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Abstract 

The aim of this study is to examine incubators which were formed by Innovation 

Center Iceland right after the financial crisis hit in 2008. The question is whether a 

new concept can be defined, or a new phenomenon, called “crisis incubation”. This is 

a concept that has not been studied before. This research is carried out by comparing 

the incubators formed in Iceland with incubators in six other European countries 

before the crisis hit, and see if there are any differences between the entrepreneurial 

processes. According to the study, the main differences between traditional incubators 

and crisis incubators are the following: Access to crisis incubators is much easier, 

incubatees within crisis incubators are much less likely to experience problems after 

they have entered the incubators, and they are much more likely to solve problems 

they experience. The only problem that incubatees in a crisis incubator are more likely 

to experience is obtaining finance. The study also finds some similarities between 

traditional incubators and crisis incubators. Overall, the main results strongly indicate 

that the differences between the two concepts are so great, that a new phenomenon 

can be defined, although further research is needed. 

 

 

Keywords: Business incubator, incubation, financial crisis, Iceland, entrepreneurship, 

start ups, comparison. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 3 

!"#$%&'(&)'*+%*+,&

!"#$%&'()*+&$(%# ,!
!"!"! -*'-(./#(0#.&*)1# 2!
!"3"! '/./4'+5#6*/.&$(%# 7!
!"8"#.*994'1#(0#94$%#0$%)$%:.# 7!
!";"#<$9$&4&$(%.# =!
3"! <$&/'4&*'/#'/>$/?#4%)#-'$('#'/./4'+5# @!
3"!"! &5/#'(</#4%)#4+&$>$&$/.#(0#$%+*A4&('.# !B!
3"3"! )$00/'/%&#&5/9/.# !!!
3"8"! $%+*A4&//.C#/D-/'$/%+/.# !3!
3";"! +'$.$.#$%+*A4&$(%# !8!
3","! /D-/+&4&$(%.# !;!
3"2"#.*994'1#(0#<$&/'4&*'/#'/>$/?# !,!
8"! 9/&5()#4%)#)4&4#+(<</+&$(%# !2!
8"!"#&5/#.*'>/1# !2!
8"3"#)$00/'/%+/.#A/&?//%#.&*)$/.# !7!
8"8"#<4%:*4:/# !=!
8";"#&5/#6*/.&$(%%4$'/# !=!
8","#&$9/#4%)#'/.-(%./#'4&/# !@!
8"2"#4#+'$&$+4<#4%4<1.$.#(0#&5/#9/&5()#4%)#'/.*<&.# !@!
;"! '/.*<&.# 3!!
;"!"#$%+*A4&//.C#A4+E:'(*%)F#+'$.$.#/00/+&#4%)#.4&$.04+&$(%# 3!!
;"3"#/9-<(19/%&F#./</+&$(%#+'$&/'$4F#/D$&#-(<$+1#4%)#&/49.C#
A4+E:'(*%)# 38!
;"8"#-'(A</9.#/D-/'$/%+/)F#.*--('&#4%)#.(<*&$(%.# 3,!
;";"#.*994'1#(0#'/.*<&.# 3=!
,"! )$.+*..$(%# 3@!
,"!"#'/.*<&.#$%#-/'.-/+&$>/# 3@!



 4 

,"3"#+(%&'$A*&$(%#&(#'/./4'+5# 83!
,"8"#+(%&'$A*&$(%#&(#-'4+&$+/# 83!
2"! +(%+<*.$(%.#4%)#0*&*'/#'/./4'+5# 8;!
7"! '/0/'/%+/.# 82!
="! 4--/%)$D#4# ;B!
 



 5 

-.&/*+0'123+4'*&

 

“In an effort to revive failing economies, local economic development 

organizations have scrambled to identify the tools available to them to 

encourage entrepreneurship. The most visible of these tools is the small 

business incubator, which has experienced rapid growth in popularity and 

use in the past two years.” (Brooks, 1986, p. 24) 

 

In 2008, a major economic crisis hit the world. Some countries were hit badly, others 

were not as affected by the situation. In the affected countries, many firms went 

bankrupt, people lost their jobs in great numbers, demand dropped and stock markets 

plunged (Singala, 2012, Kontonikas et al., 2013). Some economists have even stated 

that this was the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression in the 1930s 

(Mondiale, 2009). Iceland was among those countries that the crisis hit the hardest. 

All three banks in the country went bankrupt in a few weeks in October and 

November of 2008. In relation to the size of an economy, the collapse of the Icelandic 

banking system was the biggest in history (The Economist, 2008). The Icelandic 

krona took a dive, firms ran out of business, unemployment rose fast and foreign debt 

went through the roof (Wade, 2009). This was a catastrophic event, and the financial 

crash in Iceland has even been named the biggest and single most consequential event 

caused by humans in the country’s history (Vilhjálmsson, 2014).   

According to records on unemployment rate in Iceland, unemployment rose 

from 1,6% before the crisis in 2008, to 8,0% after the crisis hit in 2009 (Statistics 

Iceland, 2014). Unemployment in Iceland was therefore five times higher right after 

the crisis hit than just before. Under such circumstances, support and focus on 

entrepreneurial activities is more important than ever, as entrepreneurship can be 

crucial when it comes to economic recovery, growth and job creation in countries in 

times of recession (Papaoikonomou et al., 2012). But what effect did the crisis have 

on entrepreneurship as a whole in Iceland? Were there only negative effects, such as 

problems with financing, or were there some positive effects as well? 

Shortly after the crisis hit, Dr. Thorsteinn Ingi Sigfusson, general director of 

Innovation Center Iceland decided to do something about the situation in his home 



 6 

country. He decided to make it easier for people to enter the center with new business 

ideas, and get help with making these ideas become a reality. 

 

“Innovation Center Iceland discovered a big challenge in this crisis by 

opening new incubators. As a result of the crisis there was much unused 

office space, many of which had been occupied by venture capital related 

bank activities. Banks, other companies and communities were contacted 

and contracts made for inexpensive office space. We were well aware of 

the fact that the path to increasing economic growth is through innovation 

both in established and new companies. ICI has established 9 incubators 

with 100 companies and many of those have grown and multiplied their 

number of employees. ICI provides entrepreneurs with office space, 

administrative services and knowledge environment to foster innovation. 

ICI provides entrepreneurs with professional services and support.” 

(Ingvarsdottir and Sigfusson, 2013) 

 

As a result, Dr. Sigfusson and his coworkers opened up a few incubators, where 

entrepreneurs with new business ideas could get help, support and a place to work. 

Before the crisis hit, fewer incubators existed, it was difficult to get in there and a 

very limited number of entrepreneurs were admitted. The economic crisis was the 

drive here. Innovation Center Iceland has had more than 200 entrepreneurs working 

with them since (which is a lot for a small country like Iceland), and many of them 

have started their own business and are doing well (Ingvarsdottir and Sigfusson, 

2013). 

 

-.-. 5206',%&'(&,+217&
The purpose and aim of this study is to take a better look at these incubators formed in 

Iceland following the financial crisis. There are reasons to believe that the members of 

these incubators are different than those from the more traditional incubators, and also 

that the entrepreneurial processes are different from those that take place within the 

traditional incubators. Quite a lot is known about traditional incubators, i.e. how they 

work and how economies benefit from their activities. However, little is known about 

members’ experiences within traditional incubators, and even less is known overall 
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about incubators like the ones formed in Iceland. This study will therefore examine 

the possible differences between traditional incubators and incubators formed during a 

financial crisis, by studying their members’ experiences. The purpose is to see if a 

new phenomenon has emerged - a phenomenon which can be characterized as “crisis 

incubation”. 

