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Abstract
This dissertation evaluates how business incubators support startup innovation and growth within the United Kingdom through a mixed-methods approach that uses secondary data. The research utilizes three theoretical frameworks which include the Resource-Based View (RBV), Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and Network Theory to analyse how incubators deliver strategic resources and support technology adoption and establish valuable networks for early-stage ventures. 
The research analyses startup performance through incubation services by comparing incubated businesses to non-incubated startups based on academic literature and government reports and industry case studies. The research demonstrates that incubators drive startup development through their provision of exclusive resources and structured usability feedback and trusted network connections. The case studies of Ziylo and Humanising Autonomy demonstrate concrete advantages of incubation while Blloc and Babylon Health show the difficulties startups encounter when they do not receive structured support. 
The success of incubators depends on matching their services to startup requirements and founders' ability to utilize available opportunities. The research acknowledges the exclusive use of secondary data as a limitation and suggests future studies should include primary data collection with sector-specific comparative analysis. The research develops a UK-centered framework which merges theoretical understanding with real-world knowledge to guide policymakers and incubator managers and entrepreneurs.

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Introduction
Startups drive innovation, job creation, and economic growth, but they often face challenges such as limited funding, inexperienced leadership, and weak networks. Business incubators support these ventures by offering physical space, mentorship, funding access, and networking opportunities (Joseph Bankman, 1999). This research examines how incubators impact startup development and innovation using only secondary data sources (J. Bankman, 1999). It draws on academic literature, industry reports, and government publications to assess which incubator services are most effective. This chapter outlines the study’s background, aims, rationale, and methodology, aligned with ethical standards for secondary research.
1.2 Background of the Study (UK Focus)
Startups play a crucial role in driving innovation and economic growth in the UK (B. Jones, 2025). To support their development, the government promotes business incubators that offer workspace, mentorship, funding opportunities, and networking through partnerships with universities, local authorities, and innovation hubs (Eulalia Skawinska, 2020). These incubators are backed by initiatives such as Innovate UK and Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs). However, research from BEIS (2017) and Nesta (2014) reveals mixed outcomes regarding their effectiveness, with significant variation in service quality and impact (Jonathan Bone, 2019). This study uses secondary data to assess which incubator services most effectively support startup innovation and growth, aiming to inform better evaluation practices and guide policy improvements.
1.3 Problem Statement
Business incubators are widely seen as key to supporting entrepreneurship, yet their effectiveness is not well measured due to scattered, mostly qualitative research. The variety of incubator types further complicates performance evaluation. This dissertation addresses the gap by using secondary data to identify which services most influence startup innovation and growth.
1.4 Aims, Objectives, and Research Questions
Aim:
To evaluate the role of business incubators in enhancing startup innovation and growth, using existing literature and documented secondary data.
Objectives:
· To examine the relationship between incubator-provided resources and the product development or innovation results of supported startups.
· To analyse the impact of specific incubator-provided resources (e.g., mentorship, funding, infrastructure) on the product development and innovation outcomes of supported startups.
· To compare key growth performance metrics between incubated and non-incubated startups using secondary data.
· To formulate evidence-based recommendations for improving the effectiveness of incubator programs in supporting startup innovation.
Research Questions:
· Which categories of incubator services are most frequently associated with improved startup development and innovation outcomes?
· How do specific incubator resources influence product development and innovation in startups?
· How do incubated startups perform compared to non-incubated startups in terms of growth indicators?
· What improvements can be made to incubator programs to enhance their support for startup innovation and long-term success?
1.5 Rationale for the Study
This research is timely, as incubators are vital to post-COVID economic recovery (S. H. Menon, 2024). Stakeholders such as policymakers and investors need evidence-based insights beyond anecdotal success stories (Flip Schutte, 2022). By analysing secondary data from reports, case studies, and academic sources, this study aims to provide practical recommendations to improve incubator effectiveness in supporting innovation and grow.

