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Abstract 

 

The post-acceleration phase of corporate accelerator programs includes all activi-

ties after acceleration of a start-up and is a topic that attracts limited interest in sci-

entific literature so far. Neither practical nor academic guidance on how to structure 

the post-acceleration phase currently exist. This omission is judged to be negligent 

since acceleration outcomes are utilized during the post-acceleration phase, when 

the acceleration has come to an end. Actions taken during the post-acceleration 

phase will therefore determine the overall success of the corporate accelerator pro-

gram, which should elicit interest of researchers. The existing gap in literature and 

missing recommendations for implementation in practice are the main motivators for 

this thesis.  

A multiple case study analysis with four cases was performed to collect insights on 

how the post-acceleration phase is managed in practice and to provide recommen-

dations for a structured post-acceleration phase management approach.  

The main result of the thesis is that a structured post-acceleration phase is recom-

mended, if corporates aim for long-term collaborative partnerships with external 

start-ups. Areas that must be covered during post-acceleration are a joint evaluation 

of the acceleration success, the structured integration of acceleration outcomes into 

the corporate organization and the creation of entrepreneurial network structures to 

drive cultural change and to maintain long term relationships. 

The thesis demonstrates that the post-acceleration phase is an integral part of cor-

porate acceleration and that it must be managed properly to achieve acceleration 

objectives. Corporates that follow the recommendations outlined in this thesis will 

have more long-term acceleration outcomes, will be able to improve future acceler-

ations and will enable cultural transformation towards more entrepreneurship.  

This thesis lays explorative groundwork and functions as a starting point for addi-

tional research so that corporate accelerator programs can be further improved ben-

efitting of corporates and participating start-ups.  
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1 Introduction 

 

More than 70% of the DAX corporates have dedicated programs for innovation man-

agement and start-up collaboration (Lehnen et al., 2020). Across the different col-

laboration approaches corporate accelerators (CA) are the second most common 

type after corporate venturing (Lehnen et al., 2020). Among other objectives CA are 

intended to be validators of external ideas for corporates (Richter et al., 2018a) and 

illustrate the corporate perspective change from seeing start-ups as a threat to focus 

on the opportunities resulting of a collaboration between the corporate and start-ups 

(Peter et al., 2020). Start-up collaborations are an essential part of modern corpo-

rate entrepreneurship (CE) activities and were already constituting nine percent of 

total corporate revenues in 2015 (Accenture, 2015). In general corporates value the 

benefit from collaboration higher than the costs and want to increase their start-up 

engagement (Oxford Research, 2019). At the same time collaboration with start-ups 

is complex, often has unknown outcomes (Kinski & Bode, 2019) and does not fre-

quently result in long term partnerships (Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017). The result-

ing ambiguity has caused a reduction of active programs (Kelly, 2018), the decline 

of newly created programs and re-organization of existing programs (Stubner et al., 

2020). Since corporates need impulses of start-ups and start-ups require market 

access as well as knowledge of the corporates (Battistella et al., 2017; Wikhamn & 

Styhre, 2020), CA program managers are continuously on the search for levers to 

improve program design. 

In the end CA must create outcomes and these outcomes must be utilized 

(Vandeweghe et al., 2019). While the creation occurs during the acceleration, utili-

zation of outcomes will occur during the post-acceleration phase. Performing the 

right actions during post-acceleration will therefor determine the effectiveness of CA 

programs. Despite this outlined importance of the post-acceleration phase for CA 

programs the existing scientific literature imposes limited focus on it. There is neither 

practical nor academic guidance on how to structure the post-acceleration phase of 

CA programs. The majority of publications on CA is of descriptive and qualitative 

nature, thus the phenomenon itself is not yet fully understood and fundamental 
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theory definition is lacking (Nesner et al., 2020; Walker et al., 2020). While the re-

search on CA is still in its early stages (Seitz et al., 2019), the importance of outcome 

utilization is already a fundamental aspect of other research areas. For example 

research on open innovation (OI) focuses on the integration and application of out-

comes (Wikhamn & Styhre, 2020), whereas dynamic capabilities (DC) are identified 

as an enabler to achieve outcome utilization (Kuratko & Neubert, 2019). This re-

sulted in an understanding how to deal with tension, resulting from the corporate 

preference towards continuity and predictability and the disruptive nature of innova-

tions (Kuratko et al., 2014). These discoveries must be applied to the post-acceler-

ation phase in the CA domain. Otherwise CA programs are limited to function as an 

innovation sensing mechanism but lack the utilization of outcomes which is required 

to impact the performance of the corporate (Huang et al., 2015) 

The authors position is that the current lack of attention on the post-acceleration 

phase of CA programs is negligent and that it is crucial for the overall success of CA 

activities. Therefore, the thesis will focus on the post-acceleration phase of CA pro-

grams. By doing so it serves two main purposes. It addresses the existing gap in 

literature on the topic of post-acceleration in CA programs. In addition, it aims to 

provide recommendations for program managers who are looking for levers to im-

prove the effectiveness of CA programs. To fulfil its purpose the thesis focuses on 

the following research questions: 

1. How does the post-acceleration phase impact corporate acceleration? 

2. Is the post-acceleration phase already managed in alignment with literature-

based propositions? 

3. What are recommendations for the design of a structured corporate acceler-

ator post-acceleration phase? 

To answer the research questions the thesis employs an inductive research ap-

proach by means of multiple case study analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989). In total four 

cases, each representing one CA were created and compared to one another. Lit-

erature based propositions are used to structure and limit the scope of the research 

(Baxter & Jack, 2008). The input sources for the cases are eight semi structured 
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interviews and secondary data sources. Of the eight interviews four were conducted 

with representation from the corporate side and four with representation from start-

ups that participated in the CA programs.   

The remaining parts of the thesis are structured as follows. First a literature review 

is performed to introduce relevant aspects of CE, corporate start-up collaboration, 

the collaboration mode CA and in particular the post-acceleration phase. Based on 

the existing literature propositions are derived which will provide structure for the 

following case study. Second the research methodology for the case study is out-

lined, accompanied by detailed description of the research findings. Lastly the re-

search findings are discussed, and the author provides the thesis conclusion as well 

as limitations and recommendations for future research on the topic of post-accel-

eration in CA programs.    
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2 Literature Review 

 

2.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship Theories 

Corporate entrepreneurship (CE) describes the entrepreneurial behaviour of corpo-

rates achieved via the involvement of employees or individuals at the corporate 

boundaries (Kuratko & Hoskinson, 2019a; Monsen & Boss, 2019). CE is nourished 

by a shift towards less funding of internal facing R&D combined with an increase of 

creativity outsourcing to external partners (Jackson et al., 2015). Research on CE 

gained attention during the last 50 years, resulting in a thorough understanding of 

the CE domain (Kuratko & Hoskinson, 2019b). CE research divides into three focus 

areas: the corporate, the venture and the intermediary connecting corporate and 

venture (Baierl et al., 2019). Research on CE accelerated during the 1990s, a period 

where corporates focused on using entrepreneurial actions to remain competitive 

(Zahra et al., 1999). During this period CE was seen primarily as a vehicle to reach 

higher levels of innovativeness (Covin & Miles, 1999; Kuratko et al., 1990; Zahra, 

1991). With the beginning of the 2000s this view was further strengthened, making 

CE a prerequisite for competitiveness as well as long term growth of corporates and 

resulted in an increased focus on entrepreneurial activities (Kuratko & Audretsch, 

2013; Urbaniec & Żur, 2020). Today CE activities are recognized as the answer of 

corporates to uncertainty, to achieve organizational renewal and to transform chal-

lenges into opportunities (Baierl et al., 2019; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009; Margherita 

et al., 2020).  

On a high level CE is split into corporate venturing (CV) and strategic entrepreneur-

ship (SE) (Kuratko & Hoskinson, 2019a; Selig et al., 2018). CV usually involves the 

external creation of new business, followed by investment or acquisition. SE on the 

other hand is an extension of strategic management which intention is to maintain 

competitive advantages. SE is looking for new opportunities based on innovations 

in product, process or market domains (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009; Ojasalo, 2008). 

This thesis will focus on SE activities. Due to risk aversity in corporate management 

the majority of past innovations was incremental and a frequently used example is 

the manufacturing improvements by Japanese companies (Bessant & Caffyn, 
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1997). Recently though disruptive innovations have emerged which oppose a threat 

to corporates since they initially seem not fitting to mass commercialization but then 

leap into to mass markets (Nesner et al., 2020). 

Recent publications suggest that the split in CV and SE might not be suitable any-

more due to the fact that objectives of CE are increasing for which the traditional 

high level classification lacks clear categorization abilities (Baierl et al., 2019; Selig 

& Baltes, 2019). Considering the increase of objectives recent work included a more 

comprehensive approach to CE classification by either using orientation objectives, 

equity involvement or degree of activities (Gutmann, 2019; Kanbach & Stubner, 

2016). The overall objective of CE continues to be the achievement of higher inno-

vation levels. What differentiates CE from classical innovation management though 

is the clear focus to act on innovations in addition to identifying them (Covin & Miles, 

1999; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009; Schindehutte et al., 2019). This creates a tension 

for management as innovations intend to explore new directions, opposing the nat-

ural preference of operational management that leans towards continuity and pre-

dictability (Kuratko et al., 2014). Therefor transformative impact of CE on the culture 

and organizational structure of an corporation is one of the new objectives that re-

ceives increasing attention (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013). Holt has demonstrated that 

CE establishes an entrepreneurial culture and will result in better financial perfor-

mance (2019). Other work has shown that knowledge creation is an essential aspect 

of CE driven cultural transformation (Kazanjian et al., 2002; Weiblen & Chesbrough, 

2015; Zahra, 2015). Entrepreneurial knowledge must be transferred into the corpo-

ration to use the discovered innovations at full potential (Jiménez-Barrionuevo et al., 

2019). Baierl et al. postulate that especially in Germany knowledge infusion and 

corporate transformation are of relevance due to corporate stiffness caused by more 

restrictive labour laws than in other markets (2019). When corporates become open 

for change they also are open for innovation of higher intensities which ultimately 

will result in higher profit gains (Bannerjee et al., 2016). 

To get a more conceptual understanding of relevant sub-theories and research do-

mains of CE selected elements will be introduced in more detail within the following 

chapters.  
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2.1.1 Dynamic Capabilities 

Dynamic capabilities (DC) relate to corporate capability of continuously adapting the 

corporate assets and resources to volatile market environments (Jiménez-

Barrionuevo et al., 2019; Selig et al., 2018). As markets become more dynamic, 

corporates must align and also become more dynamic (Baierl et al., 2019). The DC 

concept is based on the resource-based view and positions organizational 

knowledge and competencies as underlying capabilities of resource application 

(Nagel, 2015). Therefor knowledge and competencies are important elements for 

obtaining a competitive advantage and long term success of the corporate (Smart 

et al., 2007; Teece, 2007). Herein the focus does not lay on the resources them-

selves but on the combination and application of resources in an dynamic environ-

ment (Nagel, 2015). DC are used by corporates to continuously "create, extend, 

upgrade, protect, and keep relevant the enterprise’s unique asset base" (Teece, 

2007, p. 1319). Over the years research in the area of DC has expanded so that it 

can be considered a field on its own (Schilke et al., 2018). Teece separated DC into 

the follow elements: (1) capability to identify new opportunities (2) capability to ab-

sorb knowledge on new opportunities, (3) capability to integrate new opportunities 

(2007). While external factors are seen as triggers, internal factors are seen as en-

ablers for DC. Enablers include relationship investment, knowledge processes, or-

ganizational structures, governance processes, selection of human resources and 

strategic intent (Donada et al., 2016).  

The identification of new opportunities requires internal and external sourcing, oth-

erwise corporates are risking to oversee opportunities (Teece, 2007). As corporates 

must find a structured approach to facilitate experimentation with external partners 

and to afterwards integrate the outcomes, relational DC are an important success 

criteria for corporates in this process (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Donada et al., 2016; 

Kinski & Bode, 2019). Schilke differentiates between two orders of DC (2014). First 

order capabilities are relational capabilities. Second order capabilities are learning 

routines applied by the corporate to integrate the knowledge obtained. While second 

order capabilities are more internally facing and build on outcomes of a collabora-

tion, first order capabilities are externally facing, present throughout the complete 
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collaboration period and long term oriented (Donada et al., 2016). These capabilities 

are usually possessed by individuals with a sensitivity for the need of change as 

these individuals are more open for adaption and therefore should be tasked with 

the "implementation of learning mechanisms designed to establish a knowledge 

base." (Donada et al., 2016, p. 108). Corporates must understand that learning pre-

sents a meaningful outcome since the constant reconfiguration of assets could cre-

ate the impression that no actual outcomes are created (Nagel, 2015). One success 

criteria for DC and CE is therefore the structured and aligned coordination of multiple 

individuals and different stakeholders across various organizational layers (Kuratko 

& Neubert, 2019; Schindehutte et al., 2019). Firms that possess DC are as a result 

more entrepreneurial and innovative which puts them in a better position not only to 

adjust to a dynamic, threatening, and complex external environment, but also to 

create change in that environment (Kuratko & Neubert, 2019). 

 

2.1.2 Absorptive Capacity 

Building on the DC concept, described in the previous chapter, a specific capability 

will now be highlighted further. Absorptive capacity was introduced by Cohen and 

Levinthal as a particular DC which impacts the ability of a firm to innovate (1990). 

Absorptive capacity is defined as the "ability to recognize the value of new infor-

mation, assimilate it and use it for commercial ends" (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990, 

p. 128). In the previous chapter it was already outlined that external knowledge ac-

quisition is critical to remain competitive. External knowledge becomes important as 

homogeneity in internal views can lead to resistance towards change and external 

ideas (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). In order to obtain external innovations, corpo-

rates must first find these external opportunities and then introduce them into the 

corporate structure (West & Bogers, 2014). The corporates that manage both steps 

are able to transform from innovation sensing to corporates that apply and utilize 

innovations via entrepreneurial processes, resulting in improved financial corporate 

performance (Huang et al., 2015; Zahra, 2015). Easterby-Smith et al. highlight one 

important aspect contributing to understand how absorptive capacity can be man-

aged (2008). They identify two levels of organizational power which influence 
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absorptive capacity: Systemic and episodic power. Systemic power exists when cor-

porates have endowed individuals with roles to perform external sensing of oppor-

tunities. Episodic power exists when these individuals also have the ability to mobi-

lize different elements of the corporate in order to integrate the outcome of the sens-

ing. To add to this Schreyögg and Schmidt identified that depending on the degree 

of fit, individuals must possess capabilities to assimilate or transform new 

knowledge as otherwise innovation potential could not be realized (2006). Interme-

diaries are recognized to be a valuable resource in this process (Bigliardi et al., 

2020; Lin et al., 2016). The absorptive capacity of a firm develops from the individual 

capabilities and must be organized as a continuous process (Cohen & Levinthal, 

1990). Corporates should assess their absorptive capacity and align the CE activi-

ties to their absorptive capacity maturity level as otherwise the outcome may not be 

satisfactory (Kazanjian et al., 2002). By doing so the absorptive capacity can be-

come a competitive advantage of the corporation as this knowledge cannot be easily 

copied by the competition (Teece, 2007).  

 

2.1.3 Open Innovation 

The term and the concept of open innovation (OI) was introduced by Henry 

Chesbrough in 2003 and changed the perception of corporate innovation structures, 

which originally were thought to occur only within a corporation due to intellectual 

property (IP) concerns (Chesbrough, 2003). While the term and concept were intro-

duced in 2003 the topic already emerged during the 1990s when entrepreneurship 

activities of corporates started to materialize (Hochberg, 2016). This can be seen by 

the fact that more than 30 % of the corporates claim that they have been practicing 

OI even before 2003 (Chesbrough & Brunswicker, 2013). OI originated from the high 

tech sector but is now broadly applied in all industries and for all corporate sizes 

(West & Bogers, 2014). OI involves opening up corporate innovation management 

to sources outside the corporate boundaries (Bigliardi et al., 2020; Jackson & 

Richter, 2017; Nesner et al., 2020) and is accelerated by the fact that internal R&D 

is becoming more complex and costly (Back et al., 2019). In order to be effective OI 

requires a collaborative approach and idea heterogeneity (Hasche et al., 2017; 
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Peter et al., 2020). To transition from a closed to an OI based corporation, organi-

zational transformation and additional skills, such as knowledge transfer, are re-

quired (Chesbrough & Brunswicker, 2013; Garcia Martinez et al., 2017; Remneland 

Wikhamn & Styhre, 2019). OI resulted in the collaboration of corporates and start-

ups with the corporate intention to support the smaller companies and benefit from 

their innovativeness (Wikhamn & Styhre, 2020). In its most basic form OI is sepa-

rated into inside-out (or outbound) or outside-in (or inbound) flows. While inside-out 

relates to application of knowledge and unused potential to increase revenues, out-

side-in relates to acquiring external knowledge for internal gains (Back et al., 2019; 

Ye & Kankanhalli, 2013). This thesis will focus on the outside-in perspective.  