 

-.8. 9%,%"03:&;2%,+4'*&
The main research question in this study is “What makes crisis incubators different 

from traditional incubators?”. More specifically, the study looks at whether there are 

differences in the people who come to the crisis incubators, if their backgrounds are 

different, if they experience the same problems or if they ask for different services 

and help from the incubators. 

In order to answer these questions, a comparison has to be made. In a study by 

Ratinho (2011), a survey was conducted among entrepreneurs within 12 incubators in 

six different European countries before the crisis hit in 2008. In the present study, 

some of the questions from Ratinho’s study were replicated and applied to the 

entrepreneurs in the crisis incubators in Iceland. The results were then compared in 

order to find out what the main differences between the two samples were. The 

questions in the questionnaire and the empirical analyses focus on various different 

issues, such as age and size of firms, background of the entrepreneurs, how difficult it 

was to enter the incubator, what problems the entrepreneurs faced, if they looked for 

support for those problems and if they solved their problems within the incubators. 

There are very few studies out there that examine the incubatees’ experience 

within incubators. Those few who carry out such studies seem to agree that there is a 

gap in that particular field of research (Hackett and Dilts, 2004; Abduh et al., 2007). 

In this study, that gap is narrowed with an examination of the characteristics and 

experiences of incubatees. More importantly, the main focus of this study is towards a 

more detailed concept within the field of incubation - a concept which might be 

defined as a new phenomenon; namely crisis incubation. 

 

-.<.&=2>>"07&'(&>"4*&(4*14*?,&

Overall, the main results strongly indicate that the differences between the two 

concepts are so great, that a new phenomenon can be defined, although further 
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research is needed. According to the study, the main differences between traditional 

incubators and crisis incubators are the following: Access to crisis incubators is much 

easier, incubatees within crisis incubators are much less likely to experience problems 

after they have entered the incubators, and they are much more likely to solve 

problems they experience. The only problem that incubatees in a crisis incubator are 

more likely to experience is obtaining finance. The study also finds some similarities 

between the two concepts. 

 

-.@.&A4>4+"+4'*,&

Overall, the aim of this study is to produce results which can be generalized to other 

contexts. This can be done by studying a new and completely understudied 

phenomenon, called “crisis incubation”. 

There might be some limitations and boundaries to this study. Iceland is the only 

subject of research, a very small country in the North-Atlantic. It might be difficult to 

generalize the results to other contexts and incubators in other countries because the 

sample is limited to Iceland. However, Iceland was among the countries that the 2008 

financial crisis hit the hardest (Wade, 2009) and therefore, it is a very suitable subject 

for this particular study on crisis incubators.  

Another possible limitation is the fact that the Icelandic economy has been 

recovering every year since the crisis hit, although the country’s economy is still 

rather unstable with strict capital controls and a high level of foreign debt (Howden, 

2013). Therefore, it might have been beneficial to conduct this study closer to the time 

when the financial crisis hit, to be able to better study the effects of the recession. 

However, as noted before, the effects of the crisis are still very present in Iceland. 

Additionally, many of the firms studied in this research have been members of the 

incubators for a few years, and therefore it is likely that they have been affected by 

the financial crisis.  

Another limitation might be that in this study, the incubator members’ 

experience is the field of research. The study therefore looks at the incubators through 

the eyes of their members. The experiences and views of the incubators’ managers are 

not included in this study and could therefore be a subject of a future study. 
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8. A4+%0"+20%&0%B4%C&"*1&604'0&0%,%"03:&
 

An early definition of incubators: 

 

“A multi-tenant facility which provides entrepreneurs with: (1) flexible 

leases on small amounts of inexpensive space; (2) a pool of shared support 

services to reduce overhead costs; (3) some form of professional and 

managerial assistance; and (4) access to or assistance in acquiring seed 

capital.” (Brooks, 1986, p. 24) 

 

Others have later proposed similar definitions:  

 

‘‘A business incubator is a facility that provides affordable space, shared 

office services, and business development assistance in an environment 

conducive to new venture creation, survival, and early-stage growth.’’ 

(Allen and McCluskey, 1990, p. 61) 

 

Views on definitions were pretty similar into the twenty-first century although they 

were on a bit more advanced level. Hackett and Dilts (2004) conducted fieldwork in 

Asia and USA, as well as reviewing multiple studies on incubation. They proposed 

the following definition: 

 

“A business incubator is a shared office space facility that seeks to provide 

its incubatees (i.e. ‘‘portfolio-’’ or ‘‘client-’’ or ‘‘tenant-companies’’) with 

a strategic, value-adding intervention system (i.e. business incubation) of 

monitoring and business assistance. This system controls and links 

resources with the objective of facilitating the successful new venture 

development of the incubatees while simultaneously containing the cost of 

their potential failure.” (Hackett and Dilts, 2004, p. 57) 

 

Although there are slight differences between definitions of incubators in the 

literature, it can be said that incubators are facilities which provide entrepreneurs with 

space, support and professional assistance where the main goal is new venture 
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creation, survival, and early-stage growth. This is the definition which will be used in 

this study. 

 

8.-. !:%&0'$%&"*1&"3+4B4+4%,&'(&4*32#"+'0,&
Quite a lot has been written on incubators in the last few decades, although there is 

still much more to be known about them. Studies on the role of incubation in 

economic development date back to the 1950s and 1960s. Traditional studies focus on 

how incubators work, what they do and how entrepreneurs benefit from their 

activities within the incubators (Brooks, 1986).  

In 1986, Brooks established a framework for modeling new business formations in 

order to examine entrepreneurship in the incubation process. He broke the formations 

down into four different phases: 

 

1. Business idea stage (the initial stage where the concept is formulated). 

2.  Attempt stage (a new business is formed and first steps are taken, e.g. 

research into the marketability and feasibility of the new concept, refining 

the product and assembling the management team). 

3. Development stage (early stage capital is sought, prototypes are 

completed etc.). 

4. Commercialization stage (full scale production and full market 

development). 

 

Brooks argues that there is a gap between the idea stage and attempt stage, and that 

gap explains why so many business ideas never become a reality. That gap is 

important in the theory of economic development through entrepreneurship. 

Incubation is, however, aimed at bridging or closing the gap between the idea and 

attempt stages with the hope that more entrepreneurs with sound concepts for new 

businesses will make the attempt (Brooks, 1986). 

This is in line with later theory on incubators. Most studies see business 

incubators as tools aimed at creating jobs, and that incubation can lead to the creation 

of more new firms and fewer bankruptcies and business failures in an economy (Rice, 

1992; Markley and McNamara, 1995). 
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8.8. D4((%0%*+&+:%>%,&

Many different themes have emerged in the field of incubation research in the last 25 

years or so. For example, a few studies have been carried out where the selection 

process is examined, that is how the firms and entrepreneurs are chosen into the 

incubators (Culp, 1996; Lumpkin and Ireland, 1988). Some of the main findings are 

that selection processes relate to sponsorship rather than to physical characteristics or 

objectives. Lumpkin and Ireland (1988) conclude that evaluating potential clients of 

incubators on critical success factors can minimize failures.  