1.6 Theory 

This study is based on three key theories that help explain how incubators support startup growth. The Resource-Based View (RBV) (Barney, 1991) focuses on how access to valuable and hard-to-replicate resources—such as funding, mentorship, and infrastructure—gives startups a competitive edge. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis 1989) explores how both startups and incubators adopt technology based on its perceived usefulness and ease of use, particularly relevant in digital or hybrid incubation. Lastly, Network Theory highlights the role of relationships and social capital, showing how incubators connect startups with mentors, investors, and partners to support innovation and collaboration. Together, these theories provide a well-rounded framework for analysing incubator effectiveness.
1.7 Methodology
This study adopts a qualitative and comparative research design based entirely on secondary data sources. No primary data (e.g., surveys or interviews) will be collected. The methodological approach includes:
Research Philosophy:
 The research adopts an interpretivist philosophy because it suits investigations that analyse complex social phenomena through personal interpretation. The interpretivist approach enables researchers to study how incubator services appear in both existing literature and case studies. The interpretivist approach differs from positivism because it enables researchers to conduct detailed examinations of specific and context-specific findings that appear in qualitative secondary sources including government reports and academic articles (Husam Helmi Alharahsheh, 2020).
Data Collection:
· A systematic literature review using academic databases such as JSTOR, Scopus, and Google Scholar.
· Analysis of government reports (e.g., UK Government startup performance metrics, BEIS datasets).
· Examination of business incubator success case studies and evaluations published by think tanks and industry bodies.
Data Analysis:
· Thematic analysis to extract recurring insights about services provided and their reported impact.
· Comparative synthesis to highlight differences in growth metrics between incubated and non-incubated firms across multiple sources.
· Use of critical synthesis to evaluate contradictions or gaps in the evidence base.
This methodology aligns with the ethical clearance granted for secondary data research under the UWTSD Research Ethics Code of Practice (UWTSD, 2024).
1.8 Scope and Limitations
This research focuses on UK-based startups and incubators, excluding accelerators and unrelated support schemes. It uses only publicly available secondary data, ensuring GDPR compliance. Limitations include the lack of real-time or internal data, which may affect the depth of analysis.
1.9 Structure of the Dissertation
· Chapter 1: Introduction – Presents the research background, aims, questions, and methodology.
· Chapter 2: Literature Review – Critically analyses academic and industry literature on incubators and startup innovation.
· Chapter 3: Methodology – Outlines the secondary data approach and analytical techniques.
· Chapter 4: Findings and Analysis – Synthesises insights from reviewed data and documents.
· Chapter 5: Discussion – Interprets the findings in relation to the research objectives and literature.
· Chapter 6: Conclusion and Recommendations – Summarises contributions and proposes improvements for incubator practice and future research.
1.10 Summary
The first part of this chapter explains the purpose and scope of the research as well as its structure which focuses on business incubators' effects on startup innovation and growth. The research uses only secondary data to prevent ethical issues from participant research while delivering strong evidence for both practical and academic findings. The following chapter contains a critical literature review which examines theoretical frameworks together with existing.



Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
The chapter investigates essential theoretical frameworks and academic findings which explain business incubator support for startup expansion and innovation. 
Business incubators function as organizations that speed up startup development through their combined offerings of mentoring services and networking platforms and office facilities and financial resources (OECD, 2019). The structured environments of incubators serve as platforms for early-stage businesses to overcome their initial challenges while obtaining necessary support for growth. 
The definition of startups in this study includes new businesses that pursue innovative products or services while operating under uncertain conditions (Steven Blank, 2012). These businesses exhibit rapid expansion through technological means while seeking scalable business models. 
The chapter starts by examining three essential theories which include the Resource-Based View (RBV), the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and Network Theory. The theories establish a systematic framework to understand how incubators provide value to startups by offering strategic resources and technological support and social network development (Eoin O'Sullivan, 2024). The literature review examines previous research findings while extracting essential knowledge and pinpointing areas where further investigation becomes necessary for this dissertation.
2.2 Base Theory of the Sub-discipline
1.Resource-Based View (RBV) Theory
[bookmark: _Hlk203484191]The RBV model developed by Jay Barney  (Barney, 1991)explains that firms achieve sustainable competitive advantage through acquiring valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable (VRIN) resources. Incubators use this approach to offer startups difficult-to-obtain resources including funding and expert mentorship and infrastructure and networking capabilities which enhance innovation and survival rates. The Resource-Based View (RBV) demonstrates how incubators bridge resource deficiencies for startups to enable their growth and innovation
University-led incubators offer more than space—they provide targeted resources like sector-specific advice, grants, and investor access. For example, SETsquared links tech startups with legal and financial support via its Innovation Platform (Lindsay, 2020). Intangible benefits such as reputation and mentorship also play a key role. SynbiCITE at Imperial College, for instance, boosts biotech startups through credibility and industry connections (Mundell, 2024). Many incubators also tailor support to sector needs; C4DI (Hull) adapts mentoring and networking to fit digital startups (Bone, 2017).
Despite their strengths, incubators have notable drawbacks. First, intangible benefits like mentorship and reputation are difficult to quantify, making it hard to assess their real impact. Second, incubators often fail to address external challenges—such as market demand or competition—which can still lead to startup failure, regardless of support. Finally, incubator success depends heavily on the startup’s ability to apply what they receive (J. Pfeffer, 2006. Even established centres like St John’s Innovation Centre, with an 88%+ survival rate, face failures when startups lack the skills or initiative to make use of available resources (van Rijnsoever, 2021). 
A comparative analysis between incubated and non-incubated startups in the UK highlights the tangible impact of structured support. Ziylo, a biotech startup nurtured within SETsquared Bristol, benefited from high-value, VRIN-aligned resources such as laboratory facilities, sector-specific mentoring, and investor networks. These strategic inputs played a crucial role in accelerating product innovation, culminating in the startup’s acquisition by Novo Nordisk for up to $800 million (Mundell, 2024). This case illustrates how incubators can act as powerful enablers of growth by addressing critical resource gaps that startups often face. In contrast, Bubble & Balm—a non-incubated ethical soap brand—initially gained consumer interest through fair-trade branding but struggled to scale due to the absence of mentorship, market guidance, and investment access. The company’s eventual closure underscores how the lack of structured incubation can hinder a startup’s ability to sustain growth or compete effectively in the market (Royakkers, 2018). Together, these examples demonstrate the strategic advantage that incubators can offer, particularly in resource-intensive or innovation-driven sectors.
The Resource-Based View (RBV) theory provides a solid framework to understand how incubators support startup growth through resource access. The theory stands out to me because it demonstrates why incubators succeed differently based on the distinctive and high-quality support they provide. I also understand that resources themselves do not guarantee success unless startups demonstrate the capability to utilize them effectively.

2. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
[bookmark: _Hlk203484208]The TAM model developed by Davis (1989) explains how users adopt technology based on their perceptions of usefulness and ease of use. The incubators use TAM to assess both startup products and digital tools that incubators offer to their clients. TAM enables the assessment of incubator support for tech-based startups and digital tools used in virtual incubation environments.
UK incubators increasingly apply the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to improve product design and adoption. By facilitating early-stage feedback, incubators like Digital Catapult help startups refine prototypes—Humanising Autonomy, for example, enhanced its UI for pedestrian prediction tools through structured user testing (Catapult, 2023). TAM principles also support virtual incubation. Tech Nation’s hybrid Upscale and Rising Stars programs used participant feedback to improve platform usability and engagement during and after the pandemic (Nation, 2025). Moreover, incubators encourage fast user feedback through rapid iteration. Barclays Eagle Labs supported Neurovalens in refining its wearable neurotechnology through pilot testing and user validation (News, 2018).
However, TAM has limitations. It tends to focus on perceived ease of use and usefulness, which can obscure whether the product delivers real value. For instance, some health tech startups received positive usability feedback but failed NHS adoption due to lack of clinical validation (GOV.UK, 2023). TAM is also less effective for evaluating complex technologies that require deeper analysis. Finally, it assumes user decisions are rational, whereas early-stage startup environments often involve emotional or inconsistent behaviours, limiting TAM’s predictive reliability in such contexts.
A TAM-based comparison between incubated and non-incubated UK startups highlights the role of structured user feedback in tech adoption. Humanising Autonomy, incubated by Digital Catapult, benefited from usability testing, real-world feedback, and hybrid mentoring to refine its AI-driven pedestrian interaction tools—enhancing UI and enabling pilot deployment in the mobility sector (O'Sullivan, 2024). This reflects how TAM principles embedded within incubation can significantly improve design effectiveness and user acceptance. In contrast, Babylon Health’s NHS-affiliated app, developed outside of an incubator, lacked localised and iterative user testing. Despite technical robustness, the app faced resistance from GPs and users, undermining its adoption (Gov.UK, n.d.). This case illustrates how the absence of TAM-style validation in non-incubated environments can limit the effectiveness of digital health solutions, even when technically advanced.
The TAM model provides a useful framework for evaluating how startups and incubators implement and enhance technology. I find it useful because it enables practical assessment through user feedback which is particularly important during early-stage development L. Royakkers, 2018). The model provides useful insights, but I also recognize its limitations because it places too much emphasis on perception rather than actual performance or long-term results (R. Varza, 2025).
3. Network Theory
Network Theory demonstrates how connections between people or businesses produce value. The incubator model demonstrates how social capital functions by linking startups with investors and mentors as well as corporate partners and peer organizations. Incubators drive growth through physical resources and by placing startups within essential networks and ecosystems (P. Lindsay, 2020).

