

Annexe 1: Online Survey Outline (French Version) 
	
Partie	1	-	Quelques	questions	sur	votre	entreprise	et	son	incubation		

	
Q1	Quel	est	le	nom	de	votre	entreprise	?		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q2	Quel	secteur	décrit	le	mieux	votre	entreprise	?	

▼	Agriculture	(1)	...	Voyage	(38)	

	
Q3	En	quelle	année	votre	entreprise	a-t-elle	été	créée	?		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q4	Quel	incubateur	avez-vous	fréquenté	ou	fréquentez-vous	?		
	Dans	le	cas	où	vous	auriez	été	incubé	dans	plusieurs	incubateurs,	merci	de	ne	vous	focaliser	que	sur	une	de	vos	expérience.	Et	si	vous	
avez	un	peu	de	temps	ça	serait	super	sympa	de	refaire	le	questionnaire	pour	les	autres	incubateurs	que	vous	avez	fréquentés	

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q5	À	quelle	date	êtes-vous	rentré	dans	l'incubateur	?	(mm/aaaa)	

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q6	À	quelle	date	êtes-vous	sorti	dans	l'incubateur	?	(mm/aaaa)	
	Mettez	votre	date	de	sortie	réelle	ou	anticipée	si	vous	êtes	toujours	incubé	

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q7	Pourquoi	avez-vous	choisi	cet	incubateur	et	son	programme	d'incubation	?		

________________________________________________________________	
Partie	2	-	Les	questions	suivantes	détaillent	des	services	fréquemment	proposés	dans	des	

incubateurs	
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Q8	Notez	sur	10	les	bénéfices	que	vous	ont	apporté	les	services	de	l'incubateur	(1	étant	la	
moins	bonne	note,	10	la	meilleure)	
	 Not	Applicable	
	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	
Vendre	Networking,	salons,	coaching	
commercial,	introduction	à	de	potentiels	
clients		

	

Analyser	Aide	stratégique,	market	fit,	
business	plan,	positionnement,	validation	
hypothèses		

	

Recruter	bureaux	évolutifs,	aide	aux	
entretiens,	speeddating,	recruteurs	 	
Communiquer	RP,	marketing,	SEO,	
visibilité,	réputation,	média		 	
Construire	Développement	produit,	
infrastructures	tech	(laboratoires)	 	
Financer	VC,	banques,	aides,	bourses,	
crowdfunding	 	
S'héberger	Locaux,	facilités,	salles,	
imprimantes		 	
	
	
Q9	Expliquez	en	quelques	mots	quels	sont,	selon	vous,	les	points	forts	du	programme	
d'incubation	que	vous	avez	suivi.		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q10	Expliquez	en	quelques	mots	quels	sont,	selon	vous,	les	points	faibles	du	programme	
d'incubation	que	vous	avez	suivi.		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q11	Notez	sur	10	votre	satisfaction	globale	du	programme	d'incubation	que	vous	avez	suivi	
(1	étant	la	moins	bonne	note,	10	la	meilleure)	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	
Satisfaction	globale		
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Q12	Notez	de	1	à	10	le	niveau	de	sélection	à	l'entrée	de	l'incubateur	(1	peu	sélectif,	10		très	
sélectif)	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	
Niveau	de	sélection	à	l'entrée		

	
	
	
Q13			

▢ J'accepte	d'être	recontacté	pour	répondre	à	d'éventuelles	questions				

▢ Je	souhaite	recevoir	les	résultats	de	cette	étude		
	
Q14	Dans	ce	cas	laissez-moi	votre	adresse	mail		

________________________________________________________________		
	

Annexe 2 : Online Survey (English Translation) 

 
Part	1	–	Various	questions	about	your	company	and	your	incubation	process		

	
Q1	What	is	the	name	of	your	company	?		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q2	What	line	of	business	describe	best	your	activity	?	

▼	Agriculture	(1)	...	Travel	(38)	

	
Q3	In	which	year	did	you	create	your	company	?		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q4	Which	incubator	are	you	in	or	did	you	go	to	?		
If	you	have	been	incubated	in	various	incubators,	please	focus	on	only	one	of	your	experiences.	And	if	you	have	some	spare	time	you	can	redo	the	questionnaire	
to	talk	about	your	other	experiences.			