While initial research on OI was related to search and identification of opportunities 

(West & Bogers, 2014), more recent publications focus on the complete scope of 

OI, including integration and application. Wikhamn and Styhre for example concep-

tualized an OI framework which focuses on the alignment and translation aspects 

of OI and label these aspects a prerequisite of OI success (2020). They conclude 

that demonstrating mutual benefit, commitment by senior management, active co-

ordination and deliberate follow up are needed. Another topic that is being discussed 

is culture as a barrier to integrate and apply external knowledge (Chesbrough & 

Brunswicker, 2013; Mosig et al., 2017). This phenomenon originates from the pre-

viously mentioned fundamental difference of corporate management (design for ef-

ficiencies, risk aversion and stability) and innovation characteristics (unknown, risky) 

as well as the fact that most innovations are never commercialized (Erkens et al., 

2014). The differences result in an omni-present conflict of OI. On the one hand it 

must manage the differences of involved partners but on the other hand it must let 

them exist in order to benefit from heterogenous perspectives (Jackson & Richter, 

2017). In the OI world trust becomes an important element as it can help overcome 

uncertainty and make pre-investment without planned outcomes more likely 

(Hasche et al., 2017). Trust is also needed as evaluating metrics for OI are not yet 

existing due to the fact that OI creates outputs fluently and informally (Erkens et al., 

2014). Therefor corporates must manage their expectations well when it comes to 

OI. They should not expect immediate results but accept to invest resources in a 
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process which will benefit them in future (Back et al., 2019; Jackson & Richter, 

2017).  

 

2.1.4 Innovation Networks 

Due to an increasing shift from corporate level to network constructs innovation net-

works are one important subtopic of OI research (Bigliardi et al., 2020). Camarinha-

Matos and Afsarmanesh define collaborative networks as shared activities with the 

intention to have higher output compared to individual activity execution (2006). An-

other important criteria is that also risks, resources, responsibilities and rewards are 

shared. Ojasalo adds to this that in networks individuals outside or of multiple formal 

organisations can achieve a joint identity (2008). A prerequisite is that mutual trust 

becomes the foundation of the network, which requires time, effort and dedication 

by involved individuals and organisations. By expanding the scope of knowledge 

beyond the traditional boundaries a corporate will have no other choice than to 

transform into a network company and must make sure that inter-linkages are 

properly managed (Smart et al., 2007; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2017). Intermediaries 

can help to improve the external search for network members as they are situated 

at the boundary of the firm and can easily establish networks (Lin et al., 2016).  

Camarinha-Matos and Afsarmanesh describe the several network types existing, 

including standard networks, coordinated networks, cooperative networks and col-

laborative networks (2006). A standard network possesses the lowest degree of in-

tegration and has only information and communication sharing as a distinct feature. 

On the other hand cooperating networks are exchanging information and knowledge 

due to compatible goals (Peter et al., 2020). Network types with the highest degree 

of integration are collaborative networks. In a collaborative network the partners 

work on joint goals in a highly coordinated manner (Camarinha-Matos & 

Afsarmanesh, 2006). Furthermore, they adapt their organizational structures and 

each have distinct network roles. Control, risk and rewards are shared and partners 

value each parties competencies to achieve the maximum potential of the collabo-

ration (Peter et al., 2020; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2017). In a collaboration the involved 
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partners must balance stability and agility resulting in different operation modes for 

the network: a relationship layer that is cultivated by trust and stability; and an ac-

tivity layer that is focusing on dynamic project based outcomes (Camarinha-Matos 

& Afsarmanesh, 2006; Ojasalo, 2008). It especially becomes a challenge for corpo-

rates to maintain transparency and to highlight the win-win situation for all involved 

parties (He et al., 2020). Smart et al. defined 7 rules to design effective inter-organ-

izational innovation networks (2007). They define that networks must be acknowl-

edged for their informal communication channels which are out of scope for man-

agement control mechanisms. Networks live through high degrees of diversity. High 

involvement should be obtained by structural and processual design which puts the 

interaction of the corporate with the network on multiple organizational layers into 

focus and action. If this is achieved networks cause knowledge transfers to different 

areas of the corporates. Since already the lowest degree of networking (standard 

networks) facilitates exchange of experiences, networking mechanisms should al-

ways be part of CE activities (Camarinha-Matos & Afsarmanesh, 2006). 

 

2.2 Corporate-Start-up Collaboration 

As part of OI activities corporates are frequently collaborating with start-ups. Corpo-

rates adapted from seeing start-ups and their innovations as a threat to focusing on 

creating opportunities for corporates and start-ups alike (Peter et al., 2020). During 

the years a variety of support and collaboration approaches has emerged 

(Moschner et al., 2019). These forms include: corporate accelerators (CA), corpo-

rate venturing (CV), corporate incubators (CI), start-up supplier programs, co-work-

ing, innovation labs and others (Kupp et al., 2017; Nesner et al., 2020; Peter et al., 

2020). Commonly an intermediary is established due to the distance of start-ups 

and corporates (Urbaniec & Żur, 2020). As of today more than 70% of the DAX 

corporates have dedicated programs for innovation management and start-up col-

laboration (Lehnen et al., 2020). By collaboration with start-ups corporates are aim-

ing to accelerate cultural change and knowledge creation but also the attraction of 

new talents (Jackson & Richter, 2017; Kruft et al., 2018; Kupp et al., 2017). The 

start-up is benefitting from access to resources and from the reputation of the 



 

12 
 

corporate partner (Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017). In addition start-ups are also 

looking for coaching, mentoring and networking opportunities (Stubner et al., 2020). 

Setting up the collaboration with start-ups is not easy for corporates as often the 

outcome of such collaboration is unknown (Kinski & Bode, 2019). In addition 80-

90% of all start-ups are failing within the first three years (Lehnen et al., 2020). This 

uncertainty results in the fact that often collaboration initiatives of corporate and 

start-ups fail in the long term (Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017). Kurpjuweit and 

Wagner performed research on causes for imperfect collaborations between corpo-

rate and start-ups (2020). They found out that one of the main issues are changing 

stakeholders on the corporate side. Another study looked at a med-tech start-ups 

where collaboration failed due to a lack of trust on both corporate and start-up side 

(Hasche et al., 2017). Most start-ups want to remain independent of the corporate 

(Kinski & Bode, 2019) and therefor need a clear outline of the corporates ambitions 

to collaborate with the start-up (Kurpjuweit & Wagner, 2020). Onetti adds and sum-

marizes limiting factors for collaboration as presence of trust, congruence of goals, 

lack of communication, changing contacts, unfitting processes and power relation-

ship dynamics (2019). Corporates need to understand that developing a relationship 

takes time (Spender et al., 2017) and that cultural differences must be accepted as 

otherwise the “not invented here” (Schilling et al., 2019, p. 9) attitude cannot be 

overcome (Kinski & Bode, 2019). Continuous involvement of senior management is 

required for collaborations to succeed (Bannerjee et al., 2016). As outlined in 2.1.4 

OI initiatives are shifting towards network structures (Steiber & Alänge, 2020). 

Remneland Wikhamn and Styhre showed that this shift had a positive impact on the 

collaboration outcomes as quicker cultural change could be achieved (2019). Also 

Battistella et al. have shown that exposing start-ups to a variety of corporate and 

external knowledge positively impacts the success chances of the start-up and the 

collaboration (2017). In the beginning of this chapter it was mentioned that working 

with start-ups as part of OI initiatives has many forms and objectives. While CV is 

focused on new markets entries and financial returns (Back et al., 2019), CI are 

aimed to develop start-ups over a longer period of time in a controlled environment 

(Nesner et al., 2020). CA are testing the fit of a start-up to a corporate, have specific 
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outputs and lay the foundation for a relationship (Richter et al., 2018a). Start-up 

supplier programs are aimed at integrating start-ups to the corporate to achieve di-

rect collaboration with business unites (Kurpjuweit & Wagner, 2020). Market re-

search showed that the majority of collaboration initiatives for the DAX30 corporates 

is based on CV, followed by CA (Lehnen et al., 2020). CI are less frequently used 

and the majority of corporates is running multiple programs. As this thesis is focus-

ing on the intermediary type CA, highlights from the literature landscape on accel-

eration will be outlined in chapter 2.2.1. 

 

2.2.1 Start-Up Acceleration 

Accelerators are an organizational construct to structure start-up interaction. The 

most frequently used definition of the accelerator model is given by Cohen and 

Hochberg (2014). They define an accelerator as a “fixed-term, cohort-based pro-

gram, including mentorship and educational components, that culminates in a public 

pitch event or demo-day” (Cohen & Hochberg, 2014, p. 4). Walker et al. showed 

that the elements of the Hochberg and Cohen definition are the most used defini-

tional elements of accelerators in research (2020). Despite the frequent use also 

some criticism on the definition exists, stating that it lacks specification on the func-

tions and objectives of accelerators (Yu, 2016). Drori and Wright for example pro-

pose to add the objective stimulation of entrepreneurship and innovation validator 

to the definition (2018). The imprecision of the definition is expected to increase as 

accelerators are adapting to changing social, cultural and commercial trends (Crișan 

et al., 2019). Walker et al. therefor recommend a more “pluralist conceptualization 

of the accelerator model” (2020, p. 22). It is assumed that the ongoing program di-

versification is a result of existing program inefficiencies (Moschner et al., 2019). At 

the moment research differentiates mostly between three types of accelerators: pub-

lic accelerators (governmental and university), social accelerators and private ac-

celerators (investment and corporate) (Kanbach & Stubner, 2016; Yang et al., 

2018). In practice most frequently investment accelerators are encountered, fol-

lowed by governmental accelerators, corporate accelerators and university acceler-

ators (Crișan et al., 2019). Accelerators play an increasing role due to the decreased 
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capital requirements and cost of experimentation they offer to investors due to their 

simple operating structures and reduced resource needs (Drori & Wright, 2018; 

Hochberg, 2016). Overall there is a variety of research existing on the accelerator 

phenomenon, including multiple literature reviews (Crișan et al., 2019). The number 

of publications has increased especially during the last years (Yang et al., 2018). 

Due to the relative newness of the topic a lot of publications are either conceptual 

descriptions focused on program typologies and offered services, or qualitative case 

studies (Hochberg, 2016; Vandeweghe & Fu, 2018). While some publications show 

the impact of accelerators on participating parties (Jackson et al., 2015) it is required 

that research is broadened since the phenomenon is (a) not yet fully understood 

and (b) still evolving (Walker et al., 2020). 

Accelerators are seen as an evolution of incubators (Nesner et al., 2020; Pauwels 

et al., 2016) who are aiming to support early stage start-ups (Hoffman & Radojevich-

Kelley, 2012). The main objective is to validate early ventures by either preparing 

them quickly for growth or to stop activities (Mahmoud-Jouini et al., 2018). As part 

of this process accelerators have a short duration (Margherita et al., 2020) and a 

definite end (Walker et al., 2020). Crișan et al. categorize accelerator offerings in 

three categories: narrow, typical and extended interventions (2019). Narrow inter-

ventions are a basic set of offerings that are not as strictly structured as typical in-

terventions, which offer a wider range of services such as a demo day and access 

to funding and equity. Extended interventions are customized offerings and activities 

that extend beyond the acceleration such as post-program support. They also con-

cluded that extended interventions are not frequently observed although they tend 

to lead to better outcomes such as exists, technology proof and quick growth. On 

the contrary it was identified that narrow interventions more often lead to soft out-

comes including idea development, knowledge and cultural transfers. Wenzel and 

Koch defined four ways accelerators develop start-ups: forwarding the strategic 

core, leaping the strategic core, forwarding the strategic periphery, and leaping the 

strategic periphery (2018). They conceptualize that forwarding the strategic core 

relates to business idea development, while leaping this core includes either facili-

tating direct market access or fundamental changes to the idea (including pivoting 
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the business model). Forwarding the strategic periphery relates to developing the 

skillset of the entrepreneurs required to commercialize the idea successfully and 

leaping the strategic periphery includes fundamental evolvement of the entrepre-

neurial skills. Yu found out that accelerators increase funding efficiency as uncertain 

business ideas get validated much quicker (2016). In his work he also showed that 

during the acceleration the skillset of participating entrepreneurs are developed so 

that follow up investment are more often caused by the talent and skillset of the 

involved entrepreneurs rather than the business idea. From this it can be seen that 

accelerators are also facilitating personal growth of individuals (Walker et al., 2020). 

Combining the fact that the majority of accelerator programs seem to be offering 

narrow or typical interventions, resulting in rather soft outcomes, with the discovery 

that more often the strategic periphery is developed during acceleration, it indicates 

that accelerator programs are more likely developing dynamic capabilities of their 

incumbents and skills of individuals. This also makes sense considering that the 

majority of business ideas (strategic core of a start-up) will not survive the acceler-

ation, while many of the individuals continue to remain entrepreneurs.  

Corporate Accelerator 

Corporate accelerators (CA) are a special type of an accelerator program executed 

by corporates. Corporates are using CA programs to position themselves closer to 

innovation (Hochberg, 2016). CA are considered to be a CE activity and result in 

innovation and knowledge creation via external partnerships (Richter et al., 2018b; 

Shankar & Shepherd, 2019). Recent publications have covered the relationship of 

corporate sponsor and the start-up (Mahmoud-Jouini et al., 2018), the corporate 

accelerator type used in practice (Moschner et al., 2019) and the program design 

(Kanbach & Stubner, 2016; Kohler, 2016). Apart from the numerous case-studies, 

interviews or surveys (Jackson et al., 2015) fundamental theory definition, required 

to fully understand the phenomenon, is still lacking (Gutmann et al., 2019; Kohler, 

2016; Nesner et al., 2020). Due to the fact that many publications are of descriptive 

nature and lacking success measures as well as impact analysis, there is the com-

mon understanding that CA research is still in its early stages and developing 

(Nesner et al., 2020; Seitz et al., 2019). In practice CA are a wide spread 
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phenomenon (Kohler, 2016) and are more than ever relevant (Kurpjuweit & Wagner, 

2020). One recent discovery is that not many new programs get added, but existing 

programs get re-organized (Stubner et al., 2020).  

Like accelerators also the subtype CA has various forms. These forms include ex-

ternal or internal facing, hybrid or outsourced constructs (Gutmann et al., 2019; 

Moschner et al., 2019; Selig et al., 2018). This thesis will limit itself to the external 

self-managed CA type. CA act as an intermediary between corporates and start-ups 

(Vandeweghe et al., 2019). By doing so they are accelerating startups and have the 

objective to introduce external innovation to the organization, while transforming the 

corporate towards an entrepreneurial mindset (Kohler, 2016; Richter et al., 2018a). 

In their capacity they represent a controlled, reduced-risk entrepreneurial play-

ground (Urbaniec & Żur, 2020) where corporates can validate new business models 

(Seitz et al., 2019). Also they are acting as knowledge brokers in between the cor-

porate and the start-ups (Schreyögg & Schmidt, 2010; Ye & Kankanhalli, 2013). The 

focus of CA are strategic objectives, with financial motivation rarely driving the pro-

grams (Kanbach & Stubner, 2016; Kupp et al., 2017). Recent research confirms that 

successful programs are not focusing on financial gain (Kruft & Kock, 2019). Fur-

thermore CA are also used as a tool to source for talent (Kohler, 2016; Richter et 

al., 2018a) by establishing a partner ecosystem for the corporate (C Scott Dempwolf 

et al., 2014). Criteria used for the categorization of CA can include the orientation, 

strategic objectives, industry focus, equity strategy and participant maturity focus of 

the CA (Kanbach & Stubner, 2016). In general CA provide multiple services such as 

mentoring (Kohler, 2016), networking and educational services (Mahmoud-Jouini et 

al., 2018), corporate resources (C Scott Dempwolf et al., 2014) and equity-free fi-

nancial investment (Kanbach & Stubner, 2016; Richter et al., 2018a) in a cohort 

structured (Jackson & Richter, 2017), time limited program that lasts usually 3 to 8 

months (Nesner et al., 2020). Target candidates are usually young start-ups so that 

the CA is performing an investment in the development of the company and the 

founding team (Jackson & Richter, 2017).  

Apart from program structure and description of objectives recent research is focus-

ing on the outcomes of CA. For example by understanding the limitations of CA, 
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researchers hope to identify improvement areas for programs (Richter et al., 2018b). 