Incubators that foster strong networks build essential social capital, enabling startups to access collaborators, investors, and domain experts. For instance, Bristol’s SETsquared Centre has helped startups like Ultraleap and Ziylo gain momentum through strategic partnerships formed within its ecosystem (Jones, 2025). Many UK incubators now measure network impact; St John’s Innovation Centre tracks alumni outcomes, including funding and connections to institutions like ARM and Cambridge University (Bone, 2017). Structured collaboration is also a strength, as seen at Innovation Birmingham Campus, where startups engage directly with corporates like HSBC and BT (Partnership, 2002).
However, these network-based benefits have limitations. Their effectiveness depends heavily on trust and communication, and some founders struggle to capitalise on introductions—an issue noted in reports from Barclays Eagle Labs (UK, 2024). Moreover, the value of individual connections is often difficult to predict or quantify. Founders who are introverted or work in niche areas may also be disadvantaged in highly social or generalised networking environments. Thus, while networks can powerfully enhance startup growth, their impact is uneven and context dependent.
A comparison of incubated and non-incubated startups illustrates the critical role of structured networks in accelerating growth. Ultraleap, supported by SETsquared Bristol, leveraged connections to corporates, universities, and global investors to build credibility, form R&D partnerships, and expand into new markets (Menon, 2024). This case highlights how incubator-driven ecosystems foster meaningful collaboration and scale. In contrast, Blloc—a non-incubated smartphone startup—launched in the UK without access to strategic networks. Despite product innovation, it struggled to gain market traction due to the absence of distribution and retail partnerships (Marques, 2014). This comparison underscores how limited networks can constrain even technically strong startups, reinforcing the value of incubation in building relational capital.
Network Theory demonstrates that social capital stands as a vital factor for startup success. The theory demonstrates how incubators function as connectors to establish their main advantage. I believe that a strong network can be more powerful than funding, especially when it leads to mentorship, partnerships, or investment. I also note that its impact can be unequal, depending on how well founders engage with the network.

2.3 Previous Studies and Lessons Learned
The UK business incubator studies have repeatedly demonstrated that startup success is improved through carefully designed support systems. The UK Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy (BEIS) commissioned Bone et al. (2017) to research different operational models of incubators and accelerators which resulted in finding that startup growth was highest among incubators that provided personalized mentorship along with funding access and technical infrastructure. This finding is in line with the Resource-Based View (RBV) that emphasizes the value of non-substitutable resources like specialized mentorship and physical infrastructure. 
Resource quality instead of quantity represents the primary distinction between successful incubators according to this study. The SETsquared Partnership maintains its position as a leading university-linked incubator in Europe through its support model which provides investment access and personalized advice and active alumni networks (SETsquared, 2022). Research shows that incubators which integrate hard and soft resources in a strategic manner provide superior long-term value.
 UK institutions including Digital Catapult and Tech Nation implement user feedback systems based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to help technology startups improve their prototypes. The UI/UX feedback system at Digital Catapult's immersive labs and testbeds enables early-stage companies to improve their products according to user expectations (Digital Catapult, 2023). The NHS Digital Health Technology Catalyst's GOV.UK (2023) feedback demonstrates that strong usability ratings were insufficient for many digital health solutions because of clinical readiness issues which suggests TAM might focus too much on perception at the expense of functionality. 
Network Theory receives support from studies that study St John’s Innovation Centre and Innovation Birmingham because these canters document how startups thrive within dense and interconnected ecosystems. The collaborative startup-corporate partnerships between BT and HSBC through Bruntwood SciTech (2023) deliver accelerated market entry and credibility enhancement to startups. The Barclays Eagle Labs (2022) evidence shows that network access benefits founders differently because some founders lack strong communication abilities and existing connections. 
UK-based studies demonstrate that incubator success depends on their ability to provide high-value resources and enable real-time user feedback and strategic networking opportunities for startups. Research needs improvement in its measurement of long-term mentorship and networking outcomes alongside equal founder access for diverse backgrounds. The current research focuses on incubator design and resource delivery models because these findings will help improve startup innovation and sustainability.
2.4 Gaps Identified to Situate Own Research
Although existing studies offer valuable insights into how incubators support startups, several gaps remain. Most research focuses on individual elements such as resources (RBV), technology use (TAM), or networks, but few studies apply a combined theoretical approach to assess overall incubator effectiveness.
Large-scale reports like BEIS (2017) often rely on general metrics and overlook founders’ personal experiences, particularly regarding mentorship and network quality. There's also limited analysis on how UK incubators adapt to digital and hybrid models or how tools like virtual mentoring are received by users.
Another gap is the lack of focus on inclusivity—few studies explore whether all founders benefit equally from incubation, especially those in niche sectors or with limited networking confidence.
This research addresses these gaps by using RBV, TAM, and Network Theory together, with a focus on startup perspectives and the real-world application of incubator support in the UK.
2.5 Summary of Chapter 
This chapter reviewed the key theories underpinning incubator support—Resource-Based View, Technology Acceptance Model, and Network Theory—showing how incubators provide value through strategic resources, digital tools, and network access. It presented lessons from recent UK studies and examples, highlighting the importance of tailored support, user feedback, and strong ecosystems. Finally, it identified research gaps, including the need for a combined theoretical approach, deeper founder perspectives, and evaluation of digital and inclusive incubation models. These gaps shape the direction of the present study.


Chapter 3: Research Methods & Methodologies
3.1 Introduction
The following sections explain the reasoning behind fundamental methodological choices which include research philosophy and design and data analysis methods and sampling approach. The research philosophy together with approach strategy and methods describe how business incubators promote startup growth and innovation in the UK. The research depends solely on secondary data through a structured approach which maintains both validity and reliability and ethical standards.
The main aim of this research is to evaluate how business incubators contribute to startup innovation and growth by using published secondary data sources.
3.2 Philosophical Position of the Research and Why?
The research bases its approach on pragmatist philosophy because it integrates qualitative and quantitative data to develop useful practical findings. According to scholars Dewey (1938) Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) and Saunders et al. (2019) pragmatism defines research value through its ability to solve practical problems in real-world settings. The approach considers knowledge as temporary and dependent on specific contexts while focusing on functional solutions in particular circumstances instead of seeking universal truths. 
The philosophical framework of pragmatism enables researchers to use interpretivist and positivist approaches together without being limited by their respective assumptions. The research question takes precedence over method selection in this approach which also supports the combination of different data types for better understanding of the studied phenomenon (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The current study benefits from this adaptability because it investigates both personal startup experiences and quantitative performance indicators. 
The pragmatist approach unites interpretivist subjective analysis of startup experiences with positivist objective measurement of variables through structured comparison. The research philosophy and data types and study aims achieve coherence through this alignment which supports mixed methods in secondary research. 
The research depends solely on secondary data which includes academic publications together with government datasets and case studies. The research selected secondary data because it faced practical barriers to reach primary respondents and because extensive reliable information about UK business incubators was already available. The study delivers extensive insights about incubator effectiveness through secondary data collection which eliminates the difficulties of obtaining primary data. 
The research design combines mixed methods because it enables researchers to combine qualitative findings with quantitative measurements from existing secondary data sources. The mixed-methods design serves as a substitute for primary data collection because it combines evidence from literature and case studies and datasets to achieve broader analytical coverage (Javier A. Moraga, 2020).
The main advantage of pragmatism in this research emerges from its focus on achieving specific results. The research focuses on developing context-specific recommendations about startup innovation and growth support for incubator programs instead of pursuing general universal findings. The research combines theoretical frameworks such as RBV, TAM and Network Theory with multiple forms of secondary data through pragmatism to create a complete practical assessment of incubator effectiveness.
3.3 Position of Research Approach and Why?
The research uses qualitative methods to analyse incubator support for startup innovation through non-numerical secondary data. Qualitative research methods enable researchers to identify patterns and understand meanings and stakeholder perspectives in real-world settings (Libarkin, 2002). The research method enables the interpretation of complex factors which include mentorship quality and technology adoption and network value that are essential elements of the RBV, TAM, and Network Theory frameworks. 
The research analysis depends on interpreting published case studies together with academic literature and government reports to determine the effects of incubator services on startup results. The qualitative research method provides better insights into incubation's subjective and contextual aspects than quantitative methods which focus on measurement (Moraga et al., 2020). The research objective to develop theory-based insights through thematic and comparative analysis receives support from this approach.
3.4 Methodological Stance of the Research and Why?
The research design employs desk-based secondary data collection methods. The research basis is supported by the availability of multiple trustworthy sources which include UK government reports and academic journals and think-tank publications and incubator case studies. The approach fulfils GDPR requirements while being cost-effective and risk-free for participants and enables meaningful analysis that supports the project's objectives. The research draws from government reports issued by BEIS and Innovate UK and GOV.UK startup performance datasets. The method meets GDPR requirements while providing a cost-effective and risk-free experience for participants and enables meaningful analysis that supports the project's objectives.
3.5 Stance of the Research Strategy and Design and Why?
The research design uses a comparative case study and thematic synthesis approach. The research strategy enables the evaluation of startup performance between incubated and non-incubated businesses through documented examples. The thematic synthesis enables researchers to conduct in-depth evaluations of incubator service categories including funding and mentoring and network support. The research strategy maintains alignment with study objectives while producing practical recommendations.
3.6 Research Sample and Population
The research sample contains secondary data about UK startups and business incubators. The research includes incubated startups Ziylo and Ultraleap together with non-incubated examples such as Bubble & Balm and Blloc. The research focuses on startups based in the UK which are documented in public reports and studies (Chris Dimos, 2023). This study does not include any primary participants.
3.7 Data Collection and Data Analysis Tools/Techniques
The research draws its secondary data from academic databases (JSTOR, Scopus, Google Scholar) and UK government reports (BEIS, Innovate UK, GOV.UK) and incubator publications (SETsquared, Digital Catapult, Tech Nation). The analysis is supported by case studies from peer-reviewed sources. The data is analysed through thematic analysis to identify key patterns, critical synthesis to assess consistency across sources, and comparative analysis to evaluate differences between incubated and non-incubated startups in terms of innovation, funding, and growth.
3.8 Ethical Consideration of the Research
The research follows the UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice as confirmed in the approved ethical form. The study does not collect primary data, so it does not present any risk to individuals or organizations. All data sources are publicly available and proper citation and referencing are maintained throughout. The data is stored on a password-protected personal computer.
3.9 Summary of Chapter 3
The chapter described the research framework which evaluated business incubators' effects on UK startup innovation together with growth performance. The research uses pragmatist philosophy to combine qualitative and quantitative insights from existing secondary data. The research supports a mixed-methods design because it shows the necessity to extract both subjective experiences and measurable outcomes from existing literature and case studies and government datasets. 
The study depends on secondary data sources because it lacks the capability to gather primary data. The research draws its data from UK government reports (BEIS and Innovate UK) and academic publications and industry evaluations. The research foundation is both extensive and ethical because of this approach which supports the research objectives. 
The research methodology combines thematic analysis with comparative case studies and critical synthesis to study how incubator services affect startup results by comparing incubated firms to non-incubated firms. The research approach matches the theoretical framework of RBV, TAM, and Network Theory while producing actionable evidence-based recommendations to enhance incubator effectiveness.


Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Discussions
4.1 Introduction
The chapter examines findings from secondary data sources which include government reports together with academic research and industry evaluations and incubator case studies. The analysis follows the three theoretical frameworks presented in Chapter 2 which include Resource-Based View (RBV), Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and Network Theory. The research evaluates the impact of incubator services on UK startup innovation and growth through both qualitative and quantitative evidence. The research uses a mixed-methods approach to combine different data sources which enhances validity and produces a comprehensive understanding of the findings.
4.2.1 Thematic Analysis of Incubator Services and Innovation Outcomes
The section examines how incubators affect startup innovation and growth by analyzing three main factors: access to strategic resources, support for technology development and network facilitation. These themes match the theoretical frameworks of RBV, TAM and Network Theory.
Strategic Resource Access (RBV)
Incubators such as SETsquared and SynbiCITE offer startups high-value resources including mentorship (S.S. Partnership, 2002), lab space and funding access which align with the Resource-Based View (Barney, 1991). The research shows that such support enables innovation and competitive advantage. Ziylo’s acquisition by Novo Nordisk was facilitated by access to R&D infrastructure and investor networks through SETsquared (Mundell, 2024). 
However, resource availability alone is not sufficient. According to Alharahsheh and Pius (2020), the ability to use resources is a key determinant of performance. This means incubators must also ensure that startups can absorb and apply the support provided. Furthermore, research by Bone et al. (2017) highlights that university-affiliated incubators consistently outperform public-sector-led models due to stronger knowledge transfer and sector-specific support.
Technology Usability and Adoption (TAM)
The Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) is evident in how incubators like Digital Catapult support early-stage usability testing and rapid prototyping. Humanising Autonomy, for instance, improved its interface through feedback loops provided by Digital Catapult’s testing environments (Catapult, 2023).
Nonetheless, TAM has recognised limitations. Positive user feedback may not equate to long-term value or clinical adoption, as illustrated by NHS-affiliated apps that failed despite strong usability scores (GOV.UK, 2023). In addition, TAM assumes users act rationally based on perceived usefulness, which may not hold true in unpredictable startup contexts.
Network-Driven Growth (Network Theory)
Network Theory demonstrates that social capital together with structured relationships play a vital role. The incubators SETsquared and Innovation Birmingham create ecosystems that connect startups with investors and research bodies and corporate partners (Jones, 2025). Ultraleap used its network connections to enter new global markets and form research and development partnerships (Menon, 2024). 
The evidence from Barclays Eagle Labs (2024) shows that startup founders do not receive equal advantages from these networks (Barclays Bank, 2024). Startups operating in specialized fields or lacking strong social connections cannot maximize their access to these networks (T.I. News, 2018). The actual worth of network connections depends on the quality of relationships which extends beyond occasional events to include long-term mentorship (Bone, 2017). Network impact requires customization based on specific startup requirements because it depends on circumstances.
4.2.2 Comparative Findings: Incubated vs. Non-Incubated Startups
	Startup
	Incubated
	Key Support
	Outcome

	Ziylo
	Yes
	Mentorship, R&D labs, VC access (SETsquared)
	Acquired by Novo Nordisk (£600M+)

	Humanising Autonomy
	Yes
	Usability testing, hybrid mentoring (Catapult)
	Commercial pilots in UK mobility sector

	Babylon Health
	No
	None (self-directed)
	App adoption stalled, GP pushback (NHS)

	Blloc
	No
	None
	Failed to scale due to weak distribution


The comparison demonstrates that incubators produce quantifiable variations in startup results particularly through their provision of non-replicable resources and structured feedback systems.
4.2.3 Validity and Reliability
The research validity is supported by its use of established and trustworthy secondary sources which include government reports and academic research and industry evaluations. The research achieves a balanced multi-dimensional perspective through the combination of different data formats which include case studies and statistical reports and policy papers. The research strengthens construct validity through triangulation because different data types verify and enhance each other (Saunders e, 2019), (Bryman, 2015) which enhances the credibility of the findings. 
The reliability of secondary data varies because of different methodologies and data collection standards but this research selected data from established institutions including BEIS (2017), Nesta (2023), Innovate UK (Menon, 2024) and GOV.UK (2023). The organizations maintain strict standards for data precision and ethical conduct and transparent practices. The analysis used uniform evaluation criteria to assess incubated and non-incubated startups which maintained consistent interpretations across different contexts. The study achieves higher reliability and reproducibility through its consistent methodology because it does not involve primary data collection (Silverman, 2020).
4.3 Conclusion
The research in this chapter examined business incubator support for UK startup development through secondary data collection and mixed-methods research design. The research demonstrates that business incubation provides startups with strategic resources (RBV) and product adoption improvements through usability feedback (TAM) and network connections that boost credibility and scalability (Network Theory). 
The case studies of Ziylo and Humanising Autonomy demonstrate the benefits of incubator support, but non-incubated startups struggle with growth and market exposure (I. Mundell, 2024). The combination of different data sources strengthened both the validity and reliability of the research results. The research findings validate the crucial function of incubators in startup success development and establish the base for the final chapter's conclusions and recommendations.



Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations & Recommendations
5.1 Introduction
The research findings receive critical evaluation in this chapter to determine the results of the stated objectives and the main research problem. The study presents its academic value while discussing its boundaries and suggesting both practical and theoretical paths for upcoming investigations.
5.2 Conclusions on Research Objectives
The second objective evaluated product development assistance through the TAM framework. The incubators provided positive value by allowing startups to conduct usability testing and receive structured feedback. Some products managed to achieve good early-stage validation yet failed to scale their operations. The study demonstrates how perceived usability conflicts with real-world adoption especially in markets like healthcare which maintain strict regulations and conservative approaches. 
The analysis of network-based growth for the third objective showed that startups linked to incubators gained stronger trust networks and investor connections. The quality and depth of these networks differed and not all founders could capitalize on available connections. Social capital proves valuable yet its accessibility and impact differ across different situations. 
The comparative objective demonstrated that startups which received incubation support performed better than those without incubation. Yet this trend is not absolute. Some non-incubated firms showed innovative qualities but struggled to gain visibility and market traction because they lacked strategic partnerships. Incubation serves as a growth accelerator yet it does not ensure business success.
5.3 Conclusions on the Research Problem
The main research inquiry focused on understanding how incubators facilitate startup innovation and expansion throughout the UK. The research indicates that incubators deliver comprehensive support through resources and testing and networking opportunities which lead to significant business results when they match the startup's development level and industry type. The success of incubators depends heavily on both the quality of their programs and the internal strengths of the startups they support. Strategic and adaptive support methods prove more effective than standardized approaches for achieving the best results.
5.4 Summary of Research Findings
The research shows that incubators affect startup outcomes by lowering early-stage risks and improving strategic positioning. The incubation process provides startups with better capital access while speeding up their product-market fit achievement and building their credibility through network connections. The results show that incubator support needs to be adapted to specific contexts because excessive dependence on structure without founder initiative can restrict achievement.
5.5 Original Contribution of the Research
The research presents a UK-focused theoretical assessment of incubator effectiveness through a mixed-methods analysis of existing data. The research combines RBV, TAM and Network Theory to create a single analytical framework which both advances academic knowledge and provides practical startup evaluation through real-world examples. The research demonstrates both the activities of incubators and the factors that influence their success rates which standard evaluation methods tend to ignore.
5.6 Limitations of the Research
The study faces its main limitation because it depends on secondary data sources. The use of secondary data provided ethical simplicity and data availability but limited the researchers from conducting in-depth studies of founder experiences and incubator practices. The secondary sources employed different research methods while lacking a common data collection framework. The inconsistent data collection methods between cases create difficulties for comparison and prevent researchers from conducting thorough causal investigations.
5.7 Recommendations and Future Research
Future research needs to use mixed method designs that include interviews or surveys with incubated and non-incubated founders to gain a deeper understanding of experiential differences. A longitudinal approach could capture post-incubation outcomes and sustainability. Cross-national comparisons would also help assess whether UK incubators differ in strategy or effectiveness from global models. Lastly, sector-focused research—particularly in fintech, Health tech, or Greentech—could illuminate industry-specific needs within incubation frameworks.
5.8 Summary of Chapter 5
The final section of this chapter connected research results to study goals while explaining how incubators affect the UK. The research demonstrates that incubators affect startup innovation and growth, yet their success depends on design quality and sector relevance and founder capability. The research adds value to both theoretical and practical knowledge while creating opportunities for future studies that examine context-specific and comparative incubator effects.
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