________________________________________________________________	
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Q5	When	did	you	enter	the	incubator	?	(mm/yyyy)	

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q6	When	did	you	finish	your	incubation	process	?	(mm/yyyy)	
Please	write	down	the	real	date	of	the	end	of	the	program	or	the	date	it	is	supposed	to	end	

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q7	Why	did	you	choose	this	incubator	and	this	incubation	program	?		

________________________________________________________________	

	
Part	2	–	The	following	questions	focus	on	the	services	that	were	proposed	to	you	during	your	incubation	

process.	

	
Q8	Rate	from	1	to	10	which	benefit	the	services	of	the	incubators	have	brought	you	(1	being	the	worst	
grade,	10	the	best	one)	
	 Not	Applicable	
	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	
Vendre	Networking,	saloons,	commercial	
coaching,	introduction	to	potential	clients		 	
Analyser	Strategic	assistance,	market	fit,	
business	plan,	positionning	 	
Recruter	flexible	offices,	help	for	interviews,	
speeddating,	recruters		 	
Communiquer	PR,	marketing,	SEO,	visibility,	
reputation,	media	 	
Construire	Product	development,	technologic	
infrastructures	(laboratories	etc.)		 	
Financer	VC,	banks,	public	financial	helps,	
crowdfunding	 	
S'héberger	Facilities,	work	space,	meeting	
rooms,	printers	 	
	
	
Q9	Explain	in	a	few	words	what	are,	according	to	you,	the	main	strengths	of	your	incubation	process.		

________________________________________________________________	
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Q10	Explain	in	a	few	words	what	are,	according	to	you,	the	main	weakenesses	of	your	incubation	
process.		

________________________________________________________________	
	
Q11	Rate	from	1	to	10	your	global	satisfaction	from	your	incubation	program		(1	being	the	worst	grade,	
10	the	best)	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	
Global	satisfaction		

	
	
	
Q12	Rate	from	1	to	10	the	level	of	selection	of	your	incubation	program		(1	being	the	worst	grade,	10	
the	best)	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	
Level	of	selection		

	
	
Q13			

▢ I	accept	to	be	contacted	again	for	additional	questions	

▢ I	would	like	to	receive	the	results	from	this	study	
	
Q14	Please	leave	me	here	your	email	adress	

________________________________________________________________		

	

Annexe 3: Sample Size And Characteristics 
	

	
Type of incubator Number of respondents Percentage of the total 

sample 

Case 5: private incubators  23 19% 
Case 1: public incubators 6 5% 
Case 4: university incubators 35 29% 
Case 2: technologic incubators 33 28% 
Case 3: social incubators 9 8% 
Case 6: accelerators 13 11% 
TOTAL 119 100% 
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Date of Creation and length of incubation Number of respondents Percentage of the 

total sample 

Creation date:   
      Creation before 2000 1 1% 
      Creation between 2000-2010 6 4% 
      Creation between 2010-2017 112 95% 
Incubation period:   
      6 months or less 19 16% 
      From 6 to 12 months 29 24% 
      From 1year to 2 years  55 46% 
      From 2 years to 3 years 6 5% 
      Over 3 years 10 8% 

	

Annexe 4: Incubators’ Location Of Startups Surveyed 
	

Location Number of startups Proportion  
Ile-de-France 102 86% 
Normandie 7 6% 
Rhône-Alpes 5 4% 
Nord-Pas-de-Calais 4 3% 
Languedoc-Rousillon 1 1% 
TOTAL 119 100% 

	

Annexe 5: Incubation Period Length 
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Annexe 6:  How Startups Choose Their Incubator 
	
Why did you choose this incubator?  % of the reason why 

Location/Accommodation 31% 
Ecosystem 19% 
Methodology/Coaching 22% 
Reputation 41% 
Heard said 4% 
Clear communication 5% 
Human scale 1% 
Price 16% 
Network 21% 
International Development 2% 
Selection process 2% 
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