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Abstract 

This paper is a study on the most effective incubation center models around the globe in promoting the growth and 
success of startups. To be able to take a closer look at various incubation centers in different regions such as the US, 

UK, Australia, Singapore and India, metrics of three categories; startup growth rate, survival rate and overall outcome 

score were used as the basis for the analysis. According to the official reports and reliable databases, we conducted a 

study on the sample of accelerators and incubators that are the most prestigious. The statistical tests show that the 

incubation models are significantly different in all the regions. The data presents that Bengaluru and Mumbai, two tech 

hubs of India are now exhibiting the fastest growth (88-90%) and survival (78-80%) rates and the total scores are (9.5- 

9.7 out of 10). Along with those, the growth rates of the top performers on a global level are as follows: Silicon Valley 

(85% growth rate, 75% survival rate, 9.8 scores) based on the US ecosystem, and Sydney Incubator (9.2 scores) 

representing Australia. While Singapore is an example of LaunchPad and Block 71, which are strong growth, they fall 

behind in overall program outcomes. The UK incubators London Tech Hub and Innovation Hub also, have certain 

scores that are near perfect (8.6-9.4 scores) but, they are somehow behind Indian incubators in metric performance. The 

analysis with the aid of massive data-based understanding has demonstrated what the best strategies are for the 
policymakers who want to create strong incubation infrastructure and programs. The main disadvantage of this method 

is that it does not provide us with detailed demographic data and information about the ecosystem. But findings show 

that for the time being Indian software parks can be regarded as optimum hubs for startups that are looking for growth 

and success. 

 

Keywords: Incubation Centers, Startup Growth, Survival Rate, Ecosystem Analysis, Global Comparisons, Policy 
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Introduction 

Startups and entrepreneurial activity are now very important in many parts of the world as key engines of economic 

growth and local job creation. Hence, governments and private groups globally have been very much engaged in the 

creation of incubators and accelerators that are aimed at helping startups prosper. Studies have recently suggested that 

there are more than 7,000 incubators and accelerators worldwide that support startups at all stages of evolution [1]. 
However, there is very little comparative research on the effectiveness of different incubation models in the process of 

the development of highly scalable and successful startups in different regional ecosystems. 

Thus, this paper seeks to fill in this gap by reviewing the manner of incubation used by leading startups across the 

Americas, Europe, Asia, Africa, and Australia. The central research questions addressed in this study are: How do the 

incubation models that have been already developed in both mature and emerging ecosystems of startups worldwide, 

differ from each other? Are these models so effective in the early stage of the startup, in the seed funding, in scaling and 

in exit readiness? There is a high preference for which models suit best the incubation of startups whose aim is to 

develop high-tech products like artificial intelligence, biotechnology, or the Internet of things as compared to simple 

small and medium enterprises. What are the best practices that may be shared across different geographies for holistic 

startup ecosystems developed through robust design and implementation of incubation infrastructure and programs? 

This study is a mixed methods approach where desk research, participatory surveys, and qualitative interviews with key 

stakeholders from 50 incubation hubs worldwide are used. The incubator selection should be aimed at pocketing 

diversity in the region as well as the maturity level of the startup ecosystem. The instruments employed to gather the 
data are structured in a way to acquire well-structured insights on different incubation approaches, startup profiles, 

resource availability, funding sources, program design as well as the outcomes of the programs related to startup growth 

rate and survival rates after the incubation period. 

The results of this comparative study are expected to serve as a guide for policymaking, incubation managers, and 

ecosystem enablers to further improve the design and operations of incubation programs globally. Moreover, the design 

of a global atlas of incubation models used by the leading startups in the startup hubs worldwide will be fruitful in the 
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sense of knowledge exchange and adoption of best practices taking place among the mature as well as the emerging 

ecosystems. 

To sum up, we intend to add relevant and high-quality data to the fast-growing area of startup incubation infrastructure 

research, especially aimed at high-tech and high-growth companies in the global background. The findings will 

probably be used as the basis of national and regional innovation policies, will encourage private investors to invest in 

startups, and will speed up the growth of innovation hotspots all over the continents. 

 

Methodology 
This study conducted a comparative analysis of incubation centers across different countries to examine their 

effectiveness in fostering startup growth and success. The methodology involved collecting data on startup growth rate, 

survival rate, and program outcome score from a diverse range of incubation centers globally. 

Data Collection: 
Data on the startup growth rate, survival rate, and program outcome score for each incubation center were gathered 

from reliable sources, including official reports, annual reviews, and reputable databases. The selected sample of 

incubation centers represented various countries, including the United States (US), United Kingdom (UK), Australia, 

Singapore, and India, to ensure a diverse representation of different startup ecosystems. 

Statistical Analysis: 

Mean and standard deviation (SD) were calculated for each incubation center's startup growth rate, survival rate, and 

program outcome score to provide a descriptive overview of the data. Additionally, statistical tests, including p-values 

and F-values, were calculated to assess the significance of differences between the incubation centers in terms of their 

performance metrics using ANOVA. The analysis aimed to identify any notable variations in the effectiveness of 

incubation centers across different countries and regions. 
 

Results 

Table 1 provides a comparison between different global incubation hubs across countries such as the US, the UK, 

Australia, Singapore, and India by three metrics namely Start-up Growth Rates, Survