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Abstract

On the cusp of the 2000s, the incubation industry had started to become competitive after 20
years of stability. The question of adapting incubators to this turbulent environment was now
on the table. In this context, the aim of this article is to better understand the role of directors
of incubators during the transformation process of their organisations. The concept of dynamic
managerial capabilities is used as a means of responding to this gap. The capabilities of the
directors of incubators were studied during a longitudinal multiple case study. The main
contribution of this research is the partnership relationship built up by these actors to transform
their organisations. The foundations of the directors’ dynamic managerial capabilities
(cognition, human and social capital) are then combined with the cognition, human and social
capital of their partners to seize opportunities: new incubation models that had been the subject

of resistance to change within incubators.
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If you want to go fast, go alone; if you want to go far, go together. In favour
of a partnership approach to directors of incubators’ dynamic managerial

capabilities

Bergek and Norrman (2008) define incubators as ‘an overall denomination for organisations
that constitute or create a supportive environment that is conducive to the ‘hatching’ and
development of new firms’ (Bergek & Norrman, 2008, p. 20). The latest figures indicate the
presence of 7,000 incubators around the world (Lukes et al., 2019), when there were only 2,000
in the early 2000s (Economic Commission for Europe, 2001). This growth played a key role in
the development of the competitive climate (Ahmad & Thornberry, 2018). It was also
accompanied by a brutal diversification in the profiles and needs of the entrepreneurs,
technological progress that contributed to the dissemination of North American support
practices (Lukes et al., 2019), and a drop in the public money for financing incubators in Europe
(Messeghem et al., 2018).

Since the early 2000s, researchers have observed this environment (Kim, 2021). They study
how incubators adapt by mobilising strategic management concepts. They underline, for
instance, the emergence of customisation strategies, or the creation of acceleration business
models (Hausberg & Korreck, 2020; Vanderstraeten et al., 2016). Nevertheless, research has
focused little on the processes and capabilities that lead to these transformations. The aim of
our article is thus to highlight this aspect.

Hackett and Dilts (2004) state that the dynamic capabilities theory (Teece et al., 1997) is a
relevant path for understanding the way incubators transform their resources and competences
to better support entrepreneurs. Within this theory, we specifically make use of the dynamic
managerial capabilities concept (Adner & Helfat, 2003; Kevill et al., 2021) which leads

directors to ‘build, integrate, and reconfigure organizational resources and competences’ of an



organisation (Adner & Helfat, 2003: 1012), thus highlighting an ability for transforming their
organisation (Ambrosini & Altintas, 2019). The researchers indicate that these capabilities are
structured by the social capital, human capital, and cognition of these actors (Helfat & Martin,
2015; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015). Thanks to these three foundations, the directors or managerial
team play a part in sensing, shaping, and seizing opportunities, and transforming the
organisation (Ambrosini & Altintas, 2019). This theoretical framework seems relevant for
studying incubators because the directors are the driving force behind the operational and
strategic management of these structures (Ahmad & Thornberry, 2018; Kakabadse et al., 2020;
Patton, 2014). Their strategic role during these organisational transformations has been studied
little. This explains why our research has focused on the following question: how do the
dynamic managerial capabilities of incubator directors contribute to their organisation’s
transformation process?

To answer this question, a longitudinal, multiple case study was carried out on three French
incubators from April 2016 to February 2018. The main contributions of this research are
revealing the relationships between the foundations of the dynamic managerial capabilities of
the directors (cognition, human capital, social capital), and the cognition, human capital, and
social capital of the partners who form the bedrock of the directors’ strategic role (Ahmad &
Thornberry, 2018; Kakabadse et al., 2020). This relationship is original (Adner & Helfat, 2003;
Helfat & Martin, 2015; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015) and allows the actors to face up to a context of
resistance to change to develop new incubation models (acceleration, coworking, hackathon,
etc.).

Our article is structured as follows. The first part provides a review of the literature on
incubators and dynamic managerial capabilities. The second part gives details of our
longitudinal, multiple case study, while the third part presents the results of the research. The

final part discusses these results and highlights our contributions.



Theoretical framework

Contribution of the incubator strategy trend

The literature that focuses on incubators traditionally studies these organisations from a
managerial and operational perspective. The aim of these organisations is to manage resources
to favour the survival of young businesses (Bergek & Norrman, 2008). This operational mission
is assigned by the institutions that finance them and establish for them the directives for
participation in local economic growth (Hackett & Dilts, 2004). Since the early 2000s, certain
researchers have suggested reorienting their definition to a more strategic perspective (Baraldi
& Ingemansson Havenvid, 2016). Incubators have become ‘strategic’ organisations, and they
develop their own strategies to confront a turbulent environment (Kim, 2021; Vanderstraeten
et al. 2016). Our article is firmly anchored within this perspective as a means of studying the
transformations made within incubators.

Strategic management concepts are used to provide details of these transformations. The
strategies studied aim to respond to the specific needs of entrepreneurs, which goes hand in
hand with the brutal diversification seen in their profiles (Boissin et al., 2009; Pérez & Fierro,
2018). These strategies particularly involve specialisation (Vanderstracten & Matthyssens,
2012) or customisation (Vanderstracten et al, 2016). In a competitive context that is
intensifying, research has taken an interest in business models and shows that they have
multiplied: acceleration, pre-acceleration, coworking, etc. (Arreola et al., 2021; Lamine et al.,
2018). They make it possible to renew the interests of financers, particularly in Europe where
there are underlying reductions in public spending (Messeghem et al., 2018). Acceleration is
thus an economic development tool for public financers as well as a means of finding young

businesses in which to invest for private financers (Arreola et al., 2021).



The internal processes and mechanisms of the incubators behind these transformations have
nevertheless been studied little. The literature focuses rarely on interactions at the individual
level, and the actors who bring them about. The director remains the individual most commonly
cited in works that open the incubator black box (Ahmad & Thornberry, 2018; Kakabadse et
al., 2020; Patton, 2014). Ahmad and Thornberry (2018) and Kakabadse et al. (2020) present
two roles for this actor: (1) support for entrepreneurs and (2) direction and strategy, a role
studied little. For this second role, team management, representation of the organisation, and
the implementation of strategic decisions are stated (Ahmad & Thornberry, 2018; Kakabadse
et al., 2020), without mentioning the question of evolution within incubators. Putting the
spotlight on this role within the transformation process is lacking, notably as a means of

identifying the mechanisms needed to confront a competitive environment.

The dynamic managerial capabilities of incubator directors

We study this strategic role by using the dynamic managerial capabilities concept (Adner &
Helfat, 2003; Martin, 2011). Helfat & Martin (2015) state that the aim of these capabilities is
to study the relationship between managerial decisions and strategic changes. Dynamic
managerial capabilities are linked to dynamic capabilities theory (Kevill et al., 2021). This
theory explains how, in changing contexts, organisations transform to develop performances
better than those of their competitors and modify their environment (see particularly Teece et
al.,, 1997). Dynamic capabilities are based on organisational routines that make it possible to
commit to change (Teece, 2007). Research work highlights the role played by governance in
the emergence of dynamic capabilities and the organisation’s transformation process (Augier
& Teece, 2009). The director or managerial team are thus behind the strategic decisions

implemented to adapt the organisation.



According to Helfat and Peteraf (2015), a capability corresponds to an individual’s aptitude for
carrying out an action or function in a satisfactory manner. The aptitude in question is that of
directors to transform their organisation in a changing context. The term ‘transform’ as used
here refers to the strategic actions mentioned in the literature: shaping, building, integrating,
extending, modifying, restructuring or orchestrating the organisation’s resources and
competences (see Adner & Helfat, 2003). Thanks to dynamic managerial capabilities, directors
pilot the transformations that involve the resources, assets at the organisation’s disposition, plus
the competences, the know-how of the members of the organisation (Warnier, 2019).
Research focuses specifically on the foundations of dynamic managerial capabilities: the
director’s cognition, social capital, and human capital (Adner & Helfat, 2003; Helfat & Peteraf,
2015). Cognition refers to the ability to construct mental patterns, to reason, and feel emotions.
Social capital refers to the relationships developed in the professional context. Human capital
combines the knowledge and competences available thanks to training and experience. These
three foundations interact and influence each other mutually, thus structuring the director’s
dynamic managerial capabilities, and particularly defining managerial decisions and actions
(Adner & Helfat, 2003; Ambrosini & Altintas, 2019). They allow directors to trigger
transformation processes and intervene in the steps of sensing, shaping, and seizing
opportunities, as well as in the step of transforming the organisation (Kevill et al., 2020; Huy
& Zott, 2019).

Many works focus on the consequences of just one of these attributes on dynamic capabilities
and the organisation (Helfat & Martin, 2015). For example, Danneels (2009) showed that the
mental representations of managers (cognition) play a part in developing dynamic capabilities
thanks to the case of the company Smith Corona. Egger and Kaplan (2009) studied the influence

of managers’ cognition on business transformation through the acquisition of technology.



Nevertheless, Helfat and Martin (2015) stressed the importance of carrying out research to
explore the interaction between these three foundations. In this context, Huy and Zott (2019)
understood the role played by emotions, an element of cognition, in the formation of the
foundations of dynamic managerial capabilities. They stressed that the variety in the ways of
dealing with emotions resulted in structuring the directors’ social and human capital differently.
Holzmayer and Schmidt (2020) studied the influence of cognition, social capital, and human
capital on diversification activities in the football industry. Our research is part of this
perspective.

Incubator directors’ social and human capital have already been cited in several works: their
social capital brings the entrepreneur into contact with the economic environment (Patton,
2014), while their human capital is the source of the advice provided during the support process
(Kakabadse et al., 2020; Nair & Blomquist, 2021). However, few works focus on cognition,
particularly concerning the incubators’ strategic decisions. We thus question the role played by
all three foundations in the development of the directors’ dynamic managerial capabilities for
triggering the transformation process.

The aim is thus to answer the following research question: how do the dynamic managerial
capabilities of incubator directors contribute to their organisation’s transformation process?
Using the process presented in Figure 1 and established by the literature as our starting point,
we hope to determine the specific role played by the foundations of dynamic managerial
capabilities of the directors on transformations in the context of incubators. We will thus open
the black box that makes up the strategic role played by these actors (Ahmad and Thornberry,
2018) in the stages of sensing, shaping and seizing opportunities, and transforming the

organisation.



Figure 1. Transformation process for an organisation guided by the foundations of dynamic

managerial capabilities of the director
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Methodology

To understand how incubator directors’ dynamic managerial capabilities manifest during
organisational transformations, our methodological choice was to focus on a multiple case
study, one of the most rigorous qualitative research methods according to Eisenhardt and
Graebner (2007). This method is particularly relevant for responding to questions that focus on
“how” and “why” questions (ibid, 2007). The multiple sources of data used (interviews,
observations, documents) make possible considerable internal validity and the triangulation of

data (Yin, 2013). This variety of information gives rise to very rich research carried out in depth



(Adla et al., 2020). Finally, the number of cases selected increases the external validity of the

research (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007; Yin, 2013).

Selecting the cases

The aim of this research is to carry out a ‘theory elaboration’ (Ketokivi and Choi, 2014):
adapting an existing theoretical framework to a new context. We use the dynamic managerial
capabilities framework, which has already been used, and we study how it manifests in the
incubator sector, representing the new context. We focus on the characteristics of these
capabilities, particularly their foundations (cognition, social capital, human capital), as well as
on the transformation stages that they provoke (sensing/shaping, seizing opportunities,
transforming the organisation).

To make this adaptation, our research is localised in France. The incubation industry is
characterised there by strong involvement from public institutions (Messeghem et al., 2018).
Most incubators are financed through public subsidies. However, since the end of the 2000s,
the number of private incubators has increased significantly. They have developed new
incubation models, classified using the typology developed by Lamine et al. (2018). In addition
to the traditional incubation created in the 1980s, Lamine et al. (2018) mention acceleration and
pre-acceleration. Traditional incubation consists of support over several years provided by a
team of coaches, from the emergence of the project to the development of the company (Lamine
et al., 2018). Acceleration is structured around support provided over several months within
baches of entrepreneurs guided by external mentors (Arreola et al., 2021), while pre-
acceleration is designed as support reserved for students (Lamine et al., 2018).

As part of our research, we selected three cases of incubator. They were identified using several

criteria:



(1) Diversity in practices and contexts: we used the works by Lamine et al. (2018) as our
inspiration for identifying incubators with different incubation models. The aim was to
determine the common and different elements that may play a role in the development
of dynamic managerial capabilities and the transformation process.

(2) Incubators that are a reference in their region: we finely-tuned our selection by
retaining only incubators recognised for their expertise in their region. We consulted the
local professional press and our professional network to verify our selection.

(3) 4 desire for transformation expressed by the director: the aim of this criterion was to
observe a potential transformation process. We became aware of this desire during
exploratory interviews carried out upstream of the case study.

These criteria made it possible to select three small-sized (2 to 5 employees) incubators: one

traditional incubator, one accelerator, and one pre-accelerator.

Presentation of the cases

The traditional incubator is an association created in 1988 by a political desire to develop the
economy of a region in the south of France. Its longevity has resulted in locally recognised
expertise in the field of support for innovative businesses. This know-how comes from a team
of employees (a director, two coaches, two assistants). The support activity takes place from
two years before the creation of the business and for the three years following it. At the start of
this research, in April 2016, 12 entrepreneurs with projects and 17 CEOs were being supported.
The support staff advised them, brought them into contact with the local ecosystem, and
provided them with resources (funding, etc.). Over the years, delays in the payment of subsidies
to the incubator have accumulated and there has been an overall reduction in the sum paid. This

has pushed the director to reconsider how the incubator functions.

10



The accelerator has also had to face financial worries. It was created in 2013 and was one of
the first accelerators in France. A private IT school was behind the concept and remains its
main source of funding. The association status provides it with a certain strategic freedom. The
director can thus set up the activities necessary for the accelerator to function. In addition to the
salaried director, a coach is part of the team. Together, they support groups of entrepreneurs
who are developing technological innovations. In May 2016, at the start of our research, seven
entrepreneurial teams were being supported. Mentors assist the director and the coach in their
activities. However, the incubator’s human and financial resources are under threat. The private
school told the director of the accelerator to find new funding so that it could withdraw. The

director thus tried to find solutions.

The director of the pre-accelerator is also in search of new projects to develop his structure.
This incubator was created in 2014 by a group of public universities and schools. It is situated
half-way between support and pedagogy. The director and the coach, who together made up the
team in November 2016, guide students towards business creation and testing entrepreneurial
activities. They propose a six-month programme, based on the acceleration model. Ten
entrepreneurial teams receive advice from the employees and mentors. To increase its
autonomy, the director would like to move towards the implementation of projects with private
partnerships as a means of obtaining additional funding to that from the group of public

universities and schools.

Collecting the data

We carried out four study periods within these incubators (Appendix 1). Immersions of four

days on average started in April 2016 and were completed in February 2018 (Figure 2). These
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immersions allowed us to understand how transformation projects (new incubation models)
were developed by the directors and their teams.

During each immersion, semi-directive interviews were carried out with the employees,
partners and financers who participated in the projects for new incubation models. We were
introduced to them by the directors, who presented us as researchers working on the
transformation of their structure. The level of information varied from one actor to another
because their involvement in the projects differed. We completed their point of view with
interviews with the entrepreneurs supported. The subjects covered during these interviews
were: (1) the presentation of the person being interviewed (2) the current situation of the

incubator (value proposition, financers, etc.), (3) the incubator’s transformation projects.

Figure 2. Chronology of the study periods carried out per incubator

Traditional incubator

[ April 2016 ] [SeptemberZOlﬁ] [ January 2017 ] [ May 2017 ]

Accelerator

[ June 2016 ] [ November 2016 ] [ March 2017 ] [ November 2017 ]

Pre-accelerator

[November2016 ] [ March 2017 ] [ October 2017 ] [ February 2018 ]

\ \ A )

2016 2017 2018

During these interviews, we were able to mention the foundations of dynamic managerial

capabilities of the incubator’s director, and the cognition, social capital, and human capital of
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their partners. The directors effectively presented their partners, the reflections undertaken with
them, and the network made available to develop their projects. We also discussed with some
of these partners during the interviews to touch on these aspects. In total, 86 interviews lasting
on average 50 minutes were used as materials for this research. During each immersion, 6 to 10
interviews were carried out depending on the amount of information available. Each recording
collected was transcribed. The interviews were completed by observations noted in a logbook.
A total of around one hundred pages were written, with no observation grid to increase the
freedom of observation. Notes were taken during support meetings, team meetings, or during
the everyday activities of the employees. Internal documents and press articles focusing on the

projects of the incubators were also collected.

Analysing the data

Our data analysis was based on the ‘temporal bracketing strategy’ method, which is specific to
longitudinal studies (Langley, 1999). It consists of identifying the phases and ruptures in the
transformation process (Adla et al., 2020; Langley, 1999) (Appendices 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3.).
Phases are composed of a set of homogenous activities while ruptures are events that break this
homogeneity and open the way for a new set of activities. For example, we determined that the
“construction of a vision” phase is structured by activities for studying the environment and
analysing information to constitute a vision. This phase stops with the explicit refusal of the
board of directors and incubator teams to adopt this vision. This analysis was made thanks to
themed coding using the software Nvivol2, inspired by the approach by Gioia et al. (2012).
This approach is based on the construction of a structure of data (Appendices 3 and 4), which
aims to show more clearly the links between a first level of analysis centred on the recording,

and a second level focused on the interpretation of the researchers.
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The coding was done as follows. One of the co-authors of this article analysed the transcribed
interviews, then the observations made in the field, and finally the documents collected. This
sequential coding made it possible to take the different origins of the data into account. The
material that we considered to be essential was the interviews. We used them as the basis for
illustrating our results as fewer filters and biases were present than in the written documents
collected by these same actors. The observations and documents allowed us to step back in
relation to the events indicated by the actors in the field.

From these materials, the co-author conducted a first level of coding that Gioia et al. (2012)
called ‘first order analysis.” The aim was to define the codes as closely as possible in relation
to the perceptions of the actors in the field. After this analysis stage, the same co-author
conducted a second level of analysis from the codes created and this in relation to their own
perception and the literature. The ‘concepts’ (Gioia et al., 2012) explored at the first level
became the ‘themes’ in this second level of analysis. Finally, a third level of analysis made it
possible to reveal aggregated dimensions: the stages in the transformation process. After this
work, the other co-author made a critique of the analyses (Gioia et al., 2012). This critique was
made by reading the structure of the data with a new pair of eyes. Our analysis is presented in

the Results section.

Results

Our analysis highlighted a transformation process in incubators structured in six stages and
summarised in Figure 3. This figure shows that the process was triggered by the foundations of
dynamic managerial capabilities (cognition, human capital, social capital) of the directors.
These dynamic managerial capabilities were materialised by the directors’ commitment to

transforming their organisation, and their foundations had the specificity of being based on the
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reflections (cognition), competences (human capital), and network (social capital) of the

directors of public or private organisation partners. We give the details of these elements below.

Figure 3. Transformation process guided by collective dynamics between the cognition, social

capital, and human capital of the directors of incubators and their partners
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In 2016, the directors of the three incubators studied observed that their environment had
changed. Their experience in the support sector (human capital) allowed them to identify
increasingly strong competition, the emergence of new incubation models, or the increasing

scarcity of funding. These observations formed challenges that had to be taken up to strengthen
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the value proposition and economic model of the incubator. The transformation processes
started with a more in-depth study of certain incubation models that were emerging (coworking,
Fab Lab, acceleration, efc.). The process was carried out by the directors and their team, thanks
to events and meetings with the actors in their professional network (social capital). The director
of the traditional incubator and coach 2 organised a conference on Fab Labs; the director of the
pre-accelerator moved with his team to incubators in Israel and Cambridge, and the director of
the accelerator organised training courses on entrepreneurship for the large groups interested in
business support. These experiences resulted in discussion times within the incubators, which
in turn fed into the reflections of the directors (cognition). They thus construct new visions for
their organisation.