Another theme in incubation research is the effect and possible benefits of 

incubators. According to Hackett and Dilts (2004) the most important research 

question in that context is “Does the operationalized incubator-incubation concept 

make any difference in the survival rates of incubatees?” A few studies have made an 

attempt to answer this question by looking at survival rates of incubatees and numbers 

of start-ups and jobs created (Udell, 1990; Allen and McCluskey, 1990). Others have 

looked at the success of incubators and defined it as the difference between how many 

firms can stand on their own feet after graduating from a certain incubator and how 

many firms go out of business and do not make it outside the incubator (Allen and 

Weinberg, 1988).  

Another important theme in the field of incubation research is what impact 

incubators can have on their surrounding economies, e.g. when it comes to job 

creation. Early studies indicated that incubators did not create many jobs in their 

environment (Campbell and Allen, 1987) while later studies have found that they can 

be both cost effective tools for economic development and job-creative (Bearse, 1998; 

Markley and McNamara, 1995). 

Other studies look at the incubator from different and more detailed aspects. 

Some of them study the facilities themselves as multi-tenant buildings or as incubator 

buildings (Hurley, 2002; Weinberg, Allen, & Schermerhorn, 1991). In the last decade 

or so, research and study on incubation has also shifted towards focusing on the 

incubator as a mechanism for embedding new firms in networks. Here, the main issue 

is that access to networks can play a very important role for entrepreneurs and start-

ups (Hackett and Dilts, 2004; McAdam and McAdam, 2006). 
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8.<. /*32#"+%%,E&%F6%04%*3%,&
In A systematic review of business incubation research, Hackett and Dilts (2004), 

systematically review 38 studies on business incubation and incubators. They 

conclude that research has “just begun to scratch the surface” of the incubation 

phenomenon.  

 

“While much attention has been devoted to the description of incubator 

facilities, less attention has been focused on the incubatees, the innovations 

they seek to diffuse, and the incubation outcomes that have been achieved. 

As interest in the incubator-incubation concept continues to grow, new 

research efforts should focus not only on these under-researched units of 

analysis, but also on the incubation process itself.” (Hackett and Dilts, 2004, 

p.74) 

 

In the present study, the main field of research is the incubator members’ experiences. 

These members or clients of the incubators will hereafter be named “incubatees” and 

defined as those individuals who represent incubated firms and work for them within 

the incubators. 

Very few studies have been carried out in this particular field of incubation 

research. There are even fewer surveys where the incubatees themselves (or the 

clients, as they are often called) answer the questions. The majority of studies which 

are based on surveys made within incubators in the last few years seem to be towards 

the managers of the incubators, where they answer the questions. Studies on 

incubatees are so few that one might argue that the lack of such studies is a research 

gap in itself. However, a few studies have been made in the last few years, where the 

incubatees’ experience within incubators is explored. 

Abduh et al. (2007) carried out one such study among incubator clients in 

Australia in 2007. In their paper the level of the incubatees’ satisfaction with the 

service provided within the incubator is calculated. Their main finding was that the 

incubatees were more satisfied with services regarding facilities than services related 

to counseling and networking (Abduh et al., 2007). The authors end the paper by 

stating:  
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“In addition, the scope of this research can be extended to include sample 

from a number of countries for better comparative understanding of 

consumer satisfaction of incubation services.” (Abduh et al., 2007, p. 88) 

 

Another research on clients of incubators is a study by Meru and Struwig (2011). In 

this research, the authors conduct a survey among entrepreneurs within incubators in 

Kenya. The main result of the study is that there is a gap between how the clients 

perceive the services of the incubator, and what they actually receive at the end of the 

day. Essentially, they get less service than they anticipated (Meru and Struwig, 2011). 

The most comprehensive study within the field of incubatees’ experiences is a 

PhD thesis entitled "Are They Helping? An Examination of Business Incubators’ 

Impact on Tenant Firms". The study is from 2011 and was a dissertation by Tiago 

Ratinho to obtain the degree of doctor at the University of Twente. In his study, 

Ratinho conducts a survey among entrepreneurs within a number of incubators. The 

incubators in question were part of the Nensi project, which stands for North 

European Network of Services Incubators. This was an EU funded project which ran 

from 2005 until 2008. The questions were sent to 354 incubated companies in 12 

incubators in the following countries: Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland, the 

Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Ratinho spent the first two years of his doctoral 

research collecting the data (Ratinho, 2011). Ratinho focuses on which problems the 

incubatees faced when they entered the incubator, and if they got a solution or help 

with their problem in the incubator. Ratinho also explores the entrepreneurs' 

characteristics: their age when they enter, age of the firms, difficulty of getting into 

the incubators, etc. He then compares two different types of new ventures: technology 

business incubators (TIs) and non-technology business incubators (NTBIs). In the 

appendix of his thesis, the exact questionnaire is exposed.  

 

8.@. )04,4,&4*32#"+4'*&
Although quite a lot of research on the incubation phenomenon has been carried out in 

the last 20-30 years, one concept in the field of incubation studies has not been 

examined to a large extent, even not at all, and is one that appears to be of very recent 

origin. This concept will be named “crisis incubation” in this study. The concept does 

not seem to have emerged before, and was therefore created for the purpose of this 
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study. Crisis incubation may be defined and characterized as incubation or an 

incubator which is formed and started during, and maybe more importantly, because 

of a financial crisis in its surrounding economy. Most likely, it is a government’s or 

an NGO’s reaction to a financial crisis, like the incubators formed in Iceland in 2008 

(Ingvarsdottir and Sigfusson, 2013).  

 

8.G. HF6%3+"+4'*,&
Little is known about the concept of crisis incubation, but there are some expectations 

about how it is different from traditional incubation. The differences might for 

example be found in the entrepreneurial processes, the incubatees’ backgrounds or 

entry and exit policies. For example, in traditional incubators, entrepreneurs usually 

enter voluntarily - it is their choice to become self-employed (Bøllingtoft, 2012). 

However, one might suspect that at least some of those who decide to take part in a 

crisis incubator make that decision in light of some kind of a necessity, 

unemployment being the most likely one. In a study by Wood, McKinley and 

Engstrom (2012), the authors found that if people loose their jobs or have been 

unemployed for a long time, those circumstances can motivate them to seek out 

entrepreneurial opportunities which they would not have done otherwise. Thus, the 

individual is pushed to seek opportunities that could be the beginning of a new 

business (Wood, McKinley and Engstrom, 2012). In this context, it is important to 

acknowledge that during a financial crisis, more people become unemployed than 

during times of stronger economies (Statistics Iceland, 2014). It is therefore likely that 

during a financial crisis, more people are interested in becoming entrepreneurs. They 

might have had an idea of a business for a long time, but have not had the time to 

make it happen because they had a secure job, and did not want to take a risk while 

having a steady income. But when becoming unemployed, all bets are off, and they 

might be more willing to take a chance on a new venture. In this study, an attempt 

will be made to find out whether unemployment is a factor that triggers people to 

enter a crisis incubator and start their own venture. 

Overall, the main expectations of this study are to find some differences 

between the crisis incubators, and the incubators in Ratinho’s research. Since the 

crisis incubators are more open, and access policies not as strict, it will be interesting 

to see if they attract less experienced entrepreneurs with younger firms. Under normal 
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circumstances, it’s harder for them to get access to incubators because of strict entry 

policies. More experienced entrepreneurs with established firms are more likely to get 

in during stable times. Furthermore, one of the questions incubatees in both samples 

got was how difficult they found the access process to the incubators. In light of the 

slack entry policies in the Icelandic incubators, the incubatees in Iceland are likely to 

say that access to the incubators was easy. 

This study also compared the problems incubatees experienced in the Nensi 

incubators, with problems incubatees faced in the crisis incubators, where they sought 

support for the problems they experienced, and if they found a solution to their 

problems. This was done by applying the exact questionnaire regarding problems and 

solutions from Ratinho’s research. Expectations are towards some differences in the 

problems experienced, and some similarities. Incubatees within the crisis incubators 

might be more likely to face economic problems, for example when it comes to 

financing of their firms, as access to capital is limited during times of economic 

recessions. Furthermore, it will be interesting to find whether the incubatees in 

Iceland were less likely to get a solution to the problems they experienced, as support 

might be harder to find during a recession. 

 

8.I.&=2>>"07&'(&$4+%0"+20%&0%B4%C&

Extensive research has been carried out in the field of incubation in the last few 

decades. Quite a lot has been found about how incubators work and what they can do 

for incubated firms and their surrounding economies. Less is known about the 

experiences incubatees have while working within incubators, as very few studies 

have focused on that subject. Furthermore, no studies exist on the concept of crisis 

incubation, where incubators are formed during or because of a financial crisis. This 

study narrows that gap in the literature by studying the experience and backgrounds of 

incubatees within crisis incubators, and comparing the results to similar findings from 

a study on traditional incubators. 
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<. J%+:'1&"*1&1"+"&3'$$%3+4'*&

 

The main research question in this study is “what makes crisis incubation different 

from traditional incubation?”. In order to be able to answer that question, some form 

of comparison has to be made. 

The method was to replicate Ratinho’s research (2011), and apply the same 

questions to the incubatees within the incubators in Iceland, and see what differences 

between the groups emerge. Additionally, some new questions were applied. These 

additional questions were created to explore the relationship between the financial 

crisis in Iceland and the entrepreneurs in the incubators in particular, and to support 

possible findings in the comparison between the two samples. These questions are 

therefore of relevance to the crisis sample only. They include questions regarding the 

age of the incubatees, their education and status before entering the incubator. 

Ratinho’s original survey consisted of 17 questions, although as explained later on, 

not all parts were retained for the present study. 

The fact that the Nensi project ran from 2005 to 2008 is important when it 

comes to comparing it to the incubators in Iceland, because the global financial crisis 

had not hit during that time. Therefore, this study will be comparing incubators during 

a financial crisis with incubators which ran during a much more stable economy. As a 

result, the study should be relevant and highlight differences between incubators in 

two different surrounding environments. 

 

<.-.&!:%&,20B%7&

In this study, an online survey was carried out among incubatees in the incubators 

formed by Innovation Center Iceland after the crisis hit. The survey explored the 

nature of crisis incubators and was aimed at finding out in what way they are different 

from traditional incubators.  

The survey was created using the website www.esurv.org. The survey was 

sent out to managers of all the firms that were still using the services of the incubators 

in Innovation Center Iceland as of April 2014. Exactly 76 managers received the 

survey via e-mail. The questionnaire was sent out by one of the managers of 

Innovation Center Iceland, where the e-mail was signed by its general director. This 
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was done to improve both legitimacy and the response rate. Before the questionnaire 

was sent out, it was tested and timed by two students at Uppsala University.  

 

<.8.&D4((%0%*3%,&#%+C%%*&,+214%,&

As the intention was to use exactly the same questions as Ratinho, there was limited 

room for change. In a way, this study was stuck with the questions from Ratinho’s 

research, although the exact methodology behind them was not always perfect. 

However, after the questions were tested, minor changes were made. These changes 

had to do with how the questions were phrased. The meaning of those questions was 

nevertheless the same as in Ratinho’s study in order to stick to the replication 

approach and prevent biases. The changes were the following: 

First, in his study, Ratinho asked: “Is the enterprise established by a team of 

entrepreneurs? (Yes/No)”. This question can be confusing because the person 

answering might not know if Ratinho is referring to "team" or "entrepreneurs". 

Therefore, the question was changed to: 

 

 “Is the enterprise established by an individual or a team (two or more)? 

Answer options: By an individual / By a team (two or more).” 

 

Second, Ratinho asks: “When are you leaving the incubator center? (Approx. XXX 

months from now / I want to stay as long as possible / Do not know yet).” This 

question can also be very confusing, or at least the possible answers. When it comes 

to Ratinho's results, he only seems to want to know whether or not the incubatees 

know when they will be leaving the incubators. Therefore, the question in this study 

was the following:  

 

“Do you know when you and your firm will leave the incubator? Answer 

options: Yes / No (If yes, in how many months?).” 

 

Third, when it comes to asking the entrepreneurs how old their firms were when they 

entered the incubators, Ratinho asked two questions: “1. In which year was your 

enterprise established as a legal entity? 2. In which year did you move to the 

Incubator center?” By asking these two questions, he finds out the average age at 
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entry. However, he does not explain this method any further, that is, how he 

calculated his exact result. To fix this problem in the present study, the incubatees 

were asked to state both what year and what month their firm was established as a 

legal entity, and what year and what month it moved to the incubators. 

In Ratinho’s research, a distinction was made between technology-based 

incubators and non-technology-based incubators, as Ratinho was interested in 

comparing the two different types of incubators (Ratinho, 2011). This difference was 

not of particular interest in this study, so when comparing results with the ones from 

his study, the two groups were gathered and an average number to use was calculated. 

However, to be on the safe side the questionnaire included the question whether the 

firm in question was technology-based or non-technology-based.  

A decision was made not to use all of Ratinho’s questions because they were 

not all relevant in the context of this study (the questions and associated expectations 

are listed in Appendix A). However, all questions where it was expected that the crisis 

made a difference were included.  
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Although all the individuals who answered the survey come from Iceland, a decision 

was made to have the questionnaire in English. Ratinho’s survey went out to 

incubators in six different countries and was in English in every country. Not all of 

those who answered had English as their mother tongue so to increase uniformity in 

the data collection Ratinho developed the survey in English (Ratinho, 2011). The 

same was done in this study in order to make the responses more comparable. Also, if 

there were a bias, it would be the same in both studies. 
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All in all, there were 19 questions in the questionnaire used in the present study. 

Thereof, three were questions with multiple answers which took a bit more time to 

answer. According to the timing and testing of the questions, it took 5-10 minutes to 

fill out the whole questionnaire. The complete questionnaire sent out to the incubatees 

in Iceland can be found in Appendix A. However, in order to illustrate the types of 

questions that were asked, three of them will be shown here. 
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Sample question 1: What did you feel the degree of difficulty to be allowed 

entry into the incubator center? (5 point Likert scale) 

 

Sample question 2: Did you or anyone from the entrepreneurs’ team have 

any specific entrepreneurship training? 

 

Sample question 3: How much affect did the financial crisis have on your 

decision to enter the incubator? (5 point Likert scale) 

 

<.G.&!4>%&"*1&0%,6'*,%&0"+%&

The Survey was sent out on Monday, April 14, 2014. A reminder was sent out on 

Monday, April 21. The survey was closed and data collected on Monday, April 28. 

Out of 76 incubatees who received the survey, 30 answered. That is a 39,5% response 

rate. To put that number in perspective, Ratinho’s response rate was much lower, as 

101 out of 354 incubatees in the Nensi project answered the questionnaire which 

results in a 29% response rate (Ratinho, 2011). 
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This study is not without methodological limitations. It’s largest limitation is probably 

the fact that it was not possible to perform statistical tests to calculate significant 

differences in the results. The reason for this is that Ratinho did not include the 

necessary information in his study, e.g. means and standard deviation of his results. 

During this research, an attempt was made to contact Ratinho in order to get more 

information regarding his study. However, he did not reply. Therefore, this study 

works with raw numbers only. The results are still reliable and give a good picture of 

what goes on within the incubators. Additionally, there were great differences in 

means of many results, which therefore tell a certain story about tendencies in the two 

samples. 

The incubator sample is of course small, only one incubator. It can therefore 

be hard to generalize from the findings of this study. However, crisis incubation is a 

new phenomenon and initial research has to start somewhere.  

Also, non-respondents may have different backgrounds and might therefore 

have answered in different ways than the respondents did. Nothing is known about the 
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non-respondents as the survey was anonymous. However, this is of course most often 

the case when it comes to surveys. It was therefore very important to get a high 

response rate, which was the case in this study. 

Additionally, this study is only towards firms that were within the incubator as 

of April 2014. It is therefore missing data on firms that have either failed or quit the 

incubation programme, and also those firms that have successfully graduated from the 

incubator. It is hard to predict what the consequences of this limitation can be. For 

example, those who dropped out could all have been of a particular type, and 

therefore those types are missing from the study. The same could apply to successful 

entrepreneurs who have graduated from the incubators. However, an assumption must 

be made that those incubatees that have left the incubators are of a similar type as 

those who are still members, and therefore no bias did emerge. 

Furthermore, this research focuses on characteristics of the incubatees within 

the incubator, and what problems they faced. It does not study the managers of the 

incubators. The differences that might emerge are therefore only from the incubatees’ 

perspective. Further research is needed to study other aspects of crisis incubation. 

Some of Ratinho’s questions were not perfect, and ideally some of them may 

have been changed. Some of them might have been poorly formulated and 

misinterpreted. But the aim to get comparable results was paramount, so in most cases 

questions were kept as in the original. 

Despite these limitations, this study should be able to make an important 

contribution to the field of incubation research. Its methods are relatively 

uncomplicated and it makes a straight forward comparison between a large sample of 

incubatees in Europe before the crisis hit, and in Iceland after the crisis hit. It also 

seems to be the first study to focus on what affects a financial crisis has on incubation. 
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This section presents the results from the questionnaire study. It distinguishes between 

three main sets of questions: 

 

A. Incubatees’ background, what affected their decision to enter the 

incubators and how satisfied they are with their firms’ progress. This set of 

questions was not in Ratinho’s study and the results are therefore not 

comparable.  

B. Employment, selection criteria, exit policy and entrepreneurial teams’ 

background in the incubators in the Nensi project vs. Innovation Center 

Iceland’s incubators. 

C. Descriptive statistics on problems, support and solutions in the Nensi 

project vs. Innovation Center Iceland’s incubators. 
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The first set of questions concern the background of the incubatees in Iceland, if the 

financial crisis affected their decision to enter the incubators, how important access to 

the incubators was and how satisfied they are with the progress their firms have made 

since entering. These questions were not a part of Ratinho’s study, and can therefore 

not be compared. They were added to give a picture of the types of entrepreneurs in 

the incubators in Iceland, and to support other possible findings in this study. 

 

Table set 4.1. Incubatees in Iceland: Background, crisis affect and satisfaction. 

 

Average age 42 years 

 

Male Female 

55,2% 44,8% 
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Highest level of education 

Elementary school 0,0% 

High school 3,3% 

BA/BS degree 50,0% 

MA/MS degree 43,3% 

PHD degree 3,3% 

 

Status before entering incubator 

Job at a firm/organization owned by others 

 

47,8% 

Job at a firm/organization owned partly by me 

 

8,7% 

Job at a firm/organization owned fully by me 

 

17,4% 

Was unemployed 

 

21,7% 

Was a student/at school 4,3% 

 

How much do you agree to the following statement: "The financial crisis had a 

significant influence on my decision to enter the incubator." 

 

Strongly agree 12,5% 

Agree 8,3% 

Neutral 29,2% 

Disagree 16,7% 

Strongly disagree 33,3% 

 

How important was access to the incubator when it came to your decision to become 

an entrepreneur and start your own company? 

Very important 13,0% 

Important 30,4% 

Neutral 17,4% 

Unimportant 17,4% 

Very unimportant 21,7% 
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How satisfied are you with the progress your firm has made since entering the 

incubator? 

 

Very dissatisfied 0,0% 

Dissatisfied 12,5% 

Neutral 8,3% 

Satisfied 45,8% 

Very satisfied 33,3% 

 

 

Although not comparable, these results might tell a certain story. The average age of 

the incubatees is a bit higher than might have been expected – 42 years. The 

incubatees seem rather well educated; almost all of them have a university degree. It 

was also interesting to see how many incubatees had been unemployed before they 

entered the incubators, especially in light of the fact that there was a financial crisis in 

Iceland at that time. The result is that 21,7% of the incubatees had been unemployed 

when they entered the incubators. Again, comparable information does not exist, so 

further research is needed in order to put that number in context. 

20,8% of the incubatees in Iceland agree to the statement that the financial 

crisis had a significant influence on their decision to enter the incubator. 12,5% 

strongly agree to that statement. However, 50% of them disagree to the statement, 

33,3% strongly disagree.  

43,4% of the incubatees say that access to the incubators was important when 

it came to their decision to become an entrepreneur and start their own company. 

39,1% said it was unimportant. 

79,1% of the incubatees are satisfied with the progress their firms have made 

since entering the incubators. Many of them are very satisfied. No one is very 

dissatisfied, only 12,5% dissatisfied.  
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The next set of questions is taken from Ratinho’s study. It concerns how difficult the 

incubatees found the entry-process, the teams’ background, the incubators’ exit-

policy, age of firms and employment. 
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Table 4.2. Employment, selection criteria, exit policy and entrepreneurial teams’ 

background in the incubators in the Nensi project vs. Innovation Center Iceland’s 

incubators. 

 

 Nensi-project  

(N=101) 

Innovation Center Iceland 

(N=30) 

Found it easy to enter 

incubator 

46,5% 77,3% 

Average age of firm at entry 1,9 years 1,5 years 

Average current age of firm 4,2 years 3,8 years 

Average number of 

employees at firm 

3,2 3,0 

Firms established by teams 

(more than one) 

56,9% 52,2% 

Had a prior business before 

current firm 

29,2% 34,8% 

Average years employed by 

others before going into 

business 

17,5 years 11,8 years 

Specific entrepreneurship 

training 

43,5% 45,5% 

Know when they will leave 

the incubator 

25,4% 21,7% 

 

 

The most important finding in this section of the study is the fact that many more of 

the incubatees in Iceland found it easy to enter the incubators than the incubatees in 

the Nensi project. More than 77% of the incubatees in Iceland found the access 

process easy, while only 46,5% of the incubatees in the Nensi project found it easy. 

This is a great difference. Additionally, 0,0% of the entrepreneurs in Iceland answered 

the question with “Difficult” or “Very difficult”. 22,7% found the degree of difficulty 

“neutral”.  
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Also, there is a difference between the two groups when it comes to how many 

years they were employed by others before entering the incubators. In Iceland, they 

had been employed for 11,8 years, but 17,5 in Nensi. 

Slightly fewer incubatees in Iceland know when they will leave the incubators. 

And finally, more incubatees in Iceland had their own business before entering the 

incubators. In other categories, the differences are not large. The similarities in these 

categories are however very interesting, and will be discussed in more detail in the 

discussions part of this study. 
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The last set of questions has to do with to what extent the incubatees experience 

different types of problems, where they sought support for their problems and if they 

solved the problems they experienced. This set of questions is taken from Ratinho’s 

study.



Table 4.3. Descriptive statistics on problems, support and solutions. 

  Nensi-project (N=101) Innovation Center Iceland (N=30) 

Capital Problem  

Problem 
experienced 

(%) 

Support 
within 

Incubator 
(%) 

Support 
anywhere 

(%) 

Problem 
solved 

(%) 

Problem 
experienced 

(%) 

Support 
within 

Incubator 
(%) 

Support 
anywhere 

(%) 

Problem 
solved 

(%) 

Accelerate Time-to-market 64,4 7,9 20,8 19,8 47,4 15,8 42,1 66,7 
Get advantage over 
competitors 69,3 5,9 27,7 46,5 10,5 4,8 28,6 66,7 

Introduce new 
products/services 63,4 7,9 27,7 45,5 15 16,7 50 93,3 

Increase credibility 47,5 14,9 26,7 47,5 10,5 13 39,1 86,7 
Write/Present business plan 48,5 15,8 26,7 35,6 20 25 30 93,3 

Strategic 

Generate new business ideas 47,5 7,9 17,8 50,5 0 17,2 48,3 93,3 
Obtain finance 40,6 24,8 42,6 33,7 61,9 13,6 54,5 47,1 
Save equipment costs 43,6 2 11,9 15,8 21,1 9,5 33,3 93,3 
Improve cash flow 62,4 8,9 21,8 32,7 35 0 21,1 60 Economic 

Save on labor costs 55,4 5 16,8 13,9 15,8 9,5 14,3 86,7 
Professionalize management 65,3 7,9 19,8 33,7 11,1 13,6 22,7 86,7 
Hire personnel 54,5 6,9 25,7 32,7 27,8 5,2 21,1 80 
Comply administrative 
regulations 46,5 11,9 30,7 31,7 25 16 44 93,8 

Get external advice 43,6 29,7 47,5 45,5 10 32,1 53,6 93,3 
Enhance entrepreneurial 
skills 53,5 11,9 20,8 35,6 21,1 20,8 25 93,3 

Introduce/develop new 
technology 51,5 7,9 18,8 25,7 5 8,3 54,2 86,7 

Cultural 

Find office/production space 30,7 3 26,7 29,7 5,3 45 15 93,3 
Build/expand market base 80,2 8,9 38,6 47,5 16,7 9,1 40,9 62,5 
Ally with enterprises 48,5 6,9 33,7 49,5 0 12,5 50 80 Social 
Establish suppliers contacts 38,6 1 18,8 40,6 5,3 4,8 33,3 73,3 



Overall, when asked to what extent the incubatees experienced certain problems since 

entering the incubators, there is a great difference in the answers between those in the 

Nensi project and those in Iceland. In all but one category the incubatees in the Nensi 

project experienced more problems than the ones in Iceland did. In most cases, the 

incubatees experienced much more problems than those in Iceland did. 

The only problem that was more often experienced in Iceland is obtaining 

finance. 40,6% of the Nensi project incubatees experienced the problem, while 61,9% 

of the Icelandic incubatees dealt with that problem. However, those who experienced 

the problem in Iceland were more likely to find a solution. 47,1% of the Icelandic 

incubatees found a solution to their financial problem, while 33,7% of the Nensi-

incubatees solved it. However, this was the problem that the incubatees in Iceland 

were least likely to solve out of all the problems mentioned in the survey. There is 

also a difference in where support for the financial problem was sought. Fewer 

incubatees in Iceland sought support within the incubators and more in other places. 

After obtaining finance, the problem most incubatees in Iceland experienced 

was accelerating time to market. 47,4% experienced the problem, while 64,4% of the 

Nensi-incubatees experienced the problem. The problem was much more likely to be 

solved in Iceland. 

Another interesting fact is that only 5,3% of the incubatees in Iceland 

experienced a problem with finding office- or production space, while six times more 

incubatees in Europe experienced the problem. The incubatees in Iceland were also 

much more likely to solve the problem if they experienced it, and were also much 

more likely to solve it within the incubator. 

Hiring personnel was two times more of a problem among the incubatees in 

the Nensi project than among those in Iceland. Once again, the Icelanders were more 

likely to solve the problem, but were more likely to do it outside the incubator. 

Saving on labor costs was a problem for 55% of the incubatees in Europe, but 

only a problem for 15% of the incubatees in Iceland. 14% of the Europeans who 

experienced the problem solved it while 87% of the Icelanders solved it. 

Also, there is a large difference in all categories when it comes to whether the 

problems experienced were solved or not. In all categories, the entrepreneurs in 

Iceland more often got a solution to their problem than those in the Nensi project. 

Overall, the incubatees in Iceland were more likely to seek support for their 

problems outside the incubators than within them. This applies in all categories but 
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one. The only problem that the incubatees were more likely to seek support for within 

the incubators than outside them was finding office- or production space. 45% of the 

incubatees who experienced the problem in Iceland sought support within the 

incubators. In comparison, only 3% of the Nensi-incubatees who experienced the 

problem sought support within their incubators. 
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The main findings in this study are the following: About 22% of the incubatees in 

Iceland were unemployed when they entered the incubators. Only 20% of them say 

that the financial crisis had a significant influence on their decision to enter the 

incubators. However, 43% of the incubatees say that access to the incubators was 

important when it came to their decision to start their own company. 79% of the 

incubatees are satisfied with the progress their firms have made since entering the 

incubators. These results are not comparable. 

When it comes to comparing crisis incubators and traditional incubators, the 

main differences are the following: Access to crisis incubators is much easier than 

access to traditional incubators. Furthermore, incubatees within crisis incubators are 

much less likely to experience problems after they have entered the incubators, and 

they are much more likely to solve problems they experience. The only problem that 

incubatees in a crisis incubator are more likely to experience is obtaining finance. 

This was also the problem that the incubatees in Iceland were least likely to solve. 
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It has been stated that new firms can play an important part when it comes to job 

creation and boosting up an economy (Storey, 1994, European Commission, 2003). 

Therefore, it can be beneficial for economies and governments to motivate 

entrepreneurs in some way. However, the start up process can be difficult, and many 

firms do not make it from the early stages and fail within a few years (OECD, 2002). 

This is where incubators can step in and be of great help for entrepreneurs who want 

to see their ideas become a reality. And they can be of even more importance during a 

financial crisis, when it can be harder for the entrepreneur to survive because of 

various issues, e.g. the lack of financing possibilities (Papaoikonomou et al., 2012).  

 In 2010, the World Bank measured the impact of the financial crisis on new 

business registration. It measured entrepreneurial activity in 112 developing and high-

income economies. The results demonstrate that almost all countries experienced a 

decrease in new business registration during the crisis in 2008 and 2009. Furthermore, 

the study shows that there is a correlation between the severity of the crisis and the 

degree to which the crisis affected new business creation. The more severe the crisis, 

fewer firms were created. Finally, the study found that the financial crisis had more 

negative affect on entrepreneurship in economies with higher levels of financial 

development (Bourguignon, 2010). It is therefore obvious, that the financial crisis did 

have a negative affect on entrepreneurship when it comes to new business 

registration. Thus, during a crisis situation, it is even more important to identify the 

tools available to governments and organizations to encourage entrepreneurship. One 

such tool is the business incubator, and specifically the crisis incubator that is at the 

core of the present study. 
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An important finding in this study is the fact that access to the crisis incubators in 

Iceland was much easier than access to traditional incubators. This difference is most 

likely due to the very easy access policies into the incubators in Iceland (Ingvarsdottir 

and Sigfusson, 2013). Easy access to incubators makes it possible for more people to 

enter and start working on their business ideas. This must be put into context with 

other findings from this study, most importantly the facts that almost 22% of the 
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incubatees had been unemployed when they entered the incubators, and 43,4% of 

them said that access to the incubators was important when it came to their decision to 

start their own company. These numbers indicate that what Innovation Center Iceland 

did when the crisis hit truly encouraged entrepreneurship and motivated people to 

start their own firms. Furthermore, it might have helped people who lost their jobs 

when the crisis hit, by providing them with the space and support needed to work on 

start-ups. Presumably, these actions might have helped when it came to job creation 

and boosting up the Icelandic economy during the recession. This is also in line with 

what the general director of Innovation Center Iceland said was one of the reasons for 

why they decided to open up their incubators. 

 

“We were well aware of the fact that the path to increasing economic 

growth is through innovation both in established and new companies.” 

(Ingvarsdottir and Sigfusson, 2013) 

 

Another very important finding in this research is the fact that the incubatees in 

Iceland experienced fewer problems after they entered the incubators than the 

incubatees in Europe did. This result was not expected and came as quite a surprise. 

The reasons for this can be various. Iceland is a very small country, networks are 

smaller than in the countries which were subjects of comparison, and access to experts 

and support might therefore be easier. Additionally, cultural differences might explain 

parts of this result. 

However, what did not come as a surprise was the fact that the only problem 

the incubatees in Iceland experienced more was obtaining finance. During a financial 

crisis, access to capital can be harder than during a state of a more stable economy 

(Papaoikonomou et al., 2012). Additionally, most incubators do not have an 

investment fund, but instead they serve as brokers where they introduce the incubated 

firms to sources of capital when they need it (Hackett and Dilts, 2004). This might be 

the reason why more of the incubatees sought support for this particular problem 

outside the incubator than inside it. 

Obtaining finance was also the problem that the incubatees in Iceland were 

least likely to solve. Only 47% of them solved the problem. This comes as a bit of 

surprise. Since the banking system collapsed in Iceland in 2008, foreign exchange 

transactions have been a subject to capital controls (The Central Bank of Iceland, 
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2014). In short, this means that large amounts of foreign capital have been “stuck” in 

Iceland since 2008. As investment options in the country are limited, one might think 

that start-ups would be an interesting option for investors. This seems to have been 

the case only to a certain point. 

Another possible reason for why the incubatees in Iceland have had problems 

with obtaining finance is that their firms are still in their early stages, and simply not 

ready to obtain finance. The results show that the firms in the incubators in Iceland 

are a bit younger than those in the European incubators, although the difference is not 

great. 

Hiring personnel and saving on labor costs was much more of a problem 

among the incubatees in Europe than among those in Iceland. Furthermore, the 

Icelanders were much more likely to solve the problem if they experienced it. The 

reason for this is most likely that Innovation Center Iceland provided the incubated 

firms with access to labor through a program which was in cooperation with Iceland’s 

Directorate of Labour. This program made it easier for the firms to get in contact with 

and hire people who were unemployed (Innovation Center Iceland - Starfsorka, 2014). 

Incubatees in Europe were six times more likely to experience the problem of 

finding office or production space than those in Iceland. Furthermore, the few 

Icelanders who had that problem were much more likely to solve it, most of them 

within the incubators. This is unsurprising because Innovation Center Iceland had 

access to great amounts of space after having made contracts for cheap and unused 

office space with the estates of the collapsed banks and other organizations 

(Ingvarsdottir and Sigfusson, 2013). 

79,1% of the incubatees in Iceland are satisfied with the progress their firms 

have made since entering the incubators. Many of them are very satisfied. No one is 

very dissatisfied, only 12,5% dissatisfied. It is interesting to put these numbers in 

context with how many incubatees have solved the problems they have experienced 

since entering the incubators. Most incubatees have solved their problems, and might 

therefore be as satisfied as these numbers indicate. 

There was also a great difference for how long the incubatees had been 

employed by others before entering the incubators. In Europe, the incubatees had been 

employed for 17,5 years, but only 11,8 years in Iceland. This indicates that the 

incubators in Europe attract more experienced people, and presumably older, although 

information on age of the incubatees in Europe is missing. 
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Interesting findings of this study are not only towards the differences between 

the two samples, but also towards the similarities. The average age of the firms are 

similar, and also the average number of employees. 56,9% of the firms in Europe are 

established by more than one person, 52,2% in Iceland. A similar amount of people in 

the two samples had specific entrepreneurship training, and slightly more people in 

Iceland had a prior business before entering the incubators. One might have expected 

that a crisis incubator would have attracted younger firms with less experienced 

people. This seems not to be the case, with the exception of the fact that the 

incubatees in Europe had been employed for much longer before they entered the 

incubators. 

Finally, slightly more incubatees in Europe know when they will leave the 

incubators. 25,4% of the incubatees in Europe know when they will leave, 21,7% in 

Iceland. Slack exit policies within an incubator may be a sign of less pressure to have 

new firms into the incubator, and therefore more time for those firms already 

incubated. 
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This study has made a contribution to incubation research. First of all, it has added 

knowledge about incubatees’ experience within incubators, which is an understudied 

concept. Second, and more importantly, it has looked into a new subject within the 

field of incubation research, namely crisis incubation. There was a gap in the 

literature when it came to incubators in a financial crisis. This gap has been narrowed, 

although further research is needed. 

 

0"="#:*4/(2;%/2*4#/*#7('3/23,#

These findings might have some practical implications for managers of both 

traditional incubators and crisis incubators. Preliminary results from this study were 

introduced to the general director of Innovation Center Iceland, who will use them in 

order to improve how they manage their incubation centers. Additionally, Innovation 

Center Iceland will introduce these results to the Ministry of Industry and Innovation 

in Iceland, in order to demonstrate how the incubators stand in comparison with other 

incubators in Europe (Sigfusson, 2014). 
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Furthermore, these findings may have practical implications for governments, as 

they demonstrate once again how incubators can benefit economic development and 

job creation. The particular findings in this study might have special implications for 

governments during financial crisis. 
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This study has made a general contribution to the insufficient literature on clients’ 

experience within incubators, that is the incubatees’ experience. However, the study’s 

main contribution is about crisis incubators. 

This study strongly indicates that there are certain differences between crisis 

incubators and traditional incubators. The major differences being that access to a 

crisis incubator is much easier, incubatees within such incubators are much less likely 

to experience problems after entering, and are also much more likely to solve the 

problems experienced. Additionally, incubatees in a crisis incubator are more likely to 

experience the problem of obtaining finance. Therefore, the results of this study 

indicate that the new concept of “crisis incubation” has emerged. However, further 

research is needed in order to verify that this is an ongoing theme among incubators 

during financial crisis. 

According to Sine and David (2003), crisis shakes the foundations of 

organizational fields by motivating scrutiny and search processes for causes and 

solutions.  

 

“Crisis environments prompt powerful actors to engage in search processes 

that can ultimately result in profound institutional change.” (Sine and David, 

2003) 

 

This seems to be what happened when the crisis hit in Iceland, at least in the case of 

Innovation Center Iceland. The crisis prompted the organization to open up the doors 

of its incubators, with the ultimate goal of helping the economy out of the recession. 

In this study, results indicate that Innovation Center Iceland has at least made good 

progress towards that goal. However, further research into the matter is needed. An 

interesting study would be to look into how firms that have graduated from the 

incubators in Iceland are doing, if they are still up and running, how many jobs they 

have created and how they are doing financially. 

Additionally, this research only studies the incubators through the eyes of the 

incubatees. Future research on the subject might be towards the managers of the 

incubators, in order to see if they experience crisis incubation in a similar way. 
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Furthermore, this study was only towards incubators in one small country hit by 

the financial crisis. Some of the findings in this study might stem from the simple fact 

that Iceland is a very small country. In order to make a more general contribution to 

the concept of crisis incubation, more research has to be conducted. This might be 

done by studying similar incubators in other countries which have gone through 

severe financial crisis since 2008, such as Greece, Portugal, Spain and Ireland, and 

see if similar themes emerge.  
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The questions that the incubatees of the incubators in Iceland were asked, and were 

compared to Ratinho’s research, were the following (associated with early stage 

expectations): 

 

1. What did you feel was the degree of difficulty to be allowed entry into the 

incubator center? (5 point Likert scale) 

(According to Ratinho’s research, only 28% of tenants at technology business 

incubators found the selection process not difficult, while 64,7% of tenants at non 

technology business incubators found the selection process not difficult. One might 

expect an even higher number at a crisis incubator, as entrance policies are not very 

strict.) 

 

2. What year and what month was your firm established as a legal entity? (for 

example "May 2011") 

 

3. What year and what month did your firm enter the incubator? (for example 

"February 2013") 

(According to Ratinho’s research, the average age of firms that entered technology 

business incubators was 0,76 years, while the average age of firms that entered non 

technology business incubators was 3,02 years. One might suspect that since the crisis 

incubator was very open, younger companies would be more likely to enter.) 

 

4. What is the total number of current employees (FTE) at your firm? 

(3,08 employees worked at firms in technology business incubators, 3,33 in non 

technology business incubators. Crisis incubators might attract smaller firms with 

fewer employees, as individuals might be more likely to enter after loosing their jobs.) 

 

5. Is the enterprise established by an individual or a team (two or more)? (72% of 

TIs were established by teams while 42% of NTBIs were established by teams. It will 

be interesting to see whether more firms within a crisis incubator are established by 

individuals, and fewer by teams.) 
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6. Did you own any other business prior to this current enterprise? (29,2% of 

both entrepreneurs within NTBIs and TIs had prior enterprises.) 

 

7. Prior to going into business on your own account, how many years were you 

employed by others? (TIs: 21,0 years, NTBIs: 14,0 years.) 

 

8. Did you or anyone from the entrepreneurs team have any specific 

entrepreneurship training? (40% of entrepreneurs within TIs had entrepreneurship 

training, 46,9% of entrepreneurs within NTBIs.) 

 

9. Do you know when you and your firm will leave the incubator? (If yes, in how 

many months?) (34,7% of entrepreneurs within TIs knew when they would leave the 

incubator, but only 16,3% of entrepreneurs within NTBIs. Slack exit policies within 

an incubator may be a sign of less pressure to have new firms into the incubator, and 

therefore more time for others). 
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10. Since the beginning of your incubation period, to what extent did you 

experience any of the following problems? 
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Section 4: E nterprise development and business support 
14. Since the beginning of your incubation period, to what extent did you 

experience any of the following problems? 

Problem descr iption No problem - Very ser ious 

Obtain finance 1 2 3 4 5 
Accelerate time to market for products/services 1 2 3 4 5 
Build/expand your market base 1 2 3 4 5 
Professionalise management 1 2 3 4 5 
Save on equipment costs 1 2 3 4 5 
Hire personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
Comply with administrative regulations 1 2 3 4 5 
Ally with enterprises 1 2 3 4 5 
Get advantage over competitors 1 2 3 4 5 
Improve cash-flow 1 2 3 4 5 
Introduce new products or services 1 2 3 4 5 
Increase credibility 1 2 3 4 5 
Get external advice 1 2 3 4 5 
Write and present a business plan 1 2 3 4 5 
Save on labour costs 1 2 3 4 5 
Increase entrepreneurial skills 1 2 3 4 5 
Establish contacts with suppliers 1 2 3 4 5 
Introduce/Develop new technology 1 2 3 4 5 
Find office/production space 1 2 3 4 5 
Generate new business ideas 1 2 3 4 5 
 



 43 

11. Did you look for support for any of the problems experienced? If so, where 

did you look for support? Please tick all applicable. 
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15. Did you look for support for any of the problems experienced? If so, where did 

you look for support? Please tick all applicable. 

Problem descr iption 
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Obtain finance     
Accelerate time to market for products/services     
Build/expand your market base     
Professionalise management     
Save on equipment costs     
Hire personnel     
Comply with administrative regulations     
Ally with enterprises     
Get advantage over competitors     
Improve cash-flow     
Introduce new products or services     
Increase credibility     
Get external advice     
Write and present a business plan     
Save on labour costs     
Increase entrepreneurial skills     
Establish contacts with suppliers     
Introduce/Develop new technology     
Find office/production space     
Generate new business ideas     
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12. Did you solve the problem you experienced? 

 
 

Additional question which focus on the incubatees’ characteristics (not from 

Ratinho’s research): 

 

13. In what year were you born? (enter 4-digit birth year; for example, 1976) 

 

14. Are you male or female? 

 

15. What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree 

you have received? 
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16. Did you solve the problem you experienced? 

Problem descr iption 

Y
es

 

N
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Obtain finance   
Accelerate time to market for products/services   
Build/expand your market base   
Professionalise management   
Save on equipment costs   
Hire personnel   
Comply with administrative regulations   
Ally with enterprises   
Get advantage over competitors   
Improve cash-flow   
Introduce new products or services   
Increase credibility   
Get external advice   
Write and present a business plan   
Save on labour costs   
Increase entrepreneurial skills   
Establish contacts with suppliers   
Introduce/Develop new technology   
Find office/production space   
Generate new business ideas   
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16. What was your status before entering the incubator? (had a job at a 

firm/organization owned by others / had a job at a firm/organization owned 

partly by me / had a job at a firm/organization owned fully by me / was 

unemployed / was a student / other) 

 

17. How much do you agree to the following statement: "The financial crisis had 

a significant influence on my decision to enter the incubator." (5 point Likert 

scale) 

 

18. How important was access to the incubator when it came to your decision to 

become an entrepreneur and start your own company? (5 point Likert scale) 

 

19. How satisfied are you with the progress your firm has made since entering 

the incubator? (5 point Likert scale) 