Effective CA manage to introduce new knowledge to the corporation (Urbaniec & 

Żur, 2020) and do not limit themselves to parts of the corporate that are entrepre-

neurial friendly as otherwise the impact is limited (Gutmann et al., 2019). This effec-

tiveness is based on qualified estimation as it cannot be quantified due to a lack of 

systemic KPIs (Richter et al., 2018a). The participating start-ups are benefitting as 

they acquire a strategic partner and a fast tracked relationship that usually would 

have taken much longer to create (Gutmann et al., 2019). For the start-ups a variety 

of  outcomes is possible, including silent partnerships, customer-supplier relation-

ship, piloting, co-development or acquisition (Nesner et al., 2020; Urbaniec & Żur, 

2020). Baierl et al. define the outcomes of CA as broad outcomes, which mainly 

benefit the organizational transformation of the corporate by introducing entrepre-

neurial skills and culture as well as openness to uncertainty and risk-taking into the 

organization (2019). They highlight the HR aspect of accelerators as they observed 

a positive effect on retention and branding initiatives due to the attractiveness of 

entrepreneurship to young talent. They advise that for such objective different 

measures must be applied and that the transformative effect can be maximised by 

executing exploration focused high frequency programs. This creates an issue as 

corporates that are looking for a KPI based program evaluation need to decide for 

exploitation focused programs (Selig & Baltes, 2019). 

CA must succeed in balancing the corporate preference for structure and planning 

with the start-ups need for flexibility (Kohler, 2016; Mahmoud-Jouini et al., 2018). 

Start-ups are preferring short intense collaborations while corporates prefer contin-

uous cooperation on strategic topics (Urbaniec & Żur, 2020). This conflict of mindset 

is often mentioned as a negative aspect of corporate - start-up collaboration 

(Bannerjee et al., 2016; Stubner et al., 2020). The conflict results in the situation 

that collaborations fail, even when the idea is confirmed during acceleration, due 

incompatibility of corporate and start-ups expectations and ambitions (Richter et al., 

2018b). Many start-ups do not recognize an eye-to-eye relationship (Jackson & 

Richter, 2017) which could be caused by the fact that usually CA program managers 

have more corporate than entrepreneurial experience and are assumed to be biased 
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towards the corporate (Seitz et al., 2019). As mentioned previously top management 

must be involved frequently to mitigate this feeling (Kanbach & Stubner, 2016). CA 

programs are facing competition with other corporate start-up collaboration initia-

tives (Mahmoud-Jouini et al., 2018) as well as the increasing number of corporate 

and private accelerator initiatives trying to attract the best start-ups (Kurpjuweit & 

Wagner, 2020; Moschner et al., 2019). Successful programs are designed for the 

start-ups which in return will attract high potential start-ups, triggering a positive 

feedback cycle (Gutmann et al., 2019; Kanbach & Stubner, 2016) which can help to 

overcome the present competition for good candidates. 

 

2.2.2 Post-acceleration Phase 

This chapter will look into current and existing research on the post-acceleration 

phase of CA as it is the focus topic of this thesis. Corporates must ensure that any 

outcome of the CA is transformed into a sustainable outcome for the corporation. 

Therefor the right capabilities must exist in the CA and other parts of the corporate 

to act on the acceleration outcome (Vandeweghe et al., 2019). Gutmann for exam-

ple proclaimed that in order to integrate the outcome into organizational structures, 

the corporate must enlarge its focus from a program specific to an holistic innovation 

strategy which covers the complete entity (2019). In practice post program support 

is frequently listed as a program offering, although rarely details are provided (C 

Scott Dempwolf et al., 2014; Pauwels et al., 2016). Ceaușu et al. noticed an increase 

in focus on post-program support although the post-acceleration phase continues 

to not receive big attention (2017). Pauwels et al. demonstrated that corporates are 

aiming towards staying in touch with program graduates (2016). Identified use case 

include alumni relations activities, advertisement and source of mentoring for new 

batches, as well as post-acceleration caused by an equity investment of the corpo-

rate. The aspect of alumni relations is supported by research in the field of incuba-

tion showing that an alumni network benefits the program (Hausberg & Korreck, 

2020). An alumni network should be an important pillar of the CA, as it represents a 

diverse group of individuals and teams who all shared similar experiences and faced 

related challenges (Yu, 2016). Future participants can benefit from networking with 
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other participants of previous batches (Polo García-Ochoa, 2020; Seitz et al., 2019). 

Repeatedly networking is cited as one of the main benefits of accelerator participa-

tion (Hochberg, 2016). Apart from mentoring during the program, independent inter-

action of active members and former alumnus was identified as an important char-

acteristic of successful programs (Kohler, 2016). CA should therefor stay in touch 

with their network and with former graduates (Kanbach & Stubner, 2016). 

In addition to cultivation of an alumni network the post-acceleration phase is seen 

as an important element to determine acceleration success. Hereby the type of suc-

cess criteria differ based on the strategic focus of the CA (Nesner et al., 2020). For 

example, when one of the objectives of the CA is to expose the corporate to entre-

preneurial talent, the post-acceleration phase needs to be utilized for keeping the 

talent. In this case corporates should focus on the entrepreneurs in addition to the 

innovation, as they can turn out to be a great asset in the increasing war for talent 

(Walker et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2018). Kohler also highlighted this in his work since 

the talents discovered during CA activities are usually at the beginning of their de-

velopment and could potentially transform into highly skilled individuals (2016). In 

general the post-acceleration phase is used to confirm the degree of fit between 

corporate and start-up (Nesner et al., 2020). Nesner et al.’s case study showed that 

sometimes financial figures, such as start-up market value, are used for this but 

overall reliable measures are lacking (2020). For strategic programs they suggest 

feedback mechanisms that are evaluating knowledge creation and transfer. In addi-

tion to innovation, ideas and the discovery of talents, corporates are also experienc-

ing positive effects on their brand and have the possibility to build relationships with 

future suppliers (Richter et al., 2018b). The post-acceleration phase shall be used 

to transform this multi-factor exposure into achieving long lasting “dynamism and 

entrepreneurial impulses” (Richter et al., 2018a, p. 69). Kohler demonstrated in his 

work that the relationship of corporates and start-ups will start to develop once the 

acceleration has come to an end (2016). The collaboration needs to be developed 

during the post-acceleration phase as completing the acceleration is one thing, but 

to build up on this idea and align it with the corporate is a totally different story 

(Richter et al., 2018b). This results in the notion that if the number of follow up 
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projects following a CA program are increasing over time, the program is generally 

assumed to be successful (Kupp et al., 2017). For this it has to be considered though 

that acceleration failure must not always be negative as the corporate will prevent 

investment in possible unfruitful collaborations (Richter et al., 2018b).  

As outlined in the beginning knowledge creation is an important outcome of CA pro-

grams. Any knowledge is of no benefit until adaption and accumulation with existing 

knowledge of the corporate has occurred (Nesner et al., 2020). Corporates must 

focus on knowledge adaption and the integration of external knowledge to internal 

knowledge, processes and products (Zahra, 2015). For this Zahra suggests experi-

ence sharing mechanisms and reflection. Reflection shall be executed as a shared 

process, to discover individual learning experiences (Tikkamäki et al., 2017) and to 

transform reflection into corporate learning effects (Busby, 1999). Walker et al. 

demonstrated in a study that reflection improved critical thinking, collaboration skills 

as well as innovation openness (2013). They showed that reflection is not about 

experience awareness but should target knowledge creation. Structured reflection 

including multiple views is a prerequisite to move from awareness to learning since 

outsiders can further enhance reflection outcomes (Busby, 1999; Helyer, 2015; 

Lundgren et al., 2017). For CA this is especially important as the accelerated indi-

viduals are not returning to inside the corporate in contrast to internal facing accel-

eration programs (Selig et al., 2018). Also involvement of senior staff is seen as a 

success factor for reflection during post program reviews (Anbari et al., 2008). 

Peters et al. confirmed this in a study on incubators which showed that joint reflec-

tion created an atmosphere of “collective learning” (2004, p. 88). In addition joint 

reflection facilitates trust of participants when it is structured as an eye-to-eye pro-

cess (Helyer, 2015; Walker et al., 2013). Post-acceleration reflection can strengthen 

the relationship of corporate and start-up and adds knowledge to all involved parties, 

regardless of the acceleration success, which in return improves success probabili-

ties of future accelerations (Anbari et al., 2008). Acceleration failures need to be 

included in reflection activities as the assumption that learning from failure is auto-

matic and instantaneous does not hold true (Kuratko & Neubert, 2019). Furthermore 

frequent reflection involving the corporate will result in increased acceptance levels 
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towards revaluating past actions and contributes to overcoming avoidance of 

change (Helyer, 2015). It is therefore clear that if corporates want to improve out-

comes of accelerators, they need to invest into lessons learned and reflection during 

the post-acceleration phase (Urbaniec & Żur, 2020) 

Apart from knowledge creation further developing the relationship with the start-up 

is another task for the post-acceleration phase. Corporates must have start-up cus-

tomized processes in place to develop the relationship (Moschner et al., 2019). The 

start-up needs a perspective after acceleration and corporates must decide on direct 

or indirect engagement (Kupp et al., 2017; Nesner et al., 2020). Corporates must 

accept that relationship building will take time and that the relationship post-accel-

eration will be in its infancy (Kohler, 2016). In general the integration of start-ups is 

not easy resulting in the need for specific integration support and capabilities on the 

corporate side (Zaremba et al., 2017). Kurpjuweit and Wagner have demonstrated 

that tailored processes help to align expectations after acceleration (2020). They 

recommend to focus on so called “Start-up supplier programs” (Kurpjuweit & 

Wagner, 2020, p. 70) which shall be positioned in the business units of the corpo-

rate.  

 

2.3 Propositions for the Post-acceleration Phase 

Based on the literature review in the area of CE (2.1) and collaboration between 

corporate and start-ups (2.2) this chapter will summarize propositions for the design 

of a structured post-acceleration phase as an intermediate result of the thesis. The 

identified propositions are then examined in the multiple case study. 

1. Evaluate the acceleration success 

The outcome of any corporate action should be evaluated and research has shown 

that knowledge is one major CE outcome, next to the innovation (Weiblen & 

Chesbrough, 2015). Acceleration evaluation is a complex task due to a lack of KPI 

and common criteria (Richter et al., 2018a; Schindehutte et al., 2019). The CA must 

therefore use the post-acceleration phase for active reflection (Zahra, 2015). Fol-

lowing the reasoning of Wenzel and Koch, this evaluation should focus on the 
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question which outcome dimension was mostly affected during the acceleration 

(2018). Knowing whether during acceleration the innovation or the start-up individ-

uals (knowledge) benefitted more, can result in a more realistic outcome assess-

ment and improved expectation management. This is particular important as re-

search implies that knowledge is more frequently developed during acceleration 

(Baierl et al., 2019). To be open for such assessment, the corporate must accept 

that the relationship development is in focus, that this takes time (Back et al., 2019; 

Spender et al., 2017) and that the relationship is still very fragile (Kohler, 2016). The 

assessment must be performed eye-to-eye and to the benefit of both parties (Helyer, 

2015). Corporates should consider to involve external advisors and top manage-

ment as this can further enhance reflection outcomes (Anbari et al., 2008; Busby, 

1999) and at the same time increases knowledge exposure to the corporate (Selig 

et al., 2018). If multiple parties are involved, trust is present and the overall objective 

relates to a long term partnership, then the evaluation of the individual acceleration 

can have a positive impact on the relationship and awareness is transformed into 

learnings (Anbari et al., 2008).  

The post-acceleration phase should therefore be used to evaluate the acceleration 

outcome. Joint reflection, based on trust, will strengthen the partnership and paves 

the way for the next steps in the collaboration. Post-acceleration reflection can pos-

itively impact the success chances of the collaboration and represents a crucial de-

cision gate. In addition the CA program itself can be improved to the benefit of future 

start-ups and corporate outcomes (Urbaniec & Żur, 2020). 

2. Integrate the acceleration outcome 

In order to act entrepreneurial, corporates must not only identify but also integrate 

innovations. Opening up internal R&D and connecting to external knowledge pri-

marily facilitates identification of external innovations. What needs to follow is impact 

of the identified innovation on products, services and processes (Kuratko & 

Audretsch, 2009). In order to achieve impact corporates must develop absorptive 

capacities and form a relationship with their external knowledge sources (Ye & 

Kankanhalli, 2013). Following Cohen and Levinthal an intermediary is best suited to 
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screen the market and organise the knowledge process when there is a large dis-

tance between internal and external knowledge (1990). Baierl et al. describe CA 

intermediaries as knowledge diversity brokers that introduce entrepreneurial skills 

and culture as well as openness to uncertainty and risk-taking into the organization. 

By doing so CA increase absorptive capacities of the corporate. In order to be ef-

fective in impact, presence of systemic power and episodic power is required 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). Systemic power, or the mere presence of the CA, is 

contributing to sensing of external opportunities while episodic power is required to 

integrate knowledge and innovation to the organization (Easterby-Smith et al., 

2008). Episodic power is related to a decision process of what the next appropriate 

action after acceleration will be and builds on the acceleration evaluation. It is 

aligned with the approach of describing the acceleration in steps with decision gates, 

where the acceleration covers the first three decision gates: identification, initial 

matchmaking and piloting (Kurpjuweit & Wagner, 2020). What must follow during 

post-acceleration is the transfer phase to the corporate. While the question can be 

asked, whether the CA should be the owner of this transfer activities it is clear that 

it must occur and stakeholders across the organization must be aligned (Kuratko & 

Neubert, 2019). If there is no better alternative, the CA should to a minimum con-

tinue to act as intermediary during the transfer period. This is underpinned by the 

fact that changing point of contacts is one of the main causes for failed collabora-

tions (Kurpjuweit & Wagner, 2020). Without focusing on this transfer, corporates 

face increased risks that the “not-invented here” syndrome cannot be overcome 

(Kinski & Bode, 2019) so that the success chances of the collaboration are reduced 

and long term gains are lost.  

3. Establish an entrepreneurial hub  

Research has shown that in times of complexity the overall need for knowledge 

diversity increases (Garcia Martinez et al., 2017). Increasing knowledge diversity 

results in an increased need for absorptive capacities on the corporate side. Lever-

aging network effects represents an opportunity for corporates to further increase 

absorptive capacity levels (Garcia Martinez et al., 2017; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2017). 

The interaction with multiple start-ups can create a new ecosystem and community 
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of innovation, which needs to fostered by CA (Drori & Wright, 2018). In this commu-

nity ideas are “cross fertilized” (Battistella et al., 2017, p. 86) by advice and network-

ing. The alumnus of CA are the best candidates for such community and therefor 

can become an essential source of knowledge and potentially adding to the quality 

and efficiency of CA (Eckermann et al., 2020). For example, if the innovation of a 

start-up did not materialize during acceleration, but the start-up enjoys the trust of 

the corporate, then the start-up could still be introduced to the innovation network of 

the corporate. The start-up will develop further and exchange with other individuals, 

which might result in a future innovation that will be successful. The post-accelera-

tion phase should therefore be used to establish an alumnus-based innovation com-

munity (Yu, 2016). Corporates must understand that this collaborative network must 

be properly managed to balance stability and agility (Ojasalo, 2008). If this is done 

well, the network will expose knowledge to multiple levels of the corporate and in-

creases absorptive capacities and dynamic capabilities of the corporate (Gutmann 

et al., 2019; Remneland Wikhamn & Styhre, 2019; Smart et al., 2007). Other positive 

effects such as higher degrees of employee retention and branding of the corporate 

can also be expected (Baierl et al., 2019). In addition the innovation community will 

improve the effectiveness of the CA since a network including a pool of high quality 

mentors is available to interact with future CA intakes (Seitz et al., 2019). 
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3 Research Methodology 

 

3.1 Research Approach 

This thesis aims to provide insights to the post-acceleration phase of CA programs, 

an area which currently attracts limited interest in scientific literature. The outcome 

of the thesis shall be recommendations for the design of a structured post-acceler-

ation phase of CA programs. The author intends to achieve this by the identification 

and examination of literature-based propositions via case study analysis. The un-

derlying research question for the case study analysis is as following: 

Is the post-acceleration phase in CA programs already managed in alignment with 

literature-based propositions? 

Following Eisenhardt the thesis employs an inductive research approach by means 

of multiple case study analysis and triangulation of results (1989). This approach 

was selected as research in the area of post-acceleration is still scarce and a qual-

itative approach allows exploration of the phenomenon (Baxter & Jack, 2008; 

Cepeda & Martin, 2005; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007).  