The director of the traditional incubator identified the importance of community coordination:
‘For me, [community coordination] is fundamental, it improves support. The relation of the
coach with the entrepreneur needs to be completely reviewed’ (director of the traditional
incubator, April 2016). This vision makes it possible to respond to the expectations of the
entrepreneurs and public financers, particularly keen on incubation models based on
community coordination and events. On his return from Israel, the director of the pre-
accelerator hoped to develop an economic model based on private funds: ‘What interested me
was trying to generate turnover. That’s my main question right now: how can we, too, be
financially independent?’ (director of the pre-accelerator, November 2016). As foreign
incubators are experts in this field, this director hoped to capitalise on their experience to avoid
the unwieldy amount of paperwork associated with using public funds. Finally, the training
courses developed by the director of the accelerator allowed him to measure the degree of
interest in support for large business groups: ‘There is something to be done between incubators

like ours and the attempts [within large business groups] to create intrapreneurs: inviting the
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companies to send their intrapreneurs [to the accelerator] so they can take advantage of the

incubator’s network and start-up culture’ (director of the accelerator, May 2016).

These visions were presented to the board of directors and team of the incubator by the directors
to trigger the transformations. They nevertheless did not receive unanimous support. Within his
team, the director of the traditional incubator was confronted with the refusal of the managers
to develop community coordination activities, notably because of an already busy day-to-day
life: “You should ask [the director of the traditional incubator], I’'m not the one who manages
[the coworking space]. No one’s asked me to manage anything at all. [The intern] said we
needed to do community coordination activities and I agreed. But I’'m not the one who’s going
to be doing those activities, that’s for sure!’ (manager 2 from the traditional incubator,
September 2016). At the level of the board of directors, responsible for validating the projects
of the directors, the director of the pre-accelerator was confronted with a refusal to bring his
vision to life: ‘In January, I asked for a meeting with [the members of the top management] for
the idea that I’d had for student-entrepreneurship. I kind of threw the cat among the pigeons
[...]. At the time, they told me it was a very good exercise, but that it wasn’t something they
could envisage’ (director of the pre-accelerator, October 2017). This director made the choice
to limit the involvement of coach 1 in his projects to confine his missions. He thus obtained
little support from the board of directors and felt isolated. On the contrary, the director of the
accelerator discussed often with coach 1. The latter was enthusiastic and wanted to play a part
in the director’s vision, notably by communicating with large companies. However, a lack of
resources, particularly financial, and political tensions were behind the refusal of the top
management to support this intrapreneur support project. We learned of this during an informal

discussion with business director 1: the director was subjected to a conflict between two
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members of the accelerator’s top management, in disagreement for allocating funds to the

project.

Searching for public and private partners

In these situations of resistance to change, the directors felt defenceless. The director of the
traditional incubator felt that he did not have the managerial skills necessary for supporting his
team in new projects: ‘The relationships, the questioning with the managers wasn’t easy
[concerning the community coordination activities]. Typically, we found ourselves in a change
of management issue for which I was fairly unprepared at that time. That is, I don’t really know
how to do it, I mean, I’m not going to force them, but get them to adopt new activity tools’
(director of the traditional incubator, September 2016). The directors of the pre-accelerator and
the accelerator, for their part, had the feeling that they did not have enough institutional weight
to obtain validation from the top management of the incubator. To fill in this gap, they turned
to their professional network (social capital). They called on external people ready to commit
to their projects and capable of providing them with additional resources. During this research,
the directors adopted three very different approaches: (1) The director of the traditional
incubator, who had worked there for more than twenty years, was very familiar with the rules
applied to the institutional context: he used two members from one of the partners, the consular
chamber, which had considerable influence on the incubator’s strategic decisions. The director
suggested to the director of this consular chamber a project for a coworking space in 2016, and
in 2017, he submitted the idea for an accelerator to an elected representative executive from a
large company. (2) The director of the pre-accelerator, whose professional experience in the
incubator was recent, and for whom the institutional context was a source of tension, turned to
actors within his network, all positioned within the group of public universities and schools. In

2016, he contacted the director of a doctoral school and the directors of research laboratories in
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the group with an idea for an open innovation programme. In 2017, he mentioned a hackathon
project with an executive in a large company, who was a former student at one of the schools
in the group. By turning to these different actors, the director was thinking about what
contribution each could bring to his projects, rather than the institutional counterweight. (3)
Finally, the director of the accelerator, who had joined the incubator three years previously, was
considering leaving his post for other professional adventures. He contacted a CEO in his
network, who was one of the mentors for the accelerator, and with whom he had developed
considerable proximity. He offered him the opportunity to set up an open innovation
programme that this partner had imagined: ‘I was already doing it [providing support for open
innovation], I did it from time to time with a few start-ups. When I saw an opportunity, I
suggested it. Except that you really have to look for opportunities. This was thus an
industrialisation project [for this support] that we were going to do [with the accelerator]’
(business director 1, partner of the accelerator, November 2016).

The directors’ experience (human capital) gives them legitimacy with the potential partners
with whom they have their discussions. They present the projects under way based on their
vision to obtain the support of these managers of public or private institutions. The partners
study the directors’ visions (cognition), based on their own experience (human capital) and
knowledge of the expectations of their professional network (social capital): “Why choose a
hackathon? It’s an opportunity. We were invited to take part [...]. It has value [for us] for three
reasons. First, it brings in innovative ideas. [...] Second, it’s for our employees: we create an
event in which they find themselves in a work situation that is very different to their usual one.
[...] Third, it was also an opportunity to publicise the fact that we were organising events with

major universities’ (CEO partner 1 of the pre-accelerator, April 2017).

Co-shaping of an incubation model
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The interest of a partner shows in the director’s vision gives rise to a phase of exchange and
reflection (cognition) between these actors to adapt the idea of incubation models to the
partner’s expectations. Their reflections are based notably on their competences and
experiences (human capital) and the expectations of the members of their respective
organisations (social capital).

The director of the traditional incubator revealed for example the reflections made with the
executive from a large company: ‘I met him [the manager of a large partner company] in spring
2016. He had come to see me to tell me that plant X had just closed down. On the other hand,
[the large company] was making funds available for economic development. He asked me what
could be done with the money. We talked and came up with several ideas together. The idea of
setting up an accelerator was one. The idea was to use the money from [the large company] to
launch the accelerator’ (director of the traditional incubator, May 2017). The director’s
experience (human capital) was particularly useful for defining the accelerator because it was
inspired by another accelerator project, he had taken part in in his region.

The hackathon of the director of the pre-accelerator is another example of co-creation of an
incubation model. This hackathon was founded on the reflections of the director of a large
partner company to train his teams in support (cognition), notably to respond to the challenges
facing his profession, which he had identified thanks to his experience (human capital), and
with people that he was using to develop his reflections and play a part in the programme (social
capital): ‘[For the hackathon], we brought two things to the table: first, subjects, we
brainstormed to find subjects that would be very interesting and innovative to deal with [...].
Second, we brought in experts: we made available to top quality experts, people from the
company’s R&D department that we brought in’ (executive from a large partner company of
the pre-accelerator, April 2017). The director’s reflections (cognition) were based on his

experience of putting together incubation models (human capital) and made it possible to
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combine the expectations of the executive, whose aim was to generate turnover, and the request
for an introduction to entrepreneurship for the students of an establishment that was part of the
group of public universities and schools (social capital).

This co-construction phase closed with acts of commitment: the presentation of the coworking
project to the board of directors of the traditional incubator, with the support of the director of
the consular chamber in 2015, an agreement in principle from the executive of the large partner
company of the pre-accelerator in 2017, or the creation of pilot committees for the incubation
model for open innovation in the pre-accelerator in 2016 and for the accelerator for the
traditional incubator in 2017.

The incubation model developed within the accelerator produced a different outcome. The
director of the accelerator co-constructed the content of an open innovation programme with
business direction 1, then left the incubator. The business director surrounded himself with a
team of volunteers and tried to develop the new business model that had been imagined.
Unfortunately, this operation failed, and the incubator closed in October 2018. One of the
reasons was the absence of partnerships developed with a large company to obtain funds that
would have made it possible to pay a team: ‘{CEO partner 2 and I] agreed that [the accelerator]
was sinking because no one was free to work on its 100% of the time. It was a shame, but at
the same time, finding talent with the budget available just wasn’t possible’ (CEO partner 1 of

the accelerator, November 2017).

Formalising the partnership

The commitment made by the partners led to the possibility of formalising the partnership
between the incubator and the public or private organisations that they directed. The aim was
to recognise at the organisational level the work started at the individual level. Although the

directors had mentioned the projects developed informally with their teams and boards of
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directors, an official declaration was lacking. This would make it possible to continue the
projects launched and obtain the resources promised by the partners.

The directors proposed formalisation mechanisms that they already knew (human capital) and
that they knew were pertinent for the incubators. From this experience, they reflected on the
adaptations necessary (cognition) for the projects being developed and relied on their partner
(social capital) to defend them at the organisational level. During this phase, the partners
followed the recommendations of the directors in terms of formalisation (social capital).

To obtain the support of the traditional incubator’s top management for the coworking space
and accelerator projects, the president of the consular chamber and the executive from the large
partner company were members of the incubator’s board of directors: ‘Of the members of the
board [of the traditional incubator], [the manager from the large partner company] is now the
president’ (director of the traditional incubator, May 2017). This institutional counterweight
was the lever that made it possible to launch both projects. The status of partner was suggested
by the director because he was aware of the importance of the composition of the board of
directors when it comes to orienting the incubator’s strategy. He thus used a standard
mechanism for strategic decision-making of the organisation.

As for the director of the pre-accelerator, he signed partnership agreements and service
contracts to promote the support of the public and private partners in the eyes of the pre-
accelerator’s top management. While moving away from the standard context of a service
contract, the director knew that partnership agreements were particularly popular with the top
management. He was even thanked publicly at an event that we attended in 2017: ‘During his
speech, the president openly thanked [the director of the pre-accelerator] for his commitment
in front of the whole room. During our interview that week, [the director] mentioned it again
with a smile on his face. He stated that the compliment hadn’t been very politically correct

because the president had said that he had absolutely no confidence in the possible projects
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before they came to life’ (logbook, October 2017). Nevertheless, because he had moved away
from the institutional framework, the tensions between the top management and the director
remain. Even though the signs of interest were obvious, a return on investment from these
collaborations is expected and is being monitored.

We would like to underline the importance of this stage by illustrating the failure of a project
developed by the director of the traditional incubator. In 2016, this director launched into the
creation of a Fab Lab. A relationship was established with two business directors. However,
because of a lack of time, the director gradually withdrew from the project, leaving the business
directors to structure it: ‘The Fab Lab was a project that slipped away from us. I went to
meetings with a certain number of people, and I defended the idea that we needed to have a
group of business directors to develop it. [ was in contact with a business director who started
to gather a few friends. I told them that I would help them. I wasn’t able to be present when
they put this project together, so they made contact with [an institutional actor with whom a

collaboration has now been formalised]’ (director of the traditional incubator, May 2017).

Collective seizing for the emergence of the incubation model

Formalising the project triggered a work phase between the incubator and the partner
organisation. The teams from the traditional incubator and the pre-accelerator were involved in
the emergence of the incubation models worked on by the director and his partner, as were the
teams from the partner organisation. This collaboration was guided by the reflections of the
directors and their partners (cognition), based on mutualisation of their experience (human
capital) and their professional networks (social capital). They worked with their teams to
complete each stage in the construction of new incubation models: finding public and private
funding, identifying the human resources required, precisely structuring the content of the

programmes, defining a place to welcome entrepreneurs, etc. For example, for the accelerator

23



project, the director of the traditional incubator turned towards the use of public and private
funds, thanks to his knowledge of public subsidies and the network of the executive from the
large company: ‘[The incubator and the partner company] obtained agreements from private
financers for funding of around €100,000. We applied together for a regional subsidy of around
€170,000. We received an acknowledgment of receipt. We’re in the process of drawing up the
specifications for the call for projects of the service provider used to run the accelerator’
(director of the traditional incubator, May 2017).

During this phase, the directors face renewed interest and investment from certain employees
for the tasks of implementing the incubation models, or a total rupture with other employees.
Within the traditional incubator, the managers and assistants played a part in the installation of
the coworking space: they received the furniture ordered, they supervised the refurbishment
work carried out by the technical team from the consular chamber, they moved their offices to
set them up in the coworking space... However, the tensions with coach 2 did not dissipate:
this employee refused to implicate himself in the preparations for the events in the new space
and felt excluded. A few weeks after the inauguration of the coworking space in September
2016, he definitively left the traditional incubator. This experience led the director and the
executive from the large company to finance a service provider for management of the
accelerator. The executive launched the acceleration of a first group of eleven CEOs in
September 2019. Within the pre-accelerator, the director decided to recruit interns to manage
the construction of the hackathon and the open innovation support programme. The aim was to
allow coach 1 to focus on his already very full day-to-day work. This decision did not prevent
the coach from helping the director from the margins, and to stay up to date on how the projects
were progressing. Furthermore, during the structuring of the hackathon, the director was
gradually side-lined from the strategic aspects by the group of public universities and schools

and took over responsibility for more operational aspects. The first edition of the hackathon
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took place in March 2017, the second a year later. Regarding the open innovation support
programme, pilot meetings made it possible for the pre-accelerator and the doctoral college to
launch the support in October 2017. Although the director played an active role in the
construction of this programme, his project was gradually transferred to the team responsible

for promoting research within the group of public universities and schools.

Transformations of the incubators

Implementing projects for new incubation models led to transformation (1) in the resources and
competences of the incubators, as well as the emergence of a strategy, but also (2) in the
foundations of the directors’ dynamic managerial capabilities.

At the organisational level, transformations concerned (1) the acquisition, modification, and
abandon of resources, (2) the development of new competences in the field of business support
for the incubator team, and (3) the emergence of a partnership strategy. For the traditional
incubator, its human resources evolved with the departure of coach 2 and the hiring of a
freelance to manage the accelerator. The employees benefitted from new material resources:
the offices of the incubator were abandoned for the coworking space and the building that
housed the accelerator. Public and private financial resources were also acquired thanks to the
coworking space and the accelerator: ‘The accelerator’s business model was based on public
funding, which was provided by the Region and the State, and private funding, around 70%
private, 30% public. It was that that guaranteed our viability’ (executive of the large company,
partner of the traditional incubator, January 2017). Public and private funds were also obtained
by the pre-accelerator. The hackathon made it possible to manage the turnover, a first for this
public structure: ‘We worked with [the large partner company]. They provided us with €20,000
for the hackathon’ (director of the pre-accelerator, March 2017). The open innovation support

programme made it possible to collect public subsidies of €8,000. The human resources also

25



evolved: while interns were hired to support the emergence of new incubation models, the
director decided to leave the incubator in March 2017 because of the tensions with the top
management.

Regarding competences, the employees of the traditional incubator developed a competence
close to coordination of community: ‘This coworking space helped us to evolve and made our
work evolve. We’ve moving more and more into business services, I can feel it. We're
contacted a lot to organise events in the space. For example, the event that took place yesterday,
organised by [an association of regional businesses] is typically something that helps our
profession evolve’ (director of the traditional incubator 1, September 2016). This transformation
dynamic, given impetus by the coworking space and the accelerator, has encouraged the
employees of the incubator to rethink their day-to-day business and develop competences of
adaptation and innovation: ‘We want things to progress [within the traditional incubator] and
to help our profession evolve’ (assistant 2 from the traditional incubator, September 2016). The
projects of the director of the pre-accelerator act in a similar way for coach 1. He was inspired
by the partnerships formed thanks the director to develop a competence for seeking out private
partners: ‘I want to work with the biggest companies and to find partners to fund business
support. I would like to develop these private partnerships to enhance this independent side’
(coach 1 from the pre-accelerator, March 2017).

This transformation in the resources and competences made it possible to reinforce the
performances of both incubators, particularly through the implementation of a partnership
strategy. This strategy guarantees more long-term performances by ensuring that partners for
funding the incubation model can be detected. This strategy emerges thanks to experience in
the field and trial and error. Mobilising partners is effectively an original solution found along
the way by the directors. For the traditional incubator, it materialised in 2017 with the vote of

the top management to modify the statutes of the traditional incubator: ‘We changed the statutes
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of the incubator to include the accelerator project’ (director of the traditional incubator, May
2017). The aim of this transformation was to facilitate the arrival of new projects similar to the
accelerator, and the inclusion of partners, notably from the private sector, in the board of
directors. For the pre-accelerator, in addition to the competence developed by coach 1, the
group of public universities and schools created a position for an employee with competences
in managing partnerships and this, thanks to the experience of the director. The latter
nevertheless criticised the unwieldiness of this system: ‘There’s now someone who deals with
partnerships [within the group of public universities and schools]. Every project has to go
through this person. This creates a bottleneck because she has priorities dictated by the
direction. And the priority, it’s patronage’ (director of the pre-accelerator, October 2017).

At the individual level, one consequence of these processes was the transformation of the
foundations of the directors’ dynamic managerial capabilities. The relationships with the
cognition, social capital, and human capital of their partner resulted in the enrichment of (1) the
social capital of the directors: thanks to their partners, these actors were brought into contact
with many professionals who enhanced their professional network. This was the case for
example of the director of the traditional incubator during the accelerator project: ‘This
accelerator was created by several partners. We were five or six at the beginning. Today, there
are 20-25 of us. [The traditional incubator] was one partner out of many for the creation of the
project, but it was no doubt the incubator that became the structure that initiated the accelerator’
(executive of the large partner company of the traditional incubator, May 2017). For these
directors, the most interesting encounters were with professionals from the private sector who
could become partners in future support projects. They entered more easily into contact with
them thanks to their partners and their identifiable position as initiators of incubation models;
(2) the human capital of the directors: experience of processes led them to enrich their

knowledge in the field of support, particularly by developing competences in community
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coordination activity for the director of the traditional incubator, and the implementation of an
economic model for the director of the pre-accelerator: ‘Opportunities are all part of our day-
to-day business. To find funding, each time, we must see what business model we can have.
When you talk about business models, every event, every action has its own, original business
model’ (director of the pre-accelerator, March 2017); (3) the cognition of the directors: the
transformation processes and their difficulties led the directors to modify their mental thought
patterns and reflections. For example, thanks to his experience and partners, the director of the
traditional incubator put the specificities of accelerators into perspective and recognised the
capacity of a traditional incubator to be the origin of this type of format: ‘The partnership
between [the traditional incubator] and the [partner consular chamber] resulted in [the chamber]
being more strongly motivated to support us in our implementation of programmes and actions
for innovation. I am now convinced that a structure such as ours is capable of developing
accelerators, coworking spaces, etc. just as proficiently as any private accelerator’ (director of
the traditional incubator, May 2017). After experiencing tensions with the top management, the
director of the pre-accelerator saw his confrontational position in a new light and understood
the need for his departure: ‘Before, during the discussions with [the board of directors] my
frontal proposals for rethinking and restructuring the incubator were systematically refused.
Since my decision to leave, that seems to be the preferred scenario. It’s a good thing for [the
group of public universities and schools] that I'm leaving. And it’s good for me too. It allows
me to put things into perspective. It wasn’t my ideas that were the problem, but rather my way

of doing things’.

Discussion

This research focused on studying the dynamic managerial capabilities of incubator directors

and the foundations of these capabilities (human capital, social capital, cognition). The aim was
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to open the black box of the strategic role these actors play in the transformations of their
organisations. The originality of the results lies in the relationship between the foundations of
the dynamic capabilities of the directors and the cognition, social capital, and human capital of
the directors of public or private partner organisations. The latter directors participate in the
transformation processes triggered by the incubator directors in a context of resistance to
change and increasing scarcity of resources. Together, they bring into being new incubation
models that transform the resources and competences of the incubators. This partnership
relationship also plays a part in modifying the foundations of the directors’ dynamic managerial

capabilities.

Contributions to the literature

The main contributions of this research target the literature on incubators. We propose better
understanding of the strategic functioning of these organisations (Ahmad & Thornberry, 2018;
Kakabadse et al., 2020). In particular, we go into further depth regarding the decision-making
role played by the directors of incubators by studying their dynamic managerial capabilities. Of
the strategic missions carried out by these actors (Ahmad & Thornberry, 2018; Kakabadse et
al., 2020), we indicate that they are invested in defining and implementing strategic changes.
They warn their boards of directors about the transformations needed and try to convince them
to act if they react negatively. They also mobilise their team to initiate these transformations.
In this context, they notably face situations of resistance to change, requiring managerial know-
how in terms of support in the face of change, and not all directors have this skill. The
importance of incubator directors having the managerial skills for dealing with change had not
until now been highlighted in the academic literature (Ahmad et Thornberry, 2018; Kakabadse

et al., 2020).
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To face up to these situations of resistance to change and the lack of funding, incubator directors
develop relationships with external partners, in the hope of finding support and continuing the
transformations they judge essential. These partnerships are based notably on the relationships
between the cognition, social and human capital of both actors. This original approach allows
us to study these ‘relationships’ formed by (1) one-way enrichment (for example, when one of
the actors is brought into contact with a member of the social capital of the other, thus increasing
his own social capital), (2) enrichment that goes both ways (for example, common discussions
and reflections that enhance the cognition of both actors at the same time), or (3) criss-crossed
enrichment (for example, when the experience of one actor — his human capital — enhances the
reflection — cognition — of the other).

Furthermore, although all three incubator directors developed relationships with their partners
to trigger the changes initially refused by their boards of directors and the incubator teams, they
did not all choose the same type of partner: (1) in certain cases, the human capital orients this
choice. For example, thanks to his extensive experience in the incubator, the director of the
traditional incubator was very familiar with how the institutions in which he had positioned
himself function, as well as with the actors he could use to respect this framework. In other
cases (2), the social capital was the driving force. The director of the accelerator notably chose
a business director he knew well and whom he trusted to try to provide a solution to the problem
of a lack of funding for his structure. (3) Finally, in the last case, it was cognition that gave
impetus to the selection of partners: the director of the pre-accelerator gave the matter thought
and assessed as a priority the resources he needed for his projects, then determined as a result

which actors could provide them for him.

Studying the articulation between the foundations of the dynamic managerial capabilities

(cognition, social capital, human capital) of the directors also allowed us to respond to the
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research paths proposed by Helfat and Martin (2015) in the literature on dynamic capabilities,
such as analysing the three foundations jointly. Our approach is original because it highlights
the contribution of the cognition, social capital, and human capital of the partners on the outside
of the evolution in the foundations of the dynamic managerial capabilities of the directors
during the transformation process: this relationship is present little in most research (Adner &
Helfat, 2003; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Huy & Zott, 2019; Kevill et al., 2021). During the
transformation processes of incubators provoked by dynamic managerial capabilities, processes
structured by original stages (‘structuring a vision’, ‘searching for partners’, ‘formalising
partnerships’) (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Teece, 2007), the cognition, social and human capital
of the directors were themselves transformed thanks to several mechanisms: (1) reflections
shared with their partners, (2) meeting and making contact with third parties, and (3) personal
experiences during these transformation processes. The human capital of the directors was
transformed by the experiences had during these transformation processes, structured by
reflections (cognition) for implementing incubation models with their partners (social capital).
The social capital was enriched by the events organised by the incubator’s team, the
discussions, and suggestions with their partners (cognition), which led to new contacts with
their partner’s network during the experience (human capital). Finally, their thought processes
and reflections transformed thanks to experimentation with new support formats (human
capital), but also exchanges with their partners (social capital). These modifications thus show
interdependence between the cognition-social capital-human capital of the actors who work on
the transformation of incubators (Adner & Helfat, 2003; Helfat & Peteraf, 2015; Huy & Zott,
2019).

Furthermore, the partnerships constructed by the incubator directors could be linked to the
behaviour of the contributing entrepreneurs (Béraud et al., 2013), the active players in the

construction of collaborations within the open innovation systems. We nevertheless go into this
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theoretical approach in depth by indicating that the incubator directors are not entrepreneurs
like any others. These actors are subject to the decisions of a board of directors composed of
the public or private institutions with which they must work. The directors thus act more as

contributing ‘intrapreneurs’ (Covin & Miles, 1999).

Managerial contributions

We also discuss several managerial contributions for the incubator directors and their public
financers. First, we advised the directors to find relays outside of the incubator to support their
projects. This mission consisted of anticipating possible evolution in entrepreneurial support
and imagining the new incubation models to adapt to it. It led them to potentially identify the
situations of resistance to change within the incubators. One solution was to mobilise the
support of public or private partners. The status of these actors, and the interest they might have
in initiating projects, form a basis for facilitating the adhesion of the members of the incubator.
This support is even easier for the board of directors if the partners mobilised are well-known
and involved in the strategic levels of the incubator, as well as being capable of providing
funding. For the teams, solid commitment from the partners for the creation of new incubation
models provides impetus for their participation. The choice of these partners furthermore had
to be made strategically by the directors. To favour the success of the collaboration, several
elements seemed important: (1) mutual trust and common values to allow the director and the
partner to work together, (2) the organisation to which the partner belongs must contribute to
the incubator’s mission, for example in terms of economic development, to build a common
objective for both organisations, and (3) the formalisation of a partnership is essential, notably
taking the incubator’s institutional framework into account.

Second, in relation to collaboration with these external partners, it seems to be a good idea to

highlight the importance of managerial competences in the incubator directors to be able to deal
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with situations of resistance to change within their own organisation. A training component,
notably in providing support for change, was revealed by our research. The directors are the
agents of change within their organisation, equipping them appropriately to conduct this very
specific mission is essential. We thus suggest that the boards of directors of incubators fund
training courses for their director in this field.

Third, it seems relevant to suggest that the public institutions that fund incubators support their
partnership approaches. This support can come in the form of participating in defining and
implementing the partnership strategy. In terms of defining this strategy, the public financers
can orient the calls for project that they propose with, for example, the request for private co-
financing, or by selecting the specific support programmes that bring together competent public
or private actors on specific themes (inclusion, environment, deep tech, etc.). This support can
also lead to the incubation industry, characterised by a wealth of actors, becoming easier to

understand.

Limitations and perspectives for research

This research has certain limitations that are all possible paths for future research. As indicated
in the methodology section, our research was carried out in France, where public institutions
are committed to funding incubators. Our results are also specific to a context in which the
public authorities are very present. To overcome this limitation, it is necessary to explore other
countries in which the public sector is less invested. In addition, to study in further detail the
transformations of incubators, hybrid organisation concepts (Battilana, 2018) and collective
intelligence (Secundo et al., 2021) are fields that seem to us interesting to explore. On the one
hand, the partnerships developed allow incubators to benefit from resources and competences
of public and private origin. They act like hybrid organisations to acquire and conserve these

resources and competences. On the other, acquiring and conserving these resources are possible
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thanks to the work of the incubator directors and their partners, during which they associate

their efforts to attain a common goal, that is, dynamic collective intelligence (Lévy, 2010).
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Appendix 1. Data sources used in the three incubator cases

Traditional incubator

Immersion 1
April 2016

Immersion 2
September 2016

Immersion 3
January 2017

Immersion 4
May 2017

Actors questioned:
- Assistant 1
- Coach 1
- Coach 2
- Director
- Entrepreneur 1
- Entrepreneur 2
- Entrepreneur 3
- Partner 1
- Intern

Actors questioned:
- Assistant 1
- Assistant 2
- Coach 1
- Coach 2
- Director
- Entrepreneur 1
- Entrepreneur 2
- Entrepreneur 3
- Partner 2

Actors questioned:
- Assistant 1
- Assistant 2
- Coach 1
- Director
- Entrepreneur 1
- Entrepreneur 3
- Entrepreneur 4
- Partner 3

Actors questioned:
- Assistant 1
- Assistant 2
- Coach 1
- Large company

executive

- Director
- Entrepreneur 1
- Entrepreneur 3
- Entrepreneur 4
- Public financer
- Partner 4

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Number of observation
hours: 20 h

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Documents collected:

Documents collected:

Documents collected:

Documents collected:

- Entrepreneur 1
- Entrepreneur 2
- Entrepreneur 3

- Entrepreneur 3
- Entrepreneur 4
- Entrepreneur 5

- Entrepreneur 4
- Entrepreneur 5
- Entrepreneur 6
- Partner 3

- Activity reports - Press articles - Press articles - Press articles
- Communications - Communications - Communications
written by the team written by the team written by the team
- Commercial brochure

Accelerator
Immersion 1 Immersion 2 Immersion 3 Immersion 4
June 2016 November 2016 May 2017 November 2017
Actors questioned: Actors questioned: Actors questioned: Actors questioned:

- Coach 1 - Coach 1 - Large company - Large company

- CEO partner 1 - CEO partner 1 executive partner executive partner

- Director - Director - CEO partner 2 - CEO partner 1

- CEO partner 2
- Entrepreneur 5
- Entrepreneur 7
- Entrepreneur 8

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Number of observation
hours: 20 h

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Documents collected:
- Communications
written by the team
- Support tools
- Commercial brochure

Documents collected:
- Press articles
- Communications
written by the team

Documents collected:
- Press articles
- Support tools

Documents collected:
- Activity report

Pre-Accelerator

Immersion 1

Immersion 2

Immersion 3

Immersion 4

- Entrepreneur 3
- Partner 1

- Entrepreneur 1
- Entrepreneur 2
- Entrepreneur 3

- Entrepreneur 5
- Partner 2

November 2016 March 2017 October 2017 February 2018
Actors questioned: Actors questioned: Actors questioned: Actors questioned:
- Coach 1 - Coach 1 - Coach 1 - Coach 1
- Director - Director - Director - Coach 2
- Entrepreneur 1 - Large company - Entrepreneur 1 - Director
- Entrepreneur 2 executive - Entrepreneur 2 - Entrepreneur 1

- Entrepreneur 5
- Entrepreneur 6
- Intern

- Partners 3

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Number of observation
hours: 20 h

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Number of observation hours:
20 h

Documents collected:
- Communications

Documents collected:
- Press articles

Documents collected:
- Communications

Documents collected:
- Press articles

written by the team - Communications written by the team - Communications
- Support tool written by the team written by the team
- Activity report - Activity report
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Appendix 2.1. Transformation process of the traditional incubator

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Phase of constructing Phase of ;
a vision for the searching Phase of co-shaping an ! n
Individual level incubator for partners opportunity : ;
Discussion with the director of the Presentation of the project to the 1 i
consular chamber (spring 201£) biard of directors (autumn 2015) E : :
1%t transformation process AU o /A VAA U : ! : |
(coworking space) VIV \ A VVA ij\ VVI\ ; : :
Refusal of the employees to invest Writing specifications validated by the consular Inauguration of the oworkiné; : H
themselves in the project chamber (spring 2016) space (September 2016) 3 5
Organisational level Phase of Phase of collectively seizing : ;
formalising the the coworking space project Phase of transforming the incubator '
partnership |
Traditional 3 : : :
incubateur i : : :
it ] P‘hz}se of constructing a Phage of Phase_ of co- i ; i
vision for the incubator searching for shaping an H 0 8
partners opportunity i i '
Meeting and discussion about the projct with the The incubator director’s participation in the pilot : !
partner company executive (spring 20+1 6) + committee for the project (July 2016) ; :
21 transformation process \AA VAA \AA WA \
;
(accelerator) v?v N AR VVA ' Y ?
. | Change in the statutes of the incubator to First year of the accelerator
Refusal by the. emplo:veex r? commit H initiate the accelerator (autumn 2017) (September 2019)
to the director’s project
Organisational level !
Transformation
Phase of formalising the partnership Phase of collectively seizing the accelerator project of the incubator
Legend

I:I Phase in the transformation process that takes place at the individual level
I:I Phase in the transformation process that takes place at the organisational level

\A/\ Event that leads to a rupture in the process and transition to a new phase
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Appendix 2.2. Transformation process of the accelerator

2016

2017

2018

support programme)

Organisational level

Legend

|:| Phase in the transformation process that takes place at the individual level

Lr___-| Phase in the transformation process that takes place at the organisational level

\/V\ Event that leads to a rupture in the process and transition to a new phase

Refusal of the board of directors to commit to
the director’s project

?

1
Phase of constructing a Phase of :
. vision for the incubator searching for Phase of co-shaping Phase of withdrawal of the members of the volunteer team |
Individual level partners an opportunity :
__________________________________ .,____________________I

Discussion of the idea with the partner business Departure of the director and replacement by

Incomplete director (September 2016) the business director in the accelerator’s team

A transformation process (e 20
ccelerator i i \AA \AA \AA \AA
(open innovation VAAY \VA'A VAAY WA >

Cessation of the accelerator’s activity

(October 2018)
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Appendix 2.3. Transformation process of the pre-accelerator

2016

2017

Phase of constructing a vision

Individual level for the incubator

Phase of searching for

partners Phase of co-shaping an opportunity

Rencontre et discussion de l'idée avec le
cadre de l'entreprise partenaire (février

Accord de principe donné par le cadre partenaire

2018

Legend

I:] Phase in the transformation process that takes place at the individual level
D Phase in the transformation process that takes place at the organisational level

\N\ Event that leads to a rupture in the process and transition to a new phase

au nom de l’entreprise (février 2017) :

st . 2017), $ i
15t transformation process A AN VAA 1 ~
(Hackathon) A LAANRAA H i

Refus d’engagement de la gouvernance pour le Signature d'un contrat de Déroulement de la premiére :

gageme & P prestation (février 2017) édition du hackathon (mars 2017) H

L projet du directeur !

Organisational level :

Phase of Phas§ ol :

i collectively Phase of !

formalising e i H

the seizing the transforming the :

. hackathon incubator H

' partnership G !

: projet :

Pre-accelerator : i

Phase of constructing a vision for the :

incubator Phase of searching for partners Phase of co-shaping an opportunity ;

Individual level §

Presentation of the idea to the director of ~ Launch of the project’s pilot committees with the |

the doctoral school (spring 2016) doctoral college (November 2016) !
2" transformation process (open \AA \AA \ A \ \AA \AA >

innovation support programme) WAAY \AA) VA'AY v \/ ' \
Refusal of the board of directors to commit to Signature of a partnership First year of the open innovation support programme Development of a service for managing partnerships
? he director’ . agreement (June 2017) (October 2017) (autumn 2017)
Organisational level the director’s project
Pha‘5§ of Phase of collectively seizing the open innovation Phase of transforming the
formalising the :
= programme incubator
partnership
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Appendix 3. Structure of the data

15t order (concepts)

* Observation of the transformation of the support sector

» Feeling of being unprepared in the face of entrepreneurs’ expectations

+ Identification of challenges which force improvements in current support

+ Identification of evolution in the needs of entrepreneurs and financers for support

* Visit to partner incubators in other regions
» Invitation to actors in the region to evoke new forms of support
» Discussion with partners who initiate projects in entrepreneurial support

* Judgment of the incubator director on the importance of initiating change in support practices
* Imagining support for intrapreneurs in large business groups

* Belief that community events are a strategic axis for the incubator

* Desire to create a financially sustainable structure through private funding

* Informal reflection period with the members of the incubator team
» Area for discussion and work within the incubator’s team to enhance skills
* Visit to, and analysis of, competitors’ practices with the employees of the incubator

+ Internal tension for a problem of recognition of the work of one chargé d’affaires

*  Work overload of the chargés d’affaires
» Refusal of several employees to participate in the incubator’s projects

* Refusal to take the incubator director’s vision into account

* Reticence of the incubator’s board of directors regarding the director’s project
* Institutional conflicts within the direction of the incubator

* Refusal to increase the funding of the accelerator to develop the project

« Feeling of lacking resources to manage to team’s resistance to change
« Insistance with the incubator’s board of directors to develop projects

JULTIUL

2nd grder (themes)

@ >
The director’s human capital making it
possible to identify evolution in support

practices

- J

4 A

The directors’ social capital making it possible
to discover new support practices

S J

@ D
The directors’ cognition focused on the
emergence of a vision for the incubator

- J

e N

Contribution of the team of employees in the
director’s reflections

G J

& N

Refusal on the part of the team of employees
to participate in the transformations envisaged
. J
( M
Refusal of change by the incubator’s board of
directors
- J

Impossibility for the director to overcome the
resistance of the team and board of directors
alone

Aggregated dimension

1- Constructing a
vision for the
incubator
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1%t order (concepts)

Discussion between the director of the traditional incubator and the general
manager of a partner consular chamber

Exchange of an executive from the large company and elected member of the
partner consular chamber with the director of the traditional incubator
Proposition made to the executive from the large company, and alumni of the
group of universities and schools by the director of the pre-accelerator
Solicitation of a doctoral school director by the director of the pre-accelerator
Solicitation of laboratory directors by the director of the pre-accelerator
Exchanges with a business director, a mentor of the accelerator

Identification of a coworking project in relation with the vision for community
events for the director of the traditional incubator

Interest of the director in business acceleration, in relation with the exectations
of the public authorities

Project for a hackathon proposed by the director of the pre-accelerator

Open innovation support programme inspired by partner incubators

Interest in entrepreneurial support and skills from the director of the traditional
incubator to give impetus to the region of the large company

Discussion with the business director on the evolution of the accelerator with an
open innovation support programme project

Interest in the project from the director of the pre-accelerator to have new ideas,
acquire new skills and communicate

Mobilisation of a long-term partner of the traditional incubator

Significant institutional and decisional weight from the partner for the
traditional incubator

Search for a partner who could finance the hackathon

Solicitation of a committed business director to take over the direction of the
accelerator

Mutuel trust and respect between the director of the accelerator and the partner
business director

o

2nd grder (themes)

é L

Mobilisation of directors of public
and private organisations from the
directors’ social capital

A 4
@ 2

Cognition of the directors turned
towards identifying projects for
support formats

N /
‘o 0
Analysis of the directors’ projects
through the prism of the partners’
cognition, social capital, and human
capital

- 4

Different positions of the directors in
relation to their social capital, human
capital, and cognition

Aggregated dimension

2- Searching for
public and private
partners
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1t order (concepts)

Reflections and negotiation with the director of the partner consular chamber for the
refurbishment of the coworking space project

Discussion with the executive from the large partner company to define the accelerator’s axes
of specialisation

Structuring of the open innovation support programme by the director of the pre-accelerator
Definition of the content of the open innovation support programme

Knowledge of coworking spaces that make up the economic development tools to respond to
the expectations of public financers

Identification of the direction for an accelerator from an example studied in the support sector
Mobilisation of knowledge of university incubators in Haifa and Cambridge to structure an
open innovation support programme

Mobilisation of the experience of training in the large groups by the director of the accelerator
to think about the open innovation programme

Mobilisation of colleagues from other departments in the group of public universities and
schools to develop the open innovation programme project

Mobilisation of directors of laboratories in the network of the pre-accelerator’s director to
develop the open innovation support programme

Definition of the content of the hackathon with the pedagogy manager in his network
Transmission of the direction of the business accelerator to the partner business director

Exchanges with the director around the implementation and ownership of the coworking space
Discussion regarding the constraints of the large company for responding to its legal
obligations

Writing a framework paper with the partners of the large company to define the content of the
business accelerator

Mobilisation of experienced employees from the large company to structure the content of the
hackathon

Institutional tensions in the board of directors of the accelerator

Refusal of the private computing school to attribute additional funds to the business
accelerator

Lack of time to direct the business accelerator

No partnership developed with large companies

Progressive abandonment of the business accelerator by the members of the team of volunteers

UL Ul

2nd grder (themes)

Cognition of the director

Yo
A

Human capital of the director

Y
A

Social capital of the director

N 4
& )

Role played by the cognition, social capital, and
human capital of the partner in the director’s
foundations

N 4
@ 3

Failure of the project for an open innovation
support programme of the accelerator

- 4

Aggregated dimension

3- Co-shaping an
incubation model
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15t order (concepts)

Regular invitations from the members of the partner consular chamber to the
board of directors of the traditional incubator

Importance of the board of directors to validate the strategic orientations of the
traditional incubator

Signature of agreements as a classic means of formalising the partnerships for
the pre-accelerator

Designation of the executive of the large company as the president of the
traditional incubator

Reflection on the evolution in the statutes of the traditional incubator

Inclusion of a confidentiality agreement to protect against disclosure of the
results of the hackathon

Adoption by the partners of the modalities for formalisation proposed by the
directors

Participation of the general director of the partner consular chamber in the
presentation of the coworking project

Integration of the office of the traditional incubator into the framework of the
large partner company

Signature of a partnership and confidentiality agreement between the
traditional incubator and to launch the hackathon

Agreement given by the board of directors of the traditional incubator to
launch the procedures for requesting funds for the coworking space
Recognition of the work of the pre-accelerator’s director by the president of the
group of public universities and schools

Work with two business directors on a Fab Lab project imagined by the
director of the traditional incubator

Absence of project follow-up because of an overload of work for the director
Support and formalisation with another public actor in the region

Institutional tensions between the public actor initiating the Fab Lab project
and the traditional incubator

CU LG

2nd grder (themes)

e 2

Use of the experience of formalisation
of the incubator director

C 4
Adaptation of the classic models of

formalisation to adapt to the
specificities of the programme

. 4
@ ®

Mechanisms of formalisation of the
partnership

- i
Vs N

Support from the board of directors for
the director’s project

N J
£ B

Failure of non-formalised projects

N 4

Aggregated dimension

4- Formalising the
partnership

48




15t order (concepts)

Production of specifications by the director of the traditional incubator and the
director of the consular chamber to structure the refurbishment of the
coworking space

Common reflections to define the content of the business accelerator
Exchanges between the director of the pre-accelerator and the executive from
the large company to determine the funds and human resources to be mobilised
from the large company for the hackathon

Work meetings between the director of the pre-accelerator and the director of
the doctoral school to structure the stages in the open innovation support
programme

Funding from the partner consular chamber to carry out the refurbishment
work for the coworking space

Financial contribution from the large partner company to develop the business
accelerator

Payment of the hackathon and availability of personnel from the large
company

Funding of the open innovation support programme by the doctoral college

Participation of the incubator’s employees in refurbishing the coworking space

Contribution on the margins of the support of the pre-accelerator in the
operational implementation of the hackathon and the open innovation support
programme

Refusal by advisor 2 to participate in the organisation of events in the
coworking space

Departure of advisor 2 from the traditional incubator

Definition of the strategic axes of the hackathon by the board of directors of
the group of public universities and schools

Transmission of the open innovation support project to the promotion
department

Critique and absence of recognition of the work of the pre-accelerator

IRV

2nd grder (themes)

0 D

Common work of the cognition,
social capital, and human capital of
the directors of the incubator and
their partners

G 4
d ™

Input of financial and human
resources by the partner organisations

4
\

Interest and total withdrawal of the
employees of the incubator

N 4
@ N

Alientation of the director of the
traditional incubator

Aggregated dimension

5- Collectively seizing
the incubation model
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1%t order (concepts)

Development of a services for businesses competences
Organisation of community events for the coworking space
Development of a competence for innovation

Development of a competence for searching for private partners

Acquisition of public financial resources to refurbish the coworking space
Acquisition of funds of private origin to finance the accelerator

Recruitment of a person responsible for partnerships within the group of
public universities and schools

Generation of turnover thanks to the hackathon

Acquisition of public funds for the open innovation support programme

Modification to the statutes of the incubator to manage the accelerator to
welcome the partners

Recruitment of a person devoted to partnerships within the group of public
universities and schools

Permanent search for partners by advisor 1 from the pre-accelerator

Increase in the number of entrepreneurs supported

Acquisition of financial resources to develop new projects

Collection of public and private funding to ensure the continuity of the
activity

LU <, 4

2 grder (themes)

Evolution in support competences

\ 7
& D

Evolution in financial resources

e 4
@ i\

Implementation of a strategy to search
for partners

N 4
@ >

Improvement in the performances of
the incubators

Aggregated dimension

6- Transforming the

incubator’s resources
and competences
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Appendix 4 — Example table of the transcripts for the first order coding

First order codes

Example of verbatim

1- Constructing a vision for
the incubator

« Pour moi, c’est fondamental, l'animation de communauté, c’est améliorer I’accompagnement. La relation du manager avec son accompagné est complétement a revoir. Ca ne peut plus marcher
comme cela » (Directeur incubateur traditionnel, avril 2016)

« Je regarde comment ¢a se passe [dans une université Israélienne] Je ne sais pas si tu connais, a Haifa. On y va justement. On part samedi matin et on y reste jusqu'au 16 novembre. Eux, par exemple,
des qu'il y a un partenariat quelconque, ils font payer." (Directeur du pré-accélérateur, octobre 2016)

« C'est une demande de la part [de grands groupes], du fait que je les formais et que je leur apprenais Lean start-up. Je fais des formations Lean start-up pour [une grande entreprise de conseil]. J'ai
informé en tout 120 personnes de chez eux. [...] Ca me permet d'aller toquer aux portes en disant : « tu as un probléme, tu n'es pas capable de le résoudre » (Directeur de ’accélérateur, juin 2016)
« On a fait un événement sur les FabLab, c'est un petit-déj’ partenaire. C'est le FabLab de [la ville X] qui est intervenu. Les FabLab, je ne sais pas si tu vois, c'est du prototypage rapide etc. Et
l'intervenant était trés bien » (manager 2, septembre 2016)

« [Les institutionnels publics] s'en fait un monde, parce que, d'aprés moi, elle a été éblouie par la promesse des accélérateurs. Parce que quand tu regardes aujourd'hui les résultats des accélérateurs,
dans la région en tout cas, ce que je connais, je n'ai pas beaucoup de boites accélérées » (directeur de I’incubateur traditionnel, janvier 2017)

« C'est vrai que j'ai eu des conseils d'administration assez chaud. Méme avec les représentants des étudiants, j'étais assez étonnée que ce soient eux qui me mettent des batons dans les roues »
(Directeur du pré-accélérateur, octobre 2016)

« Le vrai souci va se poser un moment, c'est l'argent que [1’école d’informatique] pousse dans [I’accélérateur). Ils attendaient des retours au bout de trois ans. lls savaient qu'ils n'auraient pas de
retour la premiere ni la deuxiéme année. La, c'est la troisiéme année. Ils attendaient des retours des start-ups. On leur explique qu'il n'y en a aucune qui sont prétes a lacher des billets. Méme celles
qui sont succesfull. 1l faut que l'on change le business model. J'ai impression que pour l'instant, ils l'entendent. Sauf que moi, je suis arrivé en disant qu'il faut doubler le budget. Ca les a un peu
refroidis » (Chef d'entreprise partenaire 1, accélérateur d’entreprise, mars 2017)

« [Chef d'entreprise partenaire 1] me demande d’arréter I’enregistrement de notre interview pour me dire qu'il y a des tensions entre le président de [’accélérateur et son secrétaire. Ils ne s accordent
pas sur les fonds a attribuer a la structure : un autre accélérateur est rattaché a [1I’école d’informatique], défendu par le président, et consomme énormément de fonds, au détriment de ceux de
[I’accélérateur] » (Journal de bord, mars 2017)

2- Searching for public and
private partners

« Je pense que le [I’incubateur traditionnel] peut assez facilement devenir un accélérateur. Je pense que les structures d'accompagnement peuvent assez facilement devenir des accélérateurs. Parce
que quand tu regardes comment fonctionnent les accélérateurs, trés souvent, je ne vais pas dire que ce sont des coquilles vides, mais c'est des structures qui sont trés légéres, avec des intervenants
extérieurs qui viennent pour assurer des missions. [...] Donc tu passes du coté du personnel extérieur, que tu payes en prestations extérieures. Ca, c'est des trucs que je sais faire, puisque je fais de
la formation » (Directeur de l'incubateur, janvier 2019)

« Nous, on va créer un [espace de coworking], parce que je pense que c’est une des évolutions possibles de I'accompagnement » (Directeur incubateur traditionnel, avril 2016)

« Gérer un espace de coworking, sur le plan régional, c’est innovant. C’est-a-dire qu’aujourd ’hui, les autres ne le font pas, pas a ma connaissance en tout cas pour ceux que je connais. Ils n’ont pas
cette solution, ¢a c’est innovant » (Directeur incubateur traditionnel, avril 2016)

«1l'y a une proximité qui s’est créée entre [le directeur de la grande entreprise partenaire et moi). Je [’appelle assez régulierement. Je pense que cela I’a placée dans une situation de confiance, par
rapport [a I’incubateur traditionnel] (directeur de I’incubateur traditionnel, mai 2017)

« On a aussi essayé d’axer la sensibilisation sur les participants du hackathon [d’une école de chimie du groupement d’université et d’école] dans le cadre de la semaine inter-universitaire. C'est
nous qui avons proposé l'idée du hackathon. On construit un peu la structure. On ne va pas récupérer les bénéfices, mais ¢a, c'est une autre question » (Directeur du pré-accélérateur, mars 2017)

« Le but est que [le chef d’entreprise partenaire 1] reprenne la direction de [’accélérateur]. Seulement, il a moins de temps que moi, puisqu'il a plusieurs activités. 1l va falloir répartir les tiches de
l’accélérateur en fonction de cette problématique-la » (directeur de 1’accélérateur, mai 2016)

«Je faisais déja [de I’accompagnement a ’open innovation]. Je le faisais de temps en temps avec quelques start-ups. Quand je voyais une opportunité, je la leur proposais. Sauf que les opportunités,
il faut les chercher. C'est donc un projet d'industrialisation [de cet accompagnement] que [’on va faire avec [’accélérateur] » (Chef d’entreprise 1 de I’accélérateur, novembre 2016).

« Les cabinets de conseil ont un réseau important de clients grands groupes. C'est intéressant de faire des partenariats avec eux, pour nous, leur offiir un ensemble de start-ups qui pourraient
répondre aux problématiques de leurs clients. Je ne sais pas a quel point [le chef d’entreprise partenaire 1] t'a parlé de ses activités, il a un lien fort avec [un grand cabinet de conseil]. 1/ y a ce coté-
la qui peut étre intéressant a creuser » (Directeur de I’accélérateur, novembre 2016)

3- Co-shaping an incubation
model

« J’attends de voir qui il va y avoir dans I’espace, comment ¢a va se gérer. Idéalement, ce que j’aimerai, mais je ne suis pas du tout slir que j’arriverai a le faire passer au niveau de la [chambre
consulaire partenaire], idéalement, j’aimerai avoir un budget de quelques milliers d’euros chaque année et de le donner aux créateurs, de le donner aux personnes qui sont dans I’espace de coworking
pour I’aménagement". (Directeur de l'incubateur traditionnel, septembre 2016)

«J'ai rencontré [le manager de la grande entreprise partenaire] au printemps 2016. Il était venu me voir et m'avait dit que la centrale X venait de fermer. En contrepartie [la grande entreprise partenaire]
mettait de l'argent a disposition pour le développement économique. Elle me posait la question de savoir ce qui pourrait se faire avec l'argent. On a discuté et on a eu plusieurs idées ensemble. L'idée
de créer un accélérateur est venue. L'idée étant d'utiliser l'argent [de la grande entreprise] pour lancer l'accélérateur » (directeur de 1’incubateur traditionnel, mai 2017)

« Le cadre de la grande entreprise a organisé des réunions, auxquelles elle m'a associé. On a commencé a poser les bases de ce que pourrait étre programme d'accélération » (Directeur de I’incubateur
traditionnel, janvier 2017)

« [Pour le programme d’accompagnement a 1’open innovation), je travaille avec une collégue, parce que c'est un cheval entre l'innovation et la valorisation de la recherche, parce qu'elle est en
contact avec les laboratoires et moi avec les étudiants. Mais, c'est plus moi qui pilote » (Directeur du pré-accélérateur, octobre 2016)

« On a fait des réunions avec [le directeur]. On s'est réuni avec le [directeur du collége doctoral]. 1l y avait par exemple des questions sur le statut [du programme d’accompagnement a 1’open-
innovation] : est-ce optionnel ? Avec la validation de combien d'heures ? » (Stagiaire du pré-accélérateur, février 2018)

« Ce n'est pas encore acté par le [directeur de I’école d’informatique privée], qui fait partie du bureau de [I’accélérateur]. Globalement, je vais remplacer [le directeur]. I part en Allemagne pour des
raisons personnelles, probablement en février. La, on est en train de faire la transition tous les deux. Je reprends son role a [I’accélérateur] : managing director" (Chef d'entreprise partenaire 1,
novembre 2016)
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« On n’a toujours pas de quoi vivre a [I’accélérateur]. C'est un vrai probléme parce que l'on vit grdace aux subventions de nos partenaires, principalement [1’école d’informatique privée]. 1/ faut mettre
en place un vrai business model la-dessus, c'est business model la, c'est de la vente. On va aider ces start-ups-la faire des ventes auprés des grands groupes. Je pense que l'on a fait ¢a avec [le
directeur] au moment ot il m'a proposé de reprendre l'accélérateur. J'ai dit : « OK, mais il faudrait mettre en place ¢a » » (Chef d'entreprise partenaire 1, novembre 2016)

« La, on a changé de business model. En gros la, maintenant, on essaye d'aider les start-ups a vendre leurs projections BtoB, et donc de faire de la prospection. Ma nouvelle mission, mais c'est un
peu tard, c'est de trouver des entreprises qui pourraient étre potentiellement intéressées par nos start-ups et de les contacter. Donc de créer une relation avec elles, et un moment opportun, de pousser
nos start-ups pour accélérer et faciliter la mise en place d'une vente » (Chef d'entreprise partenaire 2, novembre 2016)

« [Le chef d’entreprise partenaire 2 et moi] étions d'accord pour dire que [’accélérateur] était en train de prendre l'eau, parce qu'il n'y avait personne pour s'en occuper a 100 %. C'était dommage,
mais en méme temps, trouver un talent avec le budget qu'il y a, ce n'était pas possible » (Chef d’entreprise partenaire 1 de I’accélérateur, novembre 2017).

4- Formalising the
partnership

« Le directeur général de la [chambre consulaire partenaire] participe a tous les bureaux. On pourrait trés bien ne pas le faire, mais moi je trouve que c’est bien, on invite traditionnellement le
directeur général de la chambre a participer aux bureaux et aux conseils d’administration, et aux assemblée générales de [I’incubateur traditionnel] » (Directeur de l'incubateur traditionnel, avril
2016)

« C’est le président et le directeur général de la [chambre consulaire partenaire] qui ont quand méme un mot a dire pour tout ce que 1’on fait. C’est [le directeur de I’incubateur] qui propose les lignes
directrices de [I’incubateur traditionnel] aux élus du conseil d’administration et a la [chambre consulaire]. Pour les travaux [de ’espace de coworking), ce sont eux qui ont dit ok ou pas » (Assistant
2, septembre 2016)

« Parmi les nouveaux membres du bureau [de I’incubateur traditionnel], la présidente est [le cadre de la grande entreprise partenaire] qui est responsable d'une action qui s'appelle énergie » (Directeur
de l'incubateur traditionnel, mai 2017)

«1ly a eu le dépot des dossiers de demande de financement. On a fait un cahier des charges et on a sollicité la [chambre consulaire] pour le démarrage des travaux. Le dossier de demande de
subvention a été déposé en juillet dernier ». (Directeur de 'incubateur traditionnel, septembre 2016)

« C'est des conventions de confidentialité que l'on a signée avec les établissements et aprés avec chaque personne qui participe. Parce qu'évidemment, la valeur qui est créée, on ne veut pas la
retrouver dans les journaux le lendemain avec toutes les idées » (Manager de la grande entreprise, mars 2017)

« Lors de son discours, le président a ouvertement félicité [le directeur du pré-accélérateur] pour son engagement devant tous les participants présents. Lors de notre entretien, cette semaine [le
directeur] m 'en reparle en souriant. Il m’indique que le compliment n’est politiquement pas correct, car le président a bien précisé qu’il ne croyait absolument pas les projets possibles avant leur
réalisation » (Journal de bord, octobre 2017).

5- Collectively seizing the
incubation model

« Lorsque je reviens pour ma deuxiéeme période d’étude au sein de [I’incubateur traditionnel], toute I'équipe est en train de déménager son bureau. Aprés plusieurs mois de travaux, l’espace de
coworking est opérationnel. Le directeur a donc réussi a convaincre les membres du bureau de ’association pour lancer ce projet » (Journal de bord, septembre 2016).

« Par exemple, pour l'espace de coworking, [le directeur] a demandé des aides auprés du FEDER qui sont passés par la région. Une partie a aussi été financée par la [chambre consulaire partenaire],
par notre trésorerie, et par cette aide européenne » (Manager 2, septembre 2018)

«Je propose un espace de coworking pour des personnes qui sont accompagnées ou des personnes qui ne sont pas accompagnées a 180 € par mois. Avec un full access, c'est-a-dire que tu as un
badge et tu rentres quand tu veux. Tu as accés au réseau WiFi, tu as accés a la cafetiére, tu acces a la cuisine, tu accés a la salle de réunion en fonction des disponibilités ou alors, c'est 12 € par

Jjour » (Directeur, janvier 2017)

« Pour compenser la récente fermeture de sa centrale électrique de [la ville X], [la grande entreprise] s'est engagé dans plusieurs actions [qu'un acteur public local] s'emploie a soutenir. En outre, un
accélérateur de start-ups porté par [la grande entreprise] devrait voir le jour d'ici six mois dans les locaux de I'incubateur [traditionnel] » (Article de presse qui concerne I’incubateur traditionnel,
novembre 2017)

« Pour [le programme d’accompagnement a I’open innovation), on a fait un point d'étape 3 mars. 1l n'y a plus qu’a. 1l faut voir comment on collecte les candidatures des étudiants. Pour la partie
labo, c'est ma collégue qui s’en occupe. Pour la partie doctorants, c'est le collége doctoral qui va le prendre en charge. Moi, je m'assure juste que tout fonctionne et mettre de I'huile quand il faut »
(Directeur, mars 2017)

« On a réfléchi a ce que le programme [d’accompagnement a I’open innovation] allait étre et on a présenté cela au collége doctoral. Ensuite, il y a eu une réunion de pré-lancement. C'était le 25
septembre, juste avant le lancement. Le lancement, c'était le 3 octobre » (Stagiaire, février 2018)

« On a travaillé avec [la grande entreprise partenaire]. /Is nous ont apporté 20 000 € pour le hackathon. On m'a dit : « pourquoi tu fais payer si peu ? ». Déja, ils ont payé. La prochaine fois, je ferai
plus cher." (Directeur du pré-accélérateur, mars 2017)

6- Transforming the
incubator’s resources and
competences

«1l'y a un certain nombre de choses a régler avant et qui sont en cours. Il faut changer les statuts [de I’incubateur traditionnel]. Les statuts du BIC n’autorisent pas le portage, ne prévoit pas le
portage de structures [I’accélérateur]. Donc il faut changer les statuts pour déja autoriser son portage, et ensuite donner plus de poids a des personnes qui donneraient de l'argent [a I’incubateur
traditionnel] et qui voudraient rentrer dans son conseil d'administration » (Directeur de 1’incubateur traditionnel)

« Nous étions aussi soutenus par le collége doctoral qui a payé pour le [programme d’accompagnement a I’open innovation] » (Stagiaire, février 2018)

« [On a réussi a faire un bénéfice de] 7000 €, a peu prés, car la plupart des intervenants ont demandé a ne pas étre rémunérés » (Directeur du pré-accélérateur, mars 2017)

« Cet espace de coworking nous fait évoluer et fait évoluer notre travail. On va vers le service a l'entreprise, je le sens de plus en plus. On est trés sollicités pour organiser des manifestations dans
l'espace. Par exemple, la manifestation qui a eu lieu hier organisée par [une association d’entreprises du territoire], typiquement, c'est quelque chose qui fait évoluer notre métier » (Directeur de
I’incubateur traditionnel, septembre 2016)

« On a envie que ¢a bouge [au sein de I’incubateur traditionnel] et d 'évoluer avec notre métier » (Assistant 2 de I’incubateur traditionnel, septembre 2016)

« J'ai repris les formations, j'ai repris les animations pour partie. J'en ai aussi confi¢ [I’accompagnant 2] » (Directeur de I’incubateur traditionnel, janvier 2018)

« Le business model de I’accélérateur est fondé sur des financements publics, qui vont étre apportés par la région et I’Etat, et des financements privés, environ d hauteur de 70% privé, 30% public.
Cela va garantir notre viabilité » Directeur de grande entreprise partenaire de I’incubateur traditionnel, janvier 2017
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