By collecting data from the corporate and startup perspective, pairs for triangulation 

were created to increase the precision. Triangulation is needed as the research is 

using qualitative data and precision is usually lower in this research type (Runeson 

& Höst, 2009). The cases are based on a variety of data sources (Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007; Yin, 2009) which can include interviews and public data (Baxter & 

Jack, 2008; Eisenhardt, 1989). Results will be reported by performing a cross case 

analysis of identified propositions (Yin, 2009). The propositions are derived from 

existing literature and are used to limit the scope of the research (Baxter & Jack, 

2008). Four cases are used since previous research indicates that three to five case 

studies are seen as a suitable number to achieve adequate results (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Hoffman & Radojevich-Kelley, 2012; Kanbach & Stubner, 2016).  
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3.2 Sampling Strategy 

To create the sample, research was performed via multiple sources. Websites of 

various corporates, innovation studies, and startup web portals were considered to 

collect potential sample candidates. Sample candidates were identified by following 

a structured approach, to establish boundaries in regards to breadth and depts of 

the research (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Only programs that fulfill the following sampling 

criteria were considered for the sample: (1) external oriented CA programs run by 

one corporate sponsor where the main objective is not financial but strategic, (2) 

program location in Germany, Austria or Switzerland (DACH) and (3) program is 

currently active. By limiting the sample to strategic CA programs of one corporate 

sponsor, multi-corporate and financial programs were excluded. This was done as 

otherwise variance could have originated, contradicting the need for small variance 

in small-N research samples (Seawright & Gerring, 2008). Programs with its main 

location in the DACH region were selected due to assumed simpler access to pro-

gram managers and in order to have a homogenous geographical sample for im-

proved comparability. By doing so regional differences are limited although they 

cannot be excluded. Only active programs are considered to ensure access to in-

formation and data availability. In total 18 sample candidates were identified after 

initial research. Once the sample was created, the corporates were contacted. Con-

tact was established via social media platforms LinkedIn and Xing as well as corpo-

rate websites. Targets were CA directors, program and acceleration managers. The 

outcome of this process were four corporate interview participants so that the initial 

sample was reduced from 18 to four CA programs. Once the corporate programs 

were identified corresponding start-up graduates of the programs were researched. 

Identification was based on graduate information usually provided on the CA pro-

gram websites and via web search. After identifying a minimum of one startup grad-

uate per CA, the startups we contacted. Contact establishment was similar to con-

tacting the corporate. Finally, one startup graduate per program was selected. Table 

1 shows the final sample of corporate accelerator programs and start-up graduates 

that were interviewed for case building.  
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Case 
 

Type Location Focus industry Founding 
year 

Interviewee 

1 CA1 CA DE, Hamburg Finance 2015 Co-Lead 

SA1 Startup DE 2019 CEO 

2 CA2 CA DE, Darmstadt Health Care & 
Life Sciences 

2015 Program Manager 

SA2 Startup UK 2016 CEO 

3 CA3 CA AT, Vienna Agriculture 2016 Marketing Manager 

SA3 Startup ES 2013 CEO 

4 CA4 CA DE, Berlin Digital 2017 Lead 

SA4 Startup DE 2018 CEO 

Table 1 - Overview of Cases 

 

3.3 Data Collection 

Based on the defined sample eight semi-structured interviews were conducted be-

tween August and September 2020. Semi-structured interviews are a frequent 

choice in case studies and allow degrees of flexibility needed for exploratory re-

search (Runeson & Höst, 2009). Of the eight interviews, four were with representa-

tion from CA programs and four with representation of startup graduates of the CA. 

The duration of the interviews varied between 18 and 38 minutes. Corporate inter-

views lasted on average 35m 26s and Start-up interviews 20m 41s. During the in-

terviews participants were encouraged to talk freely by using open ended questions 

and without inducing or actively guiding the discussion. The interviews were con-

ducted via telephone and Microsoft Teams. The interviews were recorded and tran-

scribed with the permission of the interviewees, totaling 91 pages. Some interviews 

were conducted in German and some in English. Transcription occurred using a 

modified verbatim approach and in the language of the interview.  In addition to the 

interviews, secondary data sources were consulted to collect additional information 

and to further triangulate and verify statements from interviewees. Secondary data 

sources include mostly web presences and publicly available information such as 

blog posts, press releases and presentations.  
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3.4 Data Analysis 

The main objective of the thesis is to provide recommendations for the design of a 

structured post-acceleration phase of CA programs. Following the identification of 

initial propositions from existing literature, the propositions are examined in cross-

case analysis. By addressing the propositions the analysis remains focused and 

relates to the research objective (Baxter & Jack, 2008). The analysis included mul-

tiple steps. First MaxQDA, a qualitative research software supporting transcription 

and coding was used to process the qualitative data. In a next step, individual text 

passages were assigned to categories based on the literature propositions. If a text 

passage did not fit an existing category, a new category was added. By doing so 

categorized statements were obtained. In total 200 statements as part of 16 cate-

gories were identified. The categorized general statements were compared across 

cases, identifying similarities and differences. For the comparison the two perspec-

tives (corporate and start-up) were used. Interpretation bias was reduced by includ-

ing secondary data sources and multiple perspectives per case. As a final step the 

results were reported and discussed by relating them back to the literature-based 

propositions.   
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4 Results 

 

This chapter reports the findings of the cross-case analysis. To structure the results 

the identified propositions will be used as this provides a clear path for the analysis 

(Baxter & Jack, 2008).  

 

4.1 Evaluate the Acceleration Success 

In order to evaluate the acceleration outcome and to take the right actions during 

post-acceleration, the objectives of the CA need to be known. The main objective of 

CA in the sample is to connect to start-ups in order to bring innovation into the cor-

porate (CA2; CA3, CA4). The CA provides expertise, funding and fosters a collabo-

ration with the start-ups, to leverage the existing assets of the company for new 

business (CA2) and to improve service to customers (CA4). By investing into stra-

tegic partnerships, the corporate can turn possible market disruption into opportuni-

ties (CA1). CA "...generate new ideas, new projects and develop them into new 

business ideas. And those business ideas will eventually go on to become projects 

and go on to become businesses." (CA2; l.26-28). During this process, the CA is 

the vehicle to run proof of concepts (CA2, CA4), for co-development of products, 

offerings or services (CA3), and for managing expectations of both sides (CA2). In 

its capacity the CA is aiming to provide a dynamic interaction vehicle that does not 

lock in the start-ups with the corporate (CA4). For the start-ups the CA is an oppor-

tunity to build relationships with a potential partner and or customer which should 

result in follow-on contracts and commercial agreements (SA2, SA3, SA4). Also, the 

start-ups get easy access to industry and market experience (SA1). To summarize, 

start-ups and corporates see CA as means to an end, with the resulting relationship 

being the focal element of the activity. This is congruent with the primary target ob-

jective for CA in the scientific literature.  

The literature review has shown that measuring and quantifying relationships in CA 

is a complex task and that consistent KPIs and common criteria for acceleration 

success evaluation is lacking. In the sample the completion of hypothesis testing, 
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which were formulated prior to acceleration, is used as one approach to evaluate 

the acceleration outcome (CA1). Another approach is to measure the share of inno-

vation projects with start-ups and how many of these innovation projects have post-

acceleration follow-on action (CA2, CA4). Also, the measurement of engagement 

during the program is used to validate the fit of the idea and to track whether the 

actions taken to raise exposure of the start-up are translated into outcomes (CA4). 

CA1 uses a final pitch to present the result of the acceleration and provides feed-

back on this outcome (SA1). Reflection is applied during evaluation since the CA 

are aware that only a shared evaluation ensures the integration of all perspectives 

(CA1). While most CA aim to meet internally and also together with the start-ups, 

the reflection mostly relates to the process of the acceleration (CA1, CA2, CA3). 

The results confirm the lack of consistent KPIs for acceleration outcomes indicated 

in the literature. SA2 mentioned this as well and points out that there was no holistic 

end of project review which was also confirmed in other cases (SA1, SA4). None of 

the CA involve process outsiders and top management during the review, contrary 

to literature recommendation. To analyse the acceleration evaluation the interviews 

also included investigation on the targeted and achieved outcomes of CA from a 

corporate and start-up perspective. CA want to provide industry expertise and mar-

ket access as part of the program (CA1, CA3). While understanding the business is 

also seen as a major benefit (SA2) there are other outcomes that start-ups appreci-

ate. Understanding corporates, their operating speed, their staff culture and how 

data must be presented to decision makers are additional value adding outcomes 

of the acceleration (SA2, SA4). The involvement of top management can also help 

to strengthen the relationship as it signals appreciation to the start-ups (CA3). CA1 

for example aims to create excitement with senior leaders for the ideas and CA3 

informs senior leadership regularly while also organize gatherings to support the 

exchange of both parties on the cultural layer. 
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4.2 Integrate the Acceleration Outcome 

This chapter will summarize how the cases utilize acceleration outcomes for the 

benefit of the corporate and start-up. A big part of the utilization process is the man-

agement of intermediate hard outcomes, since these are seen as a necessity for 

achieving the overall objective: long term relationships with external start-ups. Inter-

mediate hard outcomes are the impacts of the acceleration on products, services 

and processes of the corporate, resulting in commercial follow-up projects for the 

start-up. Such projects must be achieved as otherwise the time investment for the 

start-up is not worthwhile (SA3), greatly reducing the chances for building the long-

term relationship. To manage intermediate hard outcomes, episodic power is re-

quired, starting with a deliberate decision process how to continue after accelera-

tion. In all cases the follow-up actions vary greatly (CA1, CA3) so that there is no 

“structured path for partnership” (CA2, l.70). Overall, the CAs seem to be reducing 

their involvement after acceleration. While they shadow the relationship building 

process to some degree (CA1, CA2, CA4), the responsibility is shifted to the busi-

ness partner that was assigned during the acceleration. CA appear to be focusing 

on their initial matchmaking ability to find the right business partner by engaging the 

corporate (CA4). The identified business partner then has full decision authority on 

how to continue the collaboration (CA2). While SA2 confirmed the initial matchmak-

ing ability, SA1 stated that the CA appeared to not be well positioned in the corpo-

rate structure, resulting in difficulties for creating contact with parts of the corporate. 

Overall, it was mentioned that initial matchmaking by itself does not give any traction 

in the relationship building. On the contrary it was put forward that during the post-

acceleration the slowness of the corporate will increase, resulting in an increased 

need for an intermediary (SA2). In case of SA4 the accelerator remained as facilita-

tor also after acceleration due to the fact that communication silos where observed 

in the corporate. CA2 acknowledged that the relationship building takes time: 

"...people in the corporates basically want to take their time, evaluate all possible 

options and the startups don't have that kind of time." (CA2, l.333-335) but this does 

not result in prolonged involvement of the CA by default. CA4 on the other hand is 

aware of this risk and stated that the program must be flexible and that contingency 

plans must exist as part of the acceleration outcome. For CA4, timelines require 
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flexibility so that the demo day at the end of the program is a display of intermediate 

results: “…the process doesn’t stop here. It’s actually where it starts” (CA4, l.389-

390). To put the relationship on solid footing, on the one hand CA are involving 

senior management as they see their buy-in essential for long-term collaboration 

and change management initiatives in the corporate (CA1, CA3, CA4). On the other 

hand, day to day operations are managed by middle management (CA2), creating 

a detachment of decision authority and daily interactions. This detachment was no-

ticed and critically mentioned by the startups (SA2, SA3, SA4). Furthermore, SA1 

did not manage to establish contact with senior management at all. Also, it was 

mentioned that as soon as IP is involved, discussions are not happening eye-to-eye 

(SA2). Another important aspect is that changing contacts was listed as the main 

issue for not achieving a long-term relationship (SA2, SA3). 

Apart from episodic power, knowledge transfer is another success factor for inter-

mediate hard outcome management, as it reduces cultural corporate distance to the 

start-up. In the analysed sample such knowledge transfer is limited. This limitation 

is also acknowledged partially by the CAs (CA1). The knowledge transfer differs 

based on the overlap of the functional area with the CA. For example, CA2 shares 

experiences with procurement and payments while CA1 has frequent exchange with 

business development. The idea is to make processes more “Start-up friendly” 

(CA2, l.224). Overall, the exchange on the business side is limited with insights 

rarely being shared to the wider organization (CA1, CA2). The CA are convinced 

that knowledge sharing is happening implicitly (CA2) or via former CA employees 

acting as ambassadors in the corporate organization (CA3). The start-ups reported 

that either cultural differences are high, resulting in the situation that ideas are con-

sistently lost, and that long-term collaboration is not an visible target of the corporate 

(SA2). SA1 experienced partial cultural openness which did not result in meaningful 

outcomes though. CA1 acknowledged that “not-invented-here” opinions are impact-

ing the success of CA.   

For all start-ups in the sample (SA1, SA2, SA3, SA4) no intermediate hard outcomes 

were achieved. While SA1 stopped its operations completely, the acceleration of 

SA3 was not transformed into a long-term collaboration with the corporate. SA2 and 
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SA4 are still in discussions with the corporate, but apart from ongoing proof of con-

cept no contractual follow-on actions were agreed so far. Overall they expectation 

of collaborative outcomes was not met (SA2) and no long-term relationship was yet 

formed. SA1 stated that the focus of the program was too much fixed on the inter-

mediate hard outcome and not the relationship of start-up and corporate. This is 

also the reason why SA1 would prefer a program that focuses more on the start-up 

and the business idea, rather than the use case for the corporate. There was no 

possibility of applying acquired industry knowledge for developing the business idea 

since the use case was fixed. A focus on the specific use case was observed in 

most cases, with only CA4 specifically mentioning that they are coaching the busi-

ness idea of their start-ups and remain open minded.  

 

4.3 Establish an Entrepreneurial Hub  

The literature review indicated that diversity in knowledge and transfer of knowledge 

are benefitted by network structures. Network structures could be achieved when 

the interaction with multiple start-ups creates a new ecosystem and community of 

innovation (Drori & Wright, 2018). Presence and intent to form network structures 

was not consistently discovered as part of the case study though.  

The cases have shown that skill development apart from expanding industry and 

market knowledge is not the main focus of the programs, but that this is indirectly 

benefitting by working with experienced entrepreneurs of the CA (CA1) or by se-

lected individual events (CA3). Despite the fact that all start-ups were in an early 

stage (SA1, SA2, SA3, SA4) and that CA are specifically looking for early stage 

start-ups (CA4), skill and network development is not actively pursued. Interestingly 

from the perspective of the start-ups there was mixed feedback regarding peripheral 

skill development. While SA3 did not raise is as the main objective, SA1 was missing 

development in this area and SA4 responded that the biggest outcome of the pro-

gram was skill development on the peripheral level.  

The CA have no structured program to stay in touch with program graduates (CA1, 

CA3) although contact is maintained with some of the alumnus: "...we keep our 
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relationship with them, but not a structured or managed way." (CA2, l.374-375). 

Start-ups did not experience alumni relation activities (SA1, SA4). From time to time 

start-ups reach out again after acceleration to check if the corporate might need 

additional collaboration (CA3). These are initiatives by the graduates and such re-

connection is not actively pursued by the corporate (CA2). Regarding forming a net-

work structure only CA4 is actively pursuing cultivation of networks including start-

ups, VCs and customers: "…you need to develop them at the same time if you want 

to be really successful" (CA4, l.420-421). 
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5 Discussion 

 

5.1 Evaluate the Acceleration Success 

The cases have demonstrated that relationship building must occur in all phases of 

the acceleration as a relationship is essential for sustainable acceleration outcomes. 

Evaluation of the acceleration is an important aspect and impacts such relationship 

building. From the results it can be deducted that the evaluation of the acceleration, 

which is occurring during post-acceleration, should be focused on the relationship 

and its current form has no positive impact on such relationship. It became clear 

that objectives, outcomes and evaluation mechanisms are not aligned in practice. 

Currently the majority of evaluation related activities are limited to the program and 

not the main objective (relationship building). This limitation results in a narrow focus 

on the program structure and the acceleration deliverable (pilot, proof of concept), 

while neglecting potential business impact of a long-term relationship. SA3 and SA1 

confirmed this and stated that their programs were mostly focused on achieving the 

milestones and the specific use case, instead of an overall business orientation. 

SA2 also confirmed this and mentioned that corporates could capitalize much more 

on the CA programs. By reducing the evaluation scope to the specific use case, the 

start-up likely will get the impression that their business must fit 100% to the corpo-

rate, which will create a feeling of being locked in with the corporate and could result 

in less motivation on the start-up side. This was the outcome of SA1. CA should 

therefore include joint reflection on relationship development as this is the overall 

objective of the CA. They must accept that the accelerated idea is just a carrier for 

facilitation of the corporate start-up relationship. To support this change of perspec-

tive corporates should communicate this clearly from the beginning while also in-

cluding it visibly in the acceleration targets. This is important as the acceleration 

targets represent the foundation for evaluation criteria. Idea validation should remain 

the primary target of the acceleration. Relationship building and long-term collabo-

ration with the start-up should be established as a secondary target. Such approach 

balances the need for intermediate hard outcomes (idea validation), which is essen-

tial for start-up and corporate alike, with the target objective to accelerate the 
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relationship of corporate and start-up. Any reflection and evaluation on the relation-

ship must be eye-to-eye and it is recommended to involve senior management and 

external advisors as part of the process. This signals importance and appreciation 

to the startup (Anbari et al., 2008) and also increases knowledge transfer possibili-

ties to the corporate (Urbaniec & Żur, 2020). Possible evaluation criteria originating 

from the cases are understanding of one another’s operational speed, culture and 

decision-making rationale.  

The current evaluation mechanisms do not support the position that CA is a means 

to an end for achieving long-lasting collaboration. CA should therefor move from 

focusing on the program and the specific idea towards the relationship of corporate 

and start-up. By doing so post-acceleration evaluation can help to overcome homo-

geneity in internal views and opens the corporate towards change and cultural trans-

formation (Walker et al., 2013). When corporates evaluate acceleration outcomes 

correctly, the post-acceleration phase has direct impact on the development of cor-

porate DC and puts increased focus on relational DC enablers such as relationship 

investment, knowledge processes and strategic intent (Donada et al., 2016). Con-

secutively this will result in the situation that also quality indicators for OI are fulfilled 

(Wikhamn & Styhre, 2020) and that one of the most persistent barrier for OI is ad-

dressed: cultural differences (Mosig et al., 2017). 

 

5.2 Integrate the Acceleration Outcome 

After evaluating the acceleration, insights must be applied to the corporate core or-

ganization. Insights are on the one hand the specific idea which can improve the 

existing corporate offering but on the other hand they are also knowledge which is 

valuable for the corporate. Transitioning these insights is a prerequisite for creating 

a long-term collaboration between the corporate and start-up. The cases have 

shown that the transition must be actively managed, and that intermediary involve-

ment is also required during post-acceleration. The CA continues to be the interme-

diary of choice since it has the benefit of being detached from the regular corporate 

operational speed (CA3) and possesses matchmaker capabilities (CA2). Outcome 
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of the cases also allows the conclusion that as of today neither intermediate hard 

outcomes are consistently managed well, nor that CA are sufficiently acting as a 

knowledge diversity brokers.  

Proper management of intermediate hard outcomes starts with the decision how to 

continue after acceleration and is required as otherwise the relationship is stopped 

before it really started (Kohler, 2016). At the moment the decision process is typi-

cally not managed by the intermediary but by the business partner. This follows the 

argumentation of Kurpjuweit and Wagner who advocate to establish direct integra-

tion projects of a business unit with mature start-ups and less focus on CA activities 

(2020). From the authors point of view this creates an issue as it would weaken the 

position of the intermediary and inhibit unbiased relationship building. Also the rec-

ommendation to focus on more mature start-ups must be challenged as this would 

result in increased pressure on the supply side of applying start-ups which is already 

high (Moschner et al., 2019). Another reason is that when start-ups maintain inde-

pendence, the outcomes are improved (Zaremba et al., 2017). Zaremba et al.’s 

reasoning allows the conclusion that instead of creating a pull effect from a business 

line, the corporate should signal intent for long term partnership via the unbiased 

intermediary (2017). When the decision process is managed by the business partner 

this also results in increased distance to senior management due to interaction with 

primarily middle management, so that the decision is project specific without busi-

ness vision elements included. By developing the business idea further and not fix-

ating on the initial use case, success chances for the collaboration are increased 

and follow the argumentation that many start-ups need to pivot or adapt their busi-

ness model after initial idea validation (Lehnen et al., 2020). Therefor the decision 

process should use the relationship potential as main decision criteria and should 

be managed by an impartial party that involves multiple stakeholders. The CA is 

seen as best fit for this role as it has the most mature relationship with the start-up, 

possess trust by the corporate and has relationship with senior management. Figure 

1 illustrates the required decision-making process in the post-acceleration phase. 
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Figure 1 - Post-acceleration Decision Matrix 

Source: Own illustration 

The decision matrix includes five scenarios. On the X-axis the idea fit is included. A 

fit of the idea is assumed when the idea can successfully extend or complement 

existing business. Testing the fit of the idea or idea validation is one core aspect of 

the acceleration. The Y-axis focuses on the entrepreneur or the start-up team. It 

allows classification of the talent which is not directly connected to the specific idea 

that is being accelerated. While in scenario one to four the relationship with the ac-

celerated startup will be continued, the relationship will not be actively developed 

further in scenario five. To not invest further in the relationship is recommended 

when the idea validation failed and when the startup team does not turn out to pos-

sess above average talent. In scenario one, the idea validation failed as well, but 

the startup team has above average talent. In this case it is recommended to tran-

sition the startup into the entrepreneurial hub of the corporate (see 4.3 for more 
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details). In case the startup team is highly skilled, and the idea has potential - but it 

was discovered during acceleration that it does not fit to the corporate operations, 

an investment as part of CV should be considered (scenario two). If the idea is fitting 

to the corporate but the startup team could benefit from more time and a structured 

development on the peripheral skill level, CI is a suitable option (scenario three). 

Only if the idea was validated and the startup is ready to serve the corporate, fast 

tracking the partnership towards a supplier relationship should be pursued (scenario 

four). The outlined decision matrix allows a structured path for intermediate hard 

outcome management which seems to be lacking today. Corporates should accept 

that scenario five is a possible outcome and that scenario four is not the standard 

path of an acceleration. In addition, CA can set target quotas per scenario to have 

a performance indicator that puts the relationship towards the startup in focus and 

considers the multiple acceleration outcomes.  

Apart from intermediate hard outcome management the CA must also ensure that 

knowledge insights are introduced to the corporate. This will infuse entrepreneurial 

culture as well as openness to risk-taking into the corporate, which then has a pos-

itive impact on the corporate start-up relationship (Nesner et al., 2020). Therefor the 

post-acceleration phase can act as an enabler for knowledge absorption and inte-

gration of new opportunities and directly impacts the development of corporate DC. 

Senior management should be aware of this and consecutively put more focus on 

the post-acceleration phase. CA should be supported in their knowledge transfer 

activities which can be organized as joint activities from corporate leadership and 

the CA. While the informal processes discovered in the cases are a step in the right 

direction, more formalized events and processes are recommended to drive corpo-

rate knowledge absorption. As these processes need to be tailored to the corporate 

organization more analysis on common structural aspects is recommended. 

If the transition is not actively managed, the start-ups will face a void during post-

acceleration so that the idea and relationship, which are still in their early stages, 

will not be further developed. In the end the acceleration investment will be lost.  

Also the analysed cases are leaning towards this result, although not all outcomes 

are yet lost. One reason for this is provided by the cases which have shown that 



 

40 
 

corporates are facing the difficulty of non-linear accelerations and the fact that ac-

celeration timelines are not fixed. If corporates invest into integration of acceleration 

outcomes, they directly improve their corporate DC. In addition to identification of 

new opportunities, they are also building capabilities to absorb knowledge and to 

integrate new opportunities (Teece, 2007). By doing so they develop second order 

capabilities (Schilke, 2014) and achieve one important success factor for CA: ac-

knowledging corporate learning as a meaningful outcome. This is highly important 

for the utilization of intermediate hard outcomes as acceptance of external 

knowledge creates heterogeneity and reduces resistance towards change and ex-

ternal ideas (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). While there is no clear indication that the 

CA should be in charge of the transition phase, it is clear that the startup and the 

corporate require a matchmaker for a longer period of time than just the accelera-

tion. The CA is assumed to be the best candidate and, in its capacity, must ensure 

that the corporate does not think program specific anymore but has an overall strat-

egy for startup collaboration. By assigning transition phase management to the CA 

this would also strengthen both systemic and episodic power of the CA as the sys-

temic role of the CA is extended and the CA can mobilize the corporate for outcome 

utilization (Easterby-Smith et al., 2008). Whoever is in charge of the transition during 

post-acceleration must ensure two prerequisites in order to enable long term rela-

tionships with start-ups:  

1) Maintain involvement during the intermediate hard outcome management. To 

a minimum organize the decision process after acceleration.  

2) Take ownership in transferring insights and knowledge to the corporate 

 

5.3 Establish an Entrepreneurial Hub 

Apart from intermediate hard outcomes a CA creates additional knowledge for the 

corporate. This knowledge is also acquired within the start-ups. Utilizing and building 

on this knowledge should be an important aspect of alumnus related activities and 

is not yet fully realized by the CAs. Only when knowledge is transferred, due to 

absorptive capacities and via relationships, corporates can harness the benefits of 

OI (Chesbrough & Brunswicker, 2013). All of the start-ups in the analysed cases 
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were still in an early stage, while the entrepreneurs had partially entrepreneurial 

experience. This results in the fact that entrepreneurial skill development is not a 

major part of the CA program structures due to different skill levels of participating 

start-ups. It was already outlined that by focusing mostly on developing the corpo-

rate use case, start-ups will get the impression that their company is not the focal 

interest of the corporate. Offerings in the area of entrepreneurial skill development 

could prevent this and an entrepreneurial network presents a good opportunity to 

offer this to start-ups participating in the acceleration, but also to already graduated 

start-ups. While it will increase the quality of the program (Kupp et al., 2017) and 

likely raises the trust levels in the relationship, it can also result in future outcomes. 

The latter is important due to the fact that an idea which could initially not be suc-

cessfully applied to the corporate, could be fitting after further development, or that 

the start-up might not have a more fitting idea in future. With an active network man-

agement corporations have a structured means to stay in touch with graduated start-

ups and to monitor as well as support their development. Consecutively keeping 

former graduates close as per scenario one in Figure 1 could turn a failed acceler-

ation into a positive future outcome. On this note one important aspect must be 

considered and will require further analysis in future. Start-ups require incentive and 

financial support (in form of commercial follow on) after the acceleration program. It 

is therefore not yet clear how such a network could achieve this requirement. Also, 

the corporate should include evaluation mechanisms for the network activities to 

monitor the outcomes and justify resource investment for network management. 

Apart from the focus on start-ups the entrepreneurial network is also a platform for 

increasing exchanges of internal and external entrepreneurial stakeholders of the 

corporate, benefitting cultural openness of the corporate towards entrepreneurship. 

By positioning the network in the centre of CE activities it will become an entrepre-

neurial centre of the corporate or the “entrepreneurial hub”. The position of the en-

trepreneurial hub in the post acceleration phase and its interaction with the corpo-

rate and CE activities is illustrated in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 - Entrepreneurial Hub Establishment during Post-acceleration 

Source: Own illustration 

Considering the above implications, a transformation of existing innovation mecha-

nisms towards an innovation-based network structure is recommended. Partner-

ships must be developed with long term focus and integration of start-ups into the 

network is required during the post-acceleration phase. By establishing an entrepre-

neurial hub, corporations will emphasize their focus on long term relationship and 

can balance dynamic accelerations (innovation validation) and sustainable relation-

ship development (entrepreneurial transformation) at the same time. Participation in 

an acceleration can act as a risk-free validation of new ideas and represents the 

beginning of a collaborative relationship. In the end external innovation is introduced 

to the corporate while at the same time transforming the corporate culture (Kohler, 

2016). The network structure can include exploitation and exploration focused 

startups, which will create a diverse knowledge set and benefits the development of 

absorptive capacities (Remneland Wikhamn & Styhre, 2019; Ye & Kankanhalli, 

2013). When furthermore the integration of corporate internal departments and 

stakeholders is achieved, the corporate will also benefit in its transformation towards 

an entrepreneurial company due to structured involvement of multiple organizational 

layers (Gutmann et al., 2019). Therefor the hub can also serve as a source for 
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positive PR and presents an opportunity for external stakeholder integration and 

exposure towards customers. This structural and consistent involvement of multiple 

organizational layers will result in an effective network structure (Smart et al., 2007). 

Consecutively the hub increases the absorptive capacity of the corporate by devel-

oping various individuals at the same time and could become a competitive ad-

vantage of the corporate. It will also contribute to overcoming the identified structural 

conflict of OI (Jackson & Richter, 2017) since the network cultivates heterogeneous 

perspectives while the CA simultaneously manages partners by evaluation and in-

tegration of post-acceleration outcomes. 

In the end the network will require investment in terms of coordination and manage-

ment of activities. An intermediary will be required for management of the hub since 

internal and external entities are participating in activities (Lin et al., 2016). As the 

CA will have a crucial role in transitioning partners into the network initially, it is 

proposed as the right entity to manage the network overall. 
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6 Conclusion 

 

6.1 Contribution 

This thesis focuses on the post-acceleration phase of CA programs and has three 

major contributions. Firstly, it provides recommendations for the design of a struc-

tured post-acceleration phase. Secondly, it highlights the importance of the post-

acceleration phase for CA by being one of the first scientific publications focusing 

on the post-acceleration phase and therefor performs explorative groundwork in this 

domain. Thirdly, it outlines the current management practices for the post-accelera-

tion phase via a multi case study analysis, connecting theory with practice. Due to 

the fact that the thesis employs an appropriate study design, suitable sampling, data 

collection and analysis, it fulfils the quality criteria of case study research (Baxter & 

Jack, 2008). Furthermore triangulation of data sources and literature review are ad-

ditional key characteristics of profound case study research (Runeson & Höst, 2009) 

and result in profound discovery of themes for further analysis and initial recommen-

dations for practitioners.  

The thesis has demonstrated that post-acceleration benefits the development of DC, 

a crucial success factor for corporates (Baierl et al., 2019). The thesis also shows 

that the post-acceleration phase is an integral part of the acceleration process in 

corporates by demonstrating that relationship should be the focal element of an ac-

celeration and that the relationship really starts to develop during the post-acceler-

ation phase (Kohler, 2016). Corporates that are aiming for long-term collaborative 

partnerships with external startups should establish a structured post-acceleration 

phase. The following areas should be covered during post-acceleration: 

1. Evaluate the acceleration success as part of joint evaluation activities, involv-

ing multiple stakeholders and senior management while focusing on the re-

lationship of start-up and corporate. 

2. Integrate the acceleration outcome via a structured integration process, in-

cluding a decision mechanism how to deal with intermediate hard outcomes, 
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the independent integration of obtained knowledge and the prolonged in-

volvement of the intermediate.  

3. Establish an entrepreneurial hub to drive cultural change, maintain long term 

relationships and to develop the knowledge of multiple stakeholders by lev-

eraging network effects. 

Fulfilling these objectives enables corporates to achieve the success factors of OI 

described by Wikhamn and Styhre (2020) and also eliminates the most prominent 

reasons for collaboration failure: lack of trust and changing stakeholders (Hasche et 

al., 2017; Kurpjuweit, 2018). In addition, the systematic management of the post-

acceleration phase can indicate improvement areas for previous program phases 

such as pre-acceleration and the acceleration itself with whom the overall execution 

of the program can be improved. Therefor the deliberate management of the post-

acceleration phase will support CA in fulfilling their objectives: introducing external 

innovation and transforming the corporate towards an entrepreneurial mindset 

(Kohler, 2016) so that CA can utilize their full potential. Overall the acceptance that 

CA is an investment into the innovation and the startup, and not just the innovation 

itself will be a critical success factor when CA intend to move towards a tailored 

program structure, including extended offerings and post-program support (Jackson 

& Richter, 2017). Corporates that follow the recommendations outlined in this thesis 

can achieve structured management process for the post-acceleration phase. As a 

consequence, they will be able to achieve more sustainable acceleration outcomes, 

improve future accelerations and enable cultural transformation towards more en-

trepreneurship. 

 

6.2 Limitations 

There are methodological limitations originating from the fact that the CA phenom-

enon is still in its early stages of scientific discovery. Firstly, results originating from 

qualitative explorative research are in general less representative than quantitative 

results and provide results of reduced statistical significance (Runeson & Höst, 

2009). Secondly, the research is focused on four cases in total which somewhat 
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limits ability to generalize findings for broader application. Further scientific research 

to expand the domain and to validate the findings is required. Thirdly, the study was 

confined to CA programs in the DACH region. By doing so on the one hand data 

validity was increased, but to the expense of result representativeness for other 

markets. Finally the need for quantitative research in the CA domain is listed as a 

frequent limitation (Crișan et al., 2019) which can also be confirmed in this thesis.   

 

6.3 Recommendations for Future Research 

As previously outlined the post-acceleration phase of CA is not a focus area of ex-

isting research in the areas of CE and corporate startup collaboration. Due to its 

identified importance for the overall success of acceleration activities several rec-

ommendations for future research can be provided.  

In general, the focus of future work should be to validate the general applicability of 

the findings and to build on them. First of all, additional research comparing the 

findings to other geographies is recommended. Also, a comparative case study 

could include programs following the recommendations of this thesis with programs 

that are not putting a lot of focus on these aspects. By comparing the satisfaction of 

accelerated startups and the intermediate hard outcomes of both scenarios, the im-

mediate impact of the post-acceleration on the CA effectiveness could be demon-

strated.  

Furthermore, the introduced post-acceleration decision matrix provides an oppor-

tunity for quantitative analysis. By analyzing the frequency of the different decision 

scenarios in CA, a quality indicator for sourcing of acceleration candidates could be 

developed. Such research could provide answers in the undeveloped area of CA 

KPIs. At the same time the scenario distribution can be used as scientific evidence 

by corporates to adjust expectations and transition into a holistic management of 

CE activities. In addition, the innovation network, introduced as entrepreneurial hub, 

opens several research directions. Possible approaches include investigation on the 

need for monetary incentives to achieve network participation and network evalua-

tion mechanisms.  
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Another interesting research direction is the comparison of the post-acceleration 

integration challenges occurring during post-merger integration. The author noticed 

during case building that similar themes such as relationship and trust building as 

well as structured decision making occur which act as secondary effects during post-

merger integration impacting the merger. This situation is similar to post-accelera-

tion where secondary effects are impacting the idea or the innovation. It could be 

investigated whether already made discoveries could be transferred to the area of 

CA.  

Lastly it was stated that knowledge absorption processes require further evaluation. 

Research in this area could help to understand what measures should be taken by 

CA in the post-acceleration phase to increase the impact on corporate DC develop-

ment.  
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Appendix 

 

Appendix A - Coded Segments for Proposition: Evaluate the Acceleration Success 

Proposition Code Statement Case 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"CA1 hat da ein bisschen anderen Ansatz gewählt, dass 
man eher gesagt hat, lass uns doch gucken wie man mit 
denen kooperieren kann und das war dann quasi das Ve-
hikel dazu" 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"...eigentlich suchen wir eher nach einer strategischen 
Partnerschaft und weniger dass wir da versuchen zu in-
vestieren. Genau, also wo wir uns das natürlich immer of-
fen halten und wo es auch durchaus schon Fälle in der 
Vergangenheit gab, wo man sich das mal genauer ange-
schaut hat, aber das ist eher die Ausnahme als die Re-
gel." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"Wir machen das hier nicht nur für euch, sondern natür-
lich muss es auch etwas für uns haben." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...um einen Zugang zu Startups zu bekommen, um neue 
Innovationen, neue Lösungen in den Konzern und nicht 
nur in den Konzern zu holen." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...mit einem Hintergrund sozusagen, dass man Verträge 
schneller und einfacher aufsetzen kann, als in einem gro-
ßen Konzern mit einem großen Apparat dahinter." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...wir entwickeln gemeinsam ein bestehendes Produkt o-
der Angebot oder Service weiter und verfolgen unsere 
Zwecke sozusagen gemeinsam mit einem Startup." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective "…die kriegen einen Marktzugang…" 3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...grundsätzlich ist es so, dass wir die Produkte und die 
Start-Ups dahingehend unterstützen zur Marktreife zu 
kommen." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective "...making sure you get something out of it." 2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"...there is innovation that is between those three busi-
nesses and beyond. And basically there is a group func-
tion that is called Group Strategy and Transmission Unit 
that has a wider vision. The wider vision is to discover 
exciting new technologies and build them into the new 
businesses for the company in the future. Here we are 
talking 15, 50, 100 years from now. So that's beyond what 
is being done by the day to day research and develop-
ment, but actually that's leveraging the expertise that the 
company has and build new businesses that we don't 
have as businesses yet." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...we make it less harder for them to connect to the right 
people in the company." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"...main goal of the accelerator as we have it, is to run the 
proof of concept. Once that is done, basically its up for 
the startup to do the business development, they get ac-
cess to people, the data, they get access to anything be-
cause we know some of them can actually start with 
someone and end up with another person; start with one 
division, end up in another division. It is made clear that 
there is no promise for a follow on project. But being in 

2 CA2 
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the system and being able to interact with people during 
that period is what gets them to the next phase." 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"...generate new ideas and new projects and develop 
them into new business ideas. And those business ideas 
will eventually go on to become projects and go on to be-
come businesses." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...role of the accelerator is to build partnerships and col-
laborations with startups with an idea to generate future 
business for the company." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective "...being part of the accelerator is a means to an end." 2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"You need to be able to educate the startup, but also be-
cause at the same time you have to understand a startup, 
you have to make sure we are a little bit more pushy to 
our own colleagues to make sure things don't stop." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"...during the three month period, at least, they should be 
a clear path for one pilot" 2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"But in a nutshell, say access to expertise, funding and 
most importantly, collaboration." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective "...get their first deal with CA2." 2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective "...we help them to be their customer." 2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"And I guess the purpose for us at that point was to con-
tinue the  relationship. So hopefully to earn new contracts 
from that work, to develop new partnerships and new co-
developments with a view to possible long term collabo-
ration." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"...relationship and partnerships that we're trying to build 
is actually working with corporates just because of the 
their capital resource in terms of innovation. I mean, 
they're the potential customers and they are potential 
partners. So they're both. And also potential exits. So it's 
having long term relationships is a very, very important 
aspect." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"It was actually about building a relationship, which is 
what the program is supposed to be about. But I guess 
the frustration that comes with it when it doesn't pan out." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"...it could be interesting for an even if you can meet some 
other entrepreneurs - you are not alone. I think that this is 
interesting, it is opening your context, your entrepreneur-
ial system. It always helps, but you should not expect too 
much." 

3 SA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"Being able to close a commercial agreement with them 
at the end. Progress in the process of doing a pilot and 
the after the pilot win a commercial agreement." 

3 SA3 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"…keep our finger on the pulse of the innovation ecosys-
tem" 4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"What we want to do is we want to work with them as 
partners and we believe that they should choose freely 
any direction" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"…have a partnership in order to serve your customers 
better" 4 CA4 



 

51 
 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"…we're basically filling that gap because if you're a cus-
tomer and you find an interesting startup, the next thing is 
that how do you integrate this from a business perspec-
tive? And then the second part is how do you integrate 
this technology into your software landscape" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"I think when you put everything together, you know, 
given the stuff that we don't really take any equity, it's re-
ally kind of a no brainer why you would like to, you know, 
you would want to work with us" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"…pre-seed to serious B stages" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"Wir sind am Markt aktiv, waren wir auch schon vorher. 
Wir sind halt noch relativ am Anfang trotzdem. Aber unser 
Produkt ist fertig und wir hatten auch vor dem Accelerator 
schon Kunden und machen jetzt weiter das Business." 

4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"…dass unsere Idee auch sehr stark ins Retail Banking 
ging CA1 als eine der größten oder vielleicht auch die 
größte Nummer in Deutschland, dachten wir uns: Okay, 
das ist klar, wo wir relativ viel Expertise abgreifen können, 
mitnehmen können" 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"…einfach wissen, ok wie tickt der Markt, wie sollten wir 
uns am besten positionieren. Was können wir machen 
um an uns selber als Firma zu arbeiten? " 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"…haben wir offen gelassen tatsächlich. Weil wir gesagt 
haben, wir waren zu dem Zeitpunkt an einem sehr frühen 
Stadium unseres Produktes und  innerhalb dieses Pro-
gramms dabei die Zielsetzung, Prototypen zu erschaffen.  
Deswegen haben wir gesagt, es hilft uns sehr, sehr gut, 
so einen ersten Test für ein Produkt quasi zu entwickeln. 
Aber wir waren da auch relativ realistisch, auch im Nach-
hinein mit der Einschätzung, dass wir jetzt nicht innerhalb 
von drei oder sechs Monaten der White Label Anbieter 
oder der Produktanbieter im Hintergrund für die CA1 wa-
ren, dafür waren wir zu dem Zeitpunkt nicht groß oder 
nicht gut genug aufgestellt und das hätte noch mehr Zeit 
bedarf. Von daher nicht im Vordergrund würde ich tat-
sächlich sagen." 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 

"…der direkte Draht zu CA4. Also man ist da ja schon 
sehr dicht drin und kriegt eine Menge vermittelt von de-
nen und lernt auch einfach so einen Konzern sehr gut 
kennen in der Zeit. " 

4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.1 Objective 
"…dass wir CA4 als Kunden gewinnen könnten" 

4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"Was wir machen, das wir am Anfang Hypothesen auf-
stellen, die wir dann - Ziel ist es diese zu validieren über 
einen Zeitraum. Und genau, wenn man das erfolgreich 
geschafft hat, diese zu validieren, dann war dieser Durch-
lauf erfolgreich für uns." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"...wünschen wir uns eine langfristige Kooperation im An-
schluss zu gehen, aber das hängt ja dann nicht nur von 
uns ab und deswegen ist es auch jetzt nicht unser direkter 
Erfolgs KPI." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"how many projects we have in the pipeline with the 
startup being one of the key stakeholders in those pro-
jects." 

2 CA2 
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1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"...we measure up to how many startups have concluded 
pilots successfully and how many startups have got a 
contract or a follow on project post acceleration. And that 
means continuing a conversation and continuing relation-
ship with their main stakeholder outside of the accelerator 
framework." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"People there were just focused on reaching the mile-
stones set for the acceleration program. At the end when 
you are following the acceleration program, you're de-
signing a plan project, which include a pilot or something. 
You set then some milestones. And people there are in-
terested in reaching the milestones and execute what we 
have decided to do. But not on the business level. Just 
for this single project." 

3 SA3 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…we have various milestones that we are tracking for us 
as a team during the program, but also after so maybe 
we're measuring, first of all, how many pilots or how many 
deals the startup generated? Or how many we together 
generated I would say together with SAP customers" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…measure the engagement that they have, which is 
more of a soft metric because it is really important, like 
we have numerous industry council formats, so to put it 
this way. We have a KPI on, you know, how many indus-
try events there at the present. And you know from the 
outside world. It seems like, you know, why is this rele-
vant? But, you know, if you look under it's because it cre-
ates a pull effect. Right. So it's not like replacing, you 
know, we're just putting them on the agenda. And so we 
need to create a demand for their solution, and there is a 
very rigorous process of how 3rd party solution or a part-
ner in general is accepted into these formats. And so if 
we're successful there, it means that there is a really 
strong pull either from the business side or from the CA4 
side for such project solution" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"And yes, of course, we measure our success with re-
spect to how fast are we able to you know, have them 
integrated and put them on the App center. So we have 
really hard metrics on that. " 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…we have many, many metrics. I can you know, I cannot 
share this with you. It's just loads of metrics, because it 
tracks engagement - I mean how many customer conver-
sations, you know, how many meetings, how many op-
portunities, how many deals" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…are they meeting and speaking with customers, be-
cause in the end, our job is to enable these conversations. 
It's not to sign the deals, you know we cannot push our 
customers to sign with us, but we are a good platform and 
we are working to really give them this exposure" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…how many customers have we introduced them to and 
how many deals they got out of this, because this is then 
the unique measure for me to understand whether we are 
working with the right startups as well" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…the ones that you really count are they in the App cen-
ter? Which means that have we have done our job" 4 CA4 
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1 Evaluate 
1.2 Criteria & 
KPI 

"…finalen Pitch, wo wir uns Produkt final vorgestellt ha-
ben" 1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"Begeisterung im Unternehmen, insbesondere beim Vor-
stand sorgen." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"Der größte Mehrwert ist glaube ich wirklich, dass wir sie 
mit den Bankexperten aus dem Haus vernetzen." 1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"Ja absolut, also Spezialwissen, genau. Es geht jetzt 
nicht um irgendwelches methodisches Wissen oder so, 
sondern genau eher Fachexpertise." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"...mit den Start-Ups ist wirklich sehr unterschiedlich. Wir 
haben Acceleration Programme, wo das Acceleration 
Programm zwar vorbei ist, aber wir wussten er macht erst 
in zwei Monaten einen Test mit diesem und jenem Pro-
dukt, dass sich eben aus Zusammenarbeit ergeben hat." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"...the biggest benefit is: was understanding the busi-
ness." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"...they are very slow. And so it's kind of understanding 
that how you have to maneuver is what's is going to come 
out of it for us." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome "...understanding of a staff culture." 2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"But unfortunately, even though that we proposed a fol-
low-on, the department in question has no funding in be-
tween now and Christmas. And so even though we keep 
channels open, it's a cliff edge." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"...they're definitely doing it for both of us. I just don't think 
that they capitalize enough. There is a significant amount 
of investment for them to be doing this program. So I don't 
think they generating as much value as they could." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"...greater expectation that we would have done more col-
laborative work together." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"...there are ways in which they expect data to be pre-
sented in order for management to make decisions. And 
that's something that I'm learning post accelerator, in 
terms of how to supply data. And that's probably some-
thing that that was one of the few things that I found that 
was lacking from the program itself, is that." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"...we didn't benefit too much because we were unlucky. 
Because this director, after we joined the program, he quit 
with the company, so he left the company. So there was 
not a substitute of this profile. And we were facilitating 
through the acceleration program. I would say, for fun, 
because we don’t had a clear interest within CA3 for 
launching and pushing for this technology." 

3 SA3 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome "No relationship, no contact with them." 3 SA3 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"This is something that I was asking for during the pro-
gram, maybe after the final stage of the program, be-
cause I realized that we were in trouble because of this. 
So I ask the acceleration managers to try to fix this issue. 
And they were not able, they tried, but they, they were not 
able." 

3 SA3 
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1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"...you need someone within the corporate that is in a sen-
ior level. Director that has the decision power that really 
believe in this technology, see this technology as an op-
portunity. So you need. This is the first, this is the first. If 
you don't have this, then you will just lose your time with 
the accelerator. OK, maybe you are going to participate 
with some training. It is always interesting. You are going 
to meet guys from other startups you are going to have 
fun with them and laugh a lot. But this is not enough for 
the decision of investing your time on the accelerator." 

3 SA3 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome "…we're able to service our joint customers" 4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"…we try to have this cutoff date, not cutoff date but kind 
of a big milestone, because nobody or few people are ex-
pecting big things to happen in three or four months in an 
enterprise software company. So that's why we have this 
demo date to show where we are" 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"Eher die Geschäftsidee und das Produkt selber würde 
ich sagen" 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome "Die Erfahrung war schon auch toll" 4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 
"Es war auch schön, die Einblicke zu haben, wie machen 
die anderen das so" 4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"Ich würde sagen, den größten Gain hatte ich persönlich, 
weil ich halt vor Ort war die ganze Zeit. Also wie ich mit 
meinen Erfahrungen und Schritte, die ich so gemacht 
habe, es war auch fast komplett auf Englisch zum Bei-
spiel. Das hat mir sehr viel gebracht" 

4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"Wenn wir das Angebot angenommen hätten, also dieser 
alleinige Auftrag bzw. der alleinige Kunde CA1 hätte uns 
jetzt nicht durchfinanziert oder so. Das heißt wir hätten 
noch andere Kunden generieren müssen, wo wir auch 
dran waren, was aber leider nicht geklappt hat. Oder wir 
hätten eine Finanzierung kriegen müssen, waren auch 
mit Investoren in Gesprächen, was aber auch nicht funk-
tioniert hat. Wodurch sich dann für uns die Entscheidung 
fiel, privat können wir es jetzt nicht tragen, Finanzierung 
haben wir jetzt auch nicht gefunden, hart verschulden 
möchten wir uns nicht, wodurch wir uns das dann beer-
digt haben." 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"Wir haben das komplett beerdigt. Nach der CA1 Phase, 
wie gesagt ein, zwei Monate noch in einem anderen In-
kubator Programm versucht, beziehungsweise da war 
man schon an einem Punkt wo wir gesagt haben, okay es 
neigt sich dem Ende zu. Dann haben wir es im November 
letzten Jahres dann komplett die Reißleine gezogen. " 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"…we working with a very constrained period of time. And 
what you need to factor in is that these are not our com-
panies, because you're not taking equity, you can't force 
someone to put something as a priority. " 

4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"...wir haben jetzt ein Proof of Concept laufen mit CA4, 
die unser Produkt einsetzen. Das hat natürlich enorm viel 
Potenzial. Kann aber auch jederzeit einfach enden,…" 

4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"…das Feedback der CA1 war, dass sie sich vorstellen 
können, mit uns weiter zu arbeiten" 1 SA1 
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1 Evaluate 1.3 Outcome 

"…auf dieser fachlichen Ebene. Zu wissen, wie der Retail 
Kunde tickt. Wir hatten ja kein Marktzutritt. Wir haben 
keine Kundenbasis, keine Kundendaten, klar können wir 
Umfragen schicken an Freunde irgendwie übers Netz und 
gucken, was darum kommt. Aber wirklich diese Erfah-
rung. Insbesondere waren ein, zwei Personen, die haben 
seit 20 Jahren nichts anderes gemacht, als den Retail 
Kunden zu studieren oder Erfahrungswerte der CA1 ein-
fließen zu lassen. Und das waren immer sehr hilfreiche 
Gespräche, weil wir immer wieder gemerkt haben, da wa-
ren Sachen, die wir überschätzt haben oder unterschätzt 
haben." 

1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 

"...I've made we made two or three proposals. I will prob-
ably present another one in the next week. But nothing 
has come from the accelerators perspective to review 
that. So there hasn't really been a reviewing process to 
see - yes, we hit milestones. But no kind of cumulative 
end of project review." 

2 SA2 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 

"Wir setzen uns einmal mit den Start Up zusammen. Und 
reflektieren einmal den Prozess. Was war gut, was war 
schlecht? Was würde man anders machen? Und machen 
das dann aber auch noch einmal intern, also sprich mit 
dem Team aus der Startup Garage und den Experten aus 
der Bank, die dazu gezogen wurden." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 

"Das letzte auf jeden Fall, also was man dann erst Er-
kenntnisse hat, die man im Nachhinein erst sieht. Gerade 
weil man ja auch nicht in den einzelnen Personen drin 
steckt und sage ich jetzt mal irgendwie jetzt Leute aus 
dem Fachbereich dazu zieht,..." 

1 CA1 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 

"...internen Prozess, wo man sich wirklich anschaut - 
okay was ist gut gelaufen, was ist weniger gut gelaufen. 
Von der Organisation her, wo kann man ansetzen? Um 
vielleicht eine noch höhere Qualität oder eine noch gerin-
gere Ausfallquote von Start-Ups zu erzeugen. Oder wie 
kann ich noch besser, noch direkter scouten?" 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 
"Es gibt auch immer bei uns diese Nachbesprechung mit 
den Start-Ups gemeinsam am Ende des Acceleration 
Programm." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 

"...am Ende des Programmes zu schauen mit einer Feed-
backrunde, was ist gut, was ist schlecht? Hätten sich die 
Leute oder das Start Up mehr erwartet oder weniger? O-
der wo sind die Erwartungen übertroffen worden?" 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 
"...we do have a feedback and reflection session with all  
the companies." 2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 
"…opened to another stream of technical work that had 
to be done" 4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 
"Absolutely. But this is then I would say the internal oper-
ations part." 4 CA4 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 
"Das gabs nicht. Also die CA1 selber hat noch einmal sel-
ber intern getagt und dann gab es ein Feedback an uns." 1 SA1 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection "Ne, das gabs so jetzt nicht." 4 SA4 

1 Evaluate 1.4 Reflection 
"…sometimes we need to help them to reposition" 

4 CA4 
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1 Evaluate 
1.5 Senior 
management 
involvement 

"Kontakt zum CEO. Ein oder zwei Mal innerhalb des Pro-
gramms, mit unseren CA3 Vorständen. Die sich mit dem 
Projekten auseinandersetzen, die das auch wirklich ein-
fach sehr ernst nehmen. Das schätzen auch die Start-
Ups sehr, weil die sagen sie sind jetzt nicht nur Teil ir-
gendeiner Abteilung, wo man jetzt sagt das ja super dass 
ihr jetzt Zeit habt aber wir haben jetzt andere Dinge. Also 
das ist bei uns schon ganz oben angesiedelt. Und da krie-
gen die Start-Ups noch einen anderen Eindruck vom Un-
ternehmen und vom Konzern, einerseits und andererseits 
auch die Vorstände andere Einblicke in wie arbeiten die 
Start-Ups und wie läuft das?" 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 
1.5 Senior 
management 
involvement 

"…werden die Vorstände intern über die Prozesse infor-
miert." 3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 
1.5 Senior 
management 
involvement 

"...wir wirklich gezielt versuchen eine gezielte Zusam-
menkunft zu starten." 3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 
1.5 Senior 
management 
involvement 

"Fragen direkt an den Vorstand gestellt werden können. 
Oder auch umgekehrt, wo der Vorstand sagt warum ist 
das so? Warum rennt das so ab? Warum können wir das 
nicht anders machen? Woran hakt es da? Genau und es 
gibt da so - es ist eigentlich so gottseidank weil die Grup-
pen auch klein sind, wirklich sehr ungezwungen und sehr 
unkompliziert." 

3 CA3 

1 Evaluate 
1.5 Senior 
management 
involvement 

"...we are already involved with top management because 
the person we report to is the chief strategy officer that 
reports to the CEO." 

2 CA2 

1 Evaluate 
1.5 Senior 
management 
involvement 

„…der Versuch war schon da. Weil wir versucht haben, 
mal ein, zwei Termine zu koordinieren, wo der Vorstand 
mit dabei gewesen wäre. Beide Versuche sind dann lei-
der abgesagt, wurden kurzfristig von aus dem Vorstands-
bereich. Termine…“ 

1 SA1 
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Appendix B - Coded Segments for Proposition: Integrate the Acceleration Out-

come 

Proposition Code Statement Case 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"Wir haben festgesetzt, dass sich gerade in der Zusam-
menarbeit mit den Start-Ups sich einfach noch sehr viel 
dreht und verändert." 

3 CA3 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"...we help them to be their customer." 
2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"...how do you make sure you manage expectations? 
How do you deal with startups that get disappointed, but 
also how do you deal with people who have no time to 
work with startups but are committed to it?" 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"...we sort of play the matchmakers and the gatekeepers 
at the same time." 2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"So we had just a very small scale co-development with 
CA2 prior to the accelerator and CA2 had made it very, 
very public that they're investing into the industry that 
we're in, within the cell based meat industries." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"...we applied, because before applying, we were already 
in contact with these corporates. OK. With CA3. We were 
in conversations with the director of the division of CA3. 
And they were interested on our technology. So we dis-
cussed about doing a pilot and it was this director that 
suggested us to apply for the accelerator, because there 
are resources, financial and even human resources are 
required for this pilot." 

3 SA3 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"Die haben sich das wirklich auch danach, obwohl die 
nächste Batch schon lief, hatten wir da zeitweilig wö-
chentliche Calls noch, wo man immer geschaut hat, wo 
die geguckt haben ob man noch Ideen hat was die für uns 
machen können.“ 

4 SA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"So the value for our customers is you know being the 
matchmaker" 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"…we are working with both, startups and customers. On 
the one hand side we find these interesting companies. 
And on the other hand, you know, we provide to our cus-
tomers, a curates portfolio of startups that we believe a 
very interesting from a business perspective" 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"…if we are successful. If you ask me once we're able to 
continue to get all of this to the standard parts of the or-
ganization. And then we'll only have to kind of informed, 
when you think about RACI scheme, so kind of informed 
and not much of responsibility anymore. We'll keep in 
touch and we do bi weekly calls, but then we are not every 
day active" 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"…we really have a lot of friends and family, I would say 
- so our network is very strong" 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"Es war für die Betreuer dort nicht so ganz einfach, die 
richtigen Ansprechpartner für uns herauszufinden und  
wie man sich vorstellen kann hatten die natürlich auch 
keinen Einfluss letztlich ob jetzt die die Produktchefs zum 
Beispiel oder was jetzt für uns interessant war, ob die sich 
jetzt gerade hier für die Zeit nehmen für uns." 

4 SA4 
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2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"…hatte schon sehr regelmäßig Austausch mit den An-
sprechpartnern. Das war klar, dass die incentiviert sind 
auch weiterhin da was draus zu machen.“ 

4 SA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"…we know that they can service an enterprise customer 
and second, we know that the integration from a CA4 per-
spective works. So that's really the full end to end value 
that we are seeing” 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.1 Match-
maker 

"…welches Angebot schon gemacht wurde und wo der 
Kontakt hergestellt wurde, zum Mutterkonzern, zur XXX 
die hat ja auch so einen Finanzierungsarm. Mit denen 
habe ich auch telefoniert und die Idee vorgestellt. Die ha-
ben dann aber recht früh abgeblockt. Das wäre keine In-
vestment Case für die. Die machen wohl keine Frühpha-
senfinanzierung, wenn ich das richtig in Erinnerung habe. 
Da waren wir noch nicht so weit, sodass das interessant 
gewesen wäre für die.“ 

1 SA1 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"...es gibt, vereinzelt Formate, die sage ich mal den Wis-
senstransfer ermöglichen. Weiß nicht, zum Beispiel dass 
wir in der CA1 so eine Fuck-Up Night haben, wo wir uns 
dann auch hinstellen können auf die Bühne und von un-
seren Kooperationen erzählen können, die nicht so gut 
liefen, aber was wir daraus gelernt haben. Es gibt jetzt 
aber nicht, wie man sich das vielleicht wünschen würde 
oder wie das vielleicht auch andere machen eine super 
gepflegte Wissensdatenbank auf die jeder Zugriff hat und 
die ständig aktualisiert wird. Ich denke zumindest bei uns 
könnte man Wissen noch stärker teilen." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"Wo wir das auf jeden Fall gut teilen ist halt sag ich mal 
im Bereich Business Development & Innovation, was na-
türlich schon mal sehr wichtig ist, weil ja auch andere Kol-
legen, die jetzt nicht in der CA1 tätig sind, auch in ande-
ren Projekten viel tätig sind und da die Learnings mitneh-
men können." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"Ne. Also wenn wir jetzt ein Startup - um ein konkretes 
Beispiel zu machen: Banking Startup haben, irgendein 
Bank Produkt sich überlegt haben. Dann würden wir den 
Bereich Brokage & Wertpapiergeschäft gar nicht mit ein-
beziehen." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"...andere Bereiche bekommend dann davon wenig mit." 
1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"...rein praktisch schon, steht hinter uns ein Konzern auf 
den wir mit all seinen Vorteilen zurückgreifen können. 
Aber ja, wir sind ein kleines junges, dynamisches Team, 
das eben versucht so flexibel wie möglich zu sein, zu ar-
beiten. Das heißt da ist das gegenseitige Verständnis 
hoch. Aber andererseits kennen wir auch den Konzern 
und wissen wie manche Prozessen eben laufen. Welche 
Strukturen es nun mal einfach in manchen Prozessen 
gibt. Das heißt wir haben das beiderseitige Verständnis 
in beide Richtungen. Das ist schon so eine Vermittler, 
Pufferrolle." 

3 CA3 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"...dass wir schon das Thema Innovation in den Köpfen 
mit transportieren, wenn man jemand in den Fachabtei-
lungen hat, der vorher CA3 war und das Thema Innova-
tion einfach ganz intensiv mitgenommen hat." 

3 CA3 
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2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"Es gibt Fachabteilungen, die setzen total auf Innovation, 
weil eben Mitarbeiter zusammenkommen denen das ein-
fach taugt und die sich da gerne engagieren wollen. Und 
andererseits gibt es auch Abteilungen, die sagen bin ich 
froh wenn ich da nichts zusätzlich machen muss. Zumal 
das Kerngeschäft ja nicht weg ist für die Leute. Das Inno-
vationsthema ist ja "immer ein bisschen oben drauf". Und 
die Leute sind ja auch ausgelastet mit ihrer Arbeit, das 
heißt es ist schon immer, es ist immer ein bisschen ein 
Spagat. Andererseits ist es auch so, dass mittlerweile bei 
uns einige Leute auch bei uns begonnen haben zu arbei-
ten im CA3, an unterschiedlichen Positionen, die nach 
wie vor alle im Konzern sind, aber nicht mehr im CA3." 

3 CA3 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"As on whether this is something that we share to the 
company? Apart from things like procurement and pay-
ments, because, yeah, we learned quite a lot how difficult 
it is to deal with us as a company when the startups have 
a cash flow problem and then they need to wait 60 days 
to get paid because those are the standard procurement 
processes, of course, and the contracting side. Those are 
things we learn. And then we can talk to our procurement 
colleagues. We can talk to our legal colleagues to make 
these processes a little bit more flawless, a little bit more 
startup friendly. But on the business side, not much. It's 
very diversified. And I would say on the process side, yes. 
But on the business side, no." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

"...there is infusion of knowledge, especially when you 
have, let's say, 200 people that always get involved, ac-
tive involvement in the scouting and evaluation and the 
selection of the startups. And then there are those, let's 
say, 20 to 40 direct stakeholders that are in direct contact 
with the startups. They learn something, but we don't do 
anything along the lines of producing insights or sharing 
insights about startup collaboration or anything like that." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

“we are really involving, you know, the full breadth of 
CA4” 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.2 
Knowledge 
transfer 

“The third part is then basically from top 50 we went to 14 
this times. And from this 14 we invited six of our custom-
ers, experts from six of our customers and executives, 
you know, together with a broader set of colleagues in-
side or outside of CA4. We also involve an analyst, a pro-
fessional analyst. And they help us to see who will make 
it finally into the program. The final stage is, really, when 
they get to pitch in front of a customer and live audience 
together with our colleagues and they get feedback for 
their time. And this for my team, [not clear] And what you 
get at the end is you have the feedback from across all 
three phases” 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...sehr unterschiedlich. Also hängt natürlich stark vom, 
sag ich jetzt mal, Reifegrad ab. Dadurch dass wir uns jetzt 
in unserem Acceleration Programm auf Frühphasen Star-
tups spezialisieren oder fokussiert haben, ist es meistens 
so dass man nicht direkt in eine Lieferantenbeziehung 
geht, weil das meistens alleine vom Startup gar nicht 
möglich wäre - weil da noch das entsprechende Team 

1 CA1 
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etc. fehlt. Und wir auch im ersten Schritt bei uns jetzt ei-
gentlich erstmal während der Acceleration jetzt gucken, 
ob da sag ich mal ein Problem-Solution fit ist. Und da das 
dann nur der erste Schritt ist und man dann durchaus da-
nach auch ein Pilotprojekt macht." 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"In der Regel ist es so, dass wir natürlich während der 
Acceleration Phase, während des Programms sehr stark 
involviert sind. Allerdings versuchen wir auch da schon 
die Fachbereiche, die auch langfristig weitertreiben das 
Produkt und auch bei der Umsetzung, für die Umsetzung 
verantwortlich sind, die schon früh mit einzubeziehen. 
Und je nachdem wie früh und wie stark wir es schaffen 
sie einzubeziehen, davon hängt es dann auch ab, wie 
stark sie dann später schon nach der Acceleration gleich 
von Anfang an Ownership übernehmen. Also in der Regel 
ist es so, dass wir das noch versuchen bis zum MVP wei-
ter zu begleiten. Einfach weil wir von vorne herein dabei 
waren und weil wir auch gemerkt haben, dass wir im Pro-
zess noch Mehrwert liefern können." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"Auf der anderen Seite haben wir schon ganz stark von 
Minute Null im Hinterkopf, dass wir uns überlegen, wenn 
das am Ende erfolgreich sein soll, was braucht es quasi 
heute? Das wir eigentlich von hinten so ein bisschen die 
Sache schon von vorneherein denken." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...grundsätzlich ist es wirklich individuell, je nachdem 
was gebraucht wird, je nachdem wo man auch welches 
Potential sieht, auch für weitere Produkte." 

3 CA3 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...Erfahrung dass man nicht so Voraus planen kann, weil 
sich bei den Start-Ups doch viele Dinge ändern können, 
die sich dann doch anders darstellen oder sich anders er-
geben, als ursprünglich gedacht." 

3 CA3 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...we have no structured path for partnership." 
2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...is getting access to the company. It can be quite hectic 
to find the right stakeholders in a company to even run a 
free pilot, to convince them that you are valuable solution 
that they might consider. So that kind of access that also 
goes with the expertise. So once they're in the company 
they can easily talk to people, share, run their ideas to 
people and basically benefit, knowing a company from in-
side." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...at the end we make it open and in a way that at the 
end, whichever stakeholder that worked with them can 
decide which way they want to go." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"responsibility of the business manager. We do support; 
an example give to you is let's say I mean, usually also 
the relationship does not build straight within the first 
three months. Sometimes the time of post accelerator in-
volvement may go up to six months. Mostly because 
there are there are some delays. And then when they ac-
tually get to start after the three months because the de-
lays are so in that case, we keep an eye on that and keep 
up support." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...we want them to if they have a good relationship, we 
let them be we don't we just check on what the status is, 2 CA2 
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you know, what's happening. Is there something we can 
share as a success story?" 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"We let them do whatever it is that they want to do. And 
usually if it's success, they usually have their own con-
tract. And that means it's a different contract from the con-
tract that they have signed from the accelerator. And that 
means it's a different relationship." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"And they're very good in reaching out to the organization 
to find the right people." 2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"And so the slowness comes from higher up that you 
need to go within the organization to make a decision - 
the slower that is. And actually that's part of the relation-
ship post accelerating as well, is that there's very much 
that handholding when you're, when you're part of the ac-
celerator program because it's intensive." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"...you're dealing with a department within a much bigger 
organization and it takes some time to find that right per-
son within the organization that will actually make a dif-
ference to you. And I mean, it's good and very well net-
worked within the company. And there are people I can 
write an email to and so on, but it doesn't necessarily 
mean any traction." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"…the system should be able to make a tailored plan for 
you" 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.3 Episodic 
Power 

"But then the process doesn't stop there. It's actually it's 
where it starts. Right, because it’s when they are on the 
app center, it's where it really starts. Meaning hey that's 
how or when the business development process starts. " 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...auf jeden Fall dafür sorgen, dass der jeweilige Be-
reichsleiter sag ich mal ein Fan von der Idee ist. Das ha-
ben wir gemerkt einfach, dass wenn von oben Unterstüt-
zung kommt, dass das wichtig ist." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...die Erfahrung für uns gezeigt hat, dass dann solche 
Projekte, weil sie halt einfach das liegt ja so in der Natur 
der Sache weil man was neues ausprobiert, wenn dann 
stressige Zeiten sind, dann wird so etwas im Zweifelsfall 
dann natürlich gerne mal runterpriorisiert. Und um das zu 
verhindern, versuchen wir die Führungsebene einzube-
ziehen und auf jeden Fall achten wir darauf dass sie da-
von Fan sind." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...es muss immer von oben getragen werden." 
3 CA3 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...usually it's one top manager who is interested and then 
delegates to middle level managers, who are more tech-
nical, more into having the project." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...usually the people we are working with are on the di-
rector level." 2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"And that collaborative project, the team that you deal 
with are actually are working team within the organization, 
so they may be specialists in what you're doing, but they 
have zero impact in terms of making decisions." 

2 SA2 
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2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...you need someone within the corporate that is in a sen-
ior level. Director that has the decision power that really 
believe in this technology, see this technology as an op-
portunity." 

3 SA3 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"...there was not anyone with the real decision power to 
push this project or sponsor this project to try to move it 
forward. So at the end, interlocutor's [contact partner], 
where people nice people that work in the company, but 
playing a role maybe as a project manager or some low 
profile roles here, they have no business vision and no 
decision power for really making something happen." 

3 SA3 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"…our executives have a more broader view. They take 
much more experience in that particular market. You 
know, always big changes are going to be interesting be-
cause every single one of the founders we work with, they 
came up with the mindset first, but also different kind of 
insight. " 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"…we do organize these events with senior executives 
from CA4 not just for PR, anything like this, we actually 
keep it very low key" 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"…it's really beneficial. That’s the feedback that we've 
gotten so far." 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"…es gab halt einen Top Executive, der das sozusagen 
gesponsert hat. Und an den ranzukommen und dann 
seine Business Unit runtergerippelt, das war leicht" 

4 SA4 

2 Integrate 
2.4 Senior 
Management 
involvement 

"…we organize different coffee corners, and you know,  
keynotes. The goal behind really is to give this exposure" 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"...je früher man sie mit einbezieht, desto kleiner werden 
die Ideen in der Regel gedacht, muss man einfach sagen. 
Liegt einfach an dem Background im Fachbereich, an-
dere Zielsetzungen die man da hat. Und das ist natürlich 
für uns im Innovationsbereich große Herausforderung zu 
gucken - uns ist natürlich wichtig die Ideen groß zu den-
ken. Auf der anderen Seite bringen uns natürlich auch 
keine großen Ideen, die groß gedacht sind, aber dann nie 
umgesetzt wurden. Und das ist so ein bisschen der Ba-
lanceakt, in dem man sich da befindet." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"...people in the corporates basically want to take their 
time, evaluate all possible options and the startups don't 
have that kind of time." 

2 CA2 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"...that's the crossroads that they need to look at to see 
how do we change that culture within the business so that 
we capitalize on ideas rather than, you know, consistently 
losing them." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"...there are ways in which they expect data to be pre-
sented in order for management to make decisions. And 
that's something that I'm learning post accelerator, in 
terms of how to supply data." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"That spirit of long term collaboration might be something 
that exists within the accelerator, but it's not something 
that's yet part of the corporate culture." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"…we always have a contingency plan. Because the thing 
is, when you start the journey at the beginning like you, 
you are in a startup or in any company, you make a 

4 CA4 
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guess. So, look, it would take probably three months to 
finalize this integration. Not because it's complex, be-
cause, you know, you need three calendar months to 
align everyone to factor in sick leaves and someone’s 
baby is born or someone is on whatever vacation. When 
you factor all of this in. And you do an estimate" 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"…when you have seven companies, it’s not all the same" 
4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"…es hat halt einfach gedauert bis das da auf der Agenda 
stand. Ist sicherlich auch dem Umstand geschuldet, dass 
wir keinen gemeinsamen Go To Market gefunden haben" 

4 SA4 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"…ich in meinem speziellen Fall hatte so ein bisschen das 
Problem glaube ich, dass manche das dort nicht so  
ganz verstanden haben, dass das bei uns so nicht funkti-
onieren wird. Das war dann manchmal so ein bisschen 
anstrengend, mal weiter zu kommen. Und trotzdem  
die Lust nicht zu verlieren, weil es ja trotzdem total Sinn 
gemacht hat. Aber auf einer anderen Ebene. Nicht so 
Vertriebslastig, sondern wir können halt wirklich CA4 be-
reichern mit dem was wir tun. Tatsächlich zeigt sich das 
jetzt auch, dass das so ist. Aber es dauert, es waren an-
dere Kanäle die da nötig waren. " 

4 SA4 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"Wir hatten bei der CA1 immer so ein bisschen das Ge-
fühl. Da sind konzerninterne, nicht Konflikte, aber das 
Ding war noch nicht so etabliert intern. Ich weiß ein biss-
chen wie Konzernstrukturen ticken, da das verschiedene 
Interessen etc. sind. Wir haben uns immer so ein biss-
chen gedacht, okay so ein bisschen fehlt dem Ganzen 
das Standing innerhalb der CA1. " 

1 SA1 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"…change management is something that is that is very 
important" 4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.5 Integra-
tion issues 

"Kontakte herstellen, calls machen - aber da gab es kei-
nen Hebel. Das war letztendlich, dann auch bisschen un-
ser Problem. " 

4 SA4 

2 Integrate 
2.6 Changing 
contact 

"The leader, of the accelerator, he's moved to another job 
and he was my main link. And so when he was there, he 
was fantastic. But as soon as he's gone, that, that, that 
kind of connectivity has reduced." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 
2.6 Changing 
contact 

"...this director, after we joined the program, he quit with 
the company, so he left the company. So there was not a 
substitute of this profile. And we were facilitating through 
the acceleration program. I would say, for fun, because 
we didn’t had a clear interest within CA3 for launching and 
pushing for this technology." 

3 SA3 

2 Integrate 2.7 Trust 

"So corporate entities themselves are naturally a little bit 
expecting to sharing any information in case it infringes 
my IP in any way, but equally, there needs to be a level 
of transparency in order for you to have what is to be a 
collaboration otherwise it is purely one sided." 

2 SA2 

2 Integrate 2.7 Trust 

"I guess we hit a wall is that. The natural progression from 
that non-IP generating to IP generating. And that's when 
the corporate environment finds it difficult, is that they 
don't want to share and they don't have the resources to 
do, you know, there's us as a small company bringing the 
idea. They didn't have the resources internally to execute 
that idea because it's not their field, but neither they are 

2 SA2 
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they kind of willing to be a part of it or share that part of 
the idea. So it just disappears. And so I think to me, that's 
kind of that's the crossroads that they need to look at to 
see how do we change that culture within the business so 
that we capitalize on ideas rather than, you know, con-
sistently losing them." 

2 Integrate 
2.8 Not in-
vented here 

"...damit man dann nicht so dieses "not invented here" 
Problem hat, sondern dass sie dann schon früh dabei wa-
ren und eigene Ideen einbringen konnten." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.8 Not in-
vented here 

"Also wir sehen das ja auch sehr gut, weil wir es danach 
ja auch noch weiter mit begleiten, zusammen mit den 
Fachbereichen. Diskussionen die man dann halt führt und 
natürlich heißt es dann auch - "Wie und wie ihr das ge-
dacht habt? So kann man es doch gar nicht machen. Was 
habt ihr euch denn dabei gedacht, das ist doch Schwach-
sinn. Wir hatten schon die gleiche Idee vor drei Jahren 
und die liegt ja auch schon lange in der Schublade" - sol-
che Sachen. Absolut. Das ist auf jeden Fall ein Problem. 
Am Ende ist es, also würde ich sagen in den Jahren für 
mich ist es auch so die größte Herausforderung." 

1 CA1 

2 Integrate 
2.8 Not in-
vented here 

"That you come to rely yourself on a company with 60 
people instead of your regular partner that probably has 
500" 

4 CA4 

2 Integrate 
2.8 Not in-
vented here 

"Aber die Leute hatten so einen gewissen Spirit, dass sie, 
das sie offen waren. Also mit jedem der da irgendwie in-
volviert war. Das war immer positiv. Da habe ich jetzt nie 
so gemerkt, uns jedenfalls gegenüber offen. Das da eine 
komplette Abwehrreaktion ist. " 

1 SA1 
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Appendix C - Coded Segments for Proposition: Establish an Entrepreneurial Hub 

Proposition Code Statement Case 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"...wenn das vorhanden ist, dann kann man das natürlich 
noch ausbauen und dann ist es ja so dass wir während 
der Acceleration mit denen zusammenarbeiten und wir da 
auch schon viel in dem Bereich gemacht haben, bei uns 
in der Einheit auch Leute haben, die jetzt auch schon ge-
gründet haben etc. von daher würde ich sagen unterstüt-
zen wir..." 

1 CA1 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"Wir haben immer wieder in unseren Acceleration Pro-
grammen gabs auch immer Fachvorträge zu unterschied-
lichen Themen. Einerseits auch zu Unternehmensgrün-
dung in Österreich usw. also solche Themen, die jetzt na-
türlich schon damit zu tun haben, mit dem Geschäft des 
Start-Ups oder auch Vermarktungsthemen. Also wie soll 
ich sagen, es ist jetzt nicht ganz von der Hand zu weisen 
- es hat immer einen Bezug also es ist, wir bieten jetzt 
keine Vorträge an oder so und ein Start Up Programm 
und alle Leute, alle Start-Ups, hört bei uns X oder Y. Son-
dern man schaut auch immer was braucht die Gruppe 
und was könnte interessant sein und beratschlagt dann 
auch und macht Vorschläge und sagt okay wir würden 
das oder das vorschlagen, das könnte interessant sein - 
wie seht ihr das? Und dann organisiert man es eben." 

3 CA3 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"We scaled done quite a lot of workshops because the 
more much more startups we get, the less workshops we 
need. But at the same time, we do understand that a cou-
ple of workshops and trainings that they need to think like 
how do we see IP from the corporate perspective? What 
are the legal implications? What are the contracting impli-
cations when you are dealing with startups. How do you 
run procurement when you're dealing with vendors and 
how do you deal with procurement when dealing with 
Start-Ups that are not necessarily the best suited vendors 
in the corporate world? So we still do those kinds of work-
shops, but mostly run by our colleagues in the company 
because they are sharing inside us versus giving them 
general knowledge about procurement matters" 

2 CA2 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"Pre-seed" 
2 SA2 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"We are in a quite the early stage. We have been for three 
years intensively developing the technology. It's complex 
technology to develop because we have had to develop 
new hardware and then all the cloud services are required 
for making it work. So and a lot of field tests to fully vali-
date this technology before launching into the market. 
And now this year, we started early this year officially 
launching the technology, the solution to the market. 
Then it comes the Corona Virus pandemic. So we have 
to stop the installation's. It has delayed all of the educa-
tion of the commercial plan. But, yeah, now we are in this 
situation that we now have a product that is already vali-
dated. We have early customers that are using the tech-
nology and start using the technology. And we are closing 

3 SA3 
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financial roll, investing in a commercial role. And doing 
the first sales." 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"I would say it's really 50/50" 
4 CA4 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"…dadurch, dass wir immer das Gefühl hatten, dass wir 
alles so designen bzw. an dem Produkt so arbeiten müs-
sen, dass es wirklich komplett zugeschnitten ist auf die 
CA1. Hatten wir nicht das Gefühl, dass sie uns auch als 
so objektiv als Startup fördern wollten, sondern wirklich 
der spezifische CA1 Case gefördert wurde. " 

1 SA1 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"…dass wir Anleitung brauchten. Also wir sind beide 
keine Senior Gründer gewesen. Das war schon so dass 
wir da keine große Erfahrung hatten oder gar Gründungs-
erfahrung hatten wir null. Dementsprechend war das ein 
großer Motivator" 

1 SA1 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"…have a certified integration. And the way how we for 
example, make sense from a commercial perspective is 
we put basically every Startup that we have on what we  
call the CA4 app center. So this is a marketplace where 
you can find any startup solution or any kind of extension 
or addon solution from our partners. That is  
then immediately available to our customers. That's basi-
cally the commercial model behind" 

4 CA4 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"…we have a lot of knowledge of how to go to market and 
know how to make your B2B sales cycles, which are typ-
ically very long, you know, how to create a marketing 
strategy and, of course, how to streamline your business 
as a business" 

4 CA4 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"…den ersten Hauptmotivator, den ich genannt hatte. 
Also dieses, dieses Ganze wie wachse ich als Startup? 
Was muss ich berücksichtigen? Wie wachse ich als Or-
ganisation in diese Strukturen rein oder wie kriege ich 
was auf den Markt gebracht? Weil wir immer den Fokus 
hatten. Die CA1 oder das Programm hatte dann wirklich  
immer sehr stark den Fokus "wie können wir es jetzt ex-
plizit bei der CA1 umsetzen?" Diese ganzheitliche Sicht 
auf uns als Start-up, der war nicht da." 

1 SA1 

3 Network 
3.1 Skill de-
velopment 

"Ich würde tatsächlich auf so ein bisschen breiteren Ac-
celerator gehen, wie zum Beispiel dieses F10 Programm, 
wo man mit verschiedenen Start-Ups in so einer Garage 
ist, wo mehrere Corporates daran teilnehmen. Wo dieser 
Netzwerkgedanke noch einmal stärker hinter steht und 
nicht so dieses unternehmensspezifische." 

1 SA1 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Wir bleiben auf jeden Fall in Kontakt, das auf jeden Fall. 
Trotzdem, wenn ich jetzt mal überlege, ehrlich gestanden 
hat sich dann doch nicht so viel dann noch bisher im 
Nachhinein entwickelt. Mehr, dass man irgendwie - wir 
haben jetzt gerade in dem aktuellen intake noch Startup 
XY drin, wollt ich euch nicht vielleicht noch so mit denen 
vernetzen? Genau, das schon. Aber es war jetzt - wenn 
ich jetzt mal überlege, das spielt ja auch vor allem darauf 
an ob das für das Unternehmen noch irgendwelche Vor-
teile generiert wurden - und würde ich jetzt sagen, eher 
für die Startups untereinander." 

1 CA1 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Alumnitreffen haben wir jetzt zum Beispiel auch gar nicht 
- weil wir sind auch nicht so groß wie ein Axel Springer 1 CA1 
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Plug&Play oder so. Aber ich denke da könnten wir noch 
viel mehr machen." 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Es gibt einige, mit denen gibt es innigen Austausch." 
3 CA3 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Es gibt jetzt kein fixes Programm…" 
3 CA3 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Ein paar haben sich verändert, die kommen dann aber 
auch zum Teil wieder selber auf uns zu und sagen wir 
haben jetzt das und das geändert, wir haben jetzt in die 
und die Richtung geschwenkt. Das könnte doch auch für 
euch interessant sein, wollen wir uns nicht einmal wieder 
zusammensetzen?" 

3 CA3 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"...we keep our relationship with them, but not a struc-
tured or managed way." 2 CA2 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"...if they come up with an idea, they think of a different 
stakeholder that they should talk to, we facilitate that. If 
they are still talking with someone and they talk, they usu-
ally come to us and we still help to make that, you know, 
that work. But we don't actively do that. It's on a case by 
case." 

2 CA2 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Man hängt da zusammen, drei Monate, ist best friend. 
Danach geht man getrennte Wege, sitzt irgendwo.  
Teilweise kamen die ja nicht mal aus Deutschland. Da ist 
jetzt nicht mehr so ein reger Austausch. Aber ich habe 
das in sehr guten Erinnerungen. Und ich glaube  
wenn ich da jetzt irgendwas von irgendwem wollen 
würde, wären die einen Anruf entfernt. So würde ich das 
mal beschreiben. Aber wir haben ja alle unser Tagesge-
schäft, was ja nicht viel miteinander zu tun hat." 

4 SA4 

3 Network 
3.2 Alumni 
Relations 

"Aber ich bereue nicht, dass ich es gemacht habe. Ich 
würde das auch jedem empfehlen." 4 SA4 

3 Network 3.3 Network 

"So last year, I participated in an incubator program in 
Berlin, called Pro Vertant National. So not really a corpo-
rate, but still a very formalized program. And at the mo-
ment, I'm part of a EOT, European funded food program." 

2 SA2 

3 Network 3.3 Network 
"As a corporate accelerator. Just this one. We were in 
other accelerators but they were not cooperate accelera-
tors." 

3 SA3 

3 Network 3.3 Network 

"They don't want to have vendor affinity. So, for example, 
there are many cases where they are tightly associated 
to one vendor. It immediately kind of locks you out from 
every single other deal or every single other vendor - and 
you want to avoid that" 

4 CA4 

3 Network 3.3 Network 

"…are we building networks? Yes, but we're doing three 
kinds of networks. One is the networks with the startups, 
the other one is the network with the VCs and the  
last one is the network with the customers. I think these 
three need to be you know, you need to develop them at 
the same time if you want to be really successful." 

4 CA4 

3 Network 3.3 Network 
"Leider nicht. Das wurde nicht gefördert. Nee." 

1 SA1 

3 Network 3.3 Network 
"It's very simple format, it is nothing groundbreaking" 

4 CA4 
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3 Network 3.3 Network 

"…kein anderes Startup mit dabei war. Also da gab es 
keinen Austausch oder das man zu vorherigen oder so, 
gar keinen Netzwerkaspekt tatsächlich. Der hat komplett  
gefehlt" 

1 SA1 

3 Network 3.3 Network 

"So halb. Danach, an dem F10 Fintech Incubator. Der ist 
aus der Schweiz, der ist aber ganz anders aufgesetzt als 
der von der CA1. Da nehmen ganz viele Corporates teil 
und ist auch ein strukturiertes Programm" 

1 SA1 

3 Network 3.3 Network 
"Im Moment nicht konkret, aber ist nicht  
auszuschließen." 4 SA4 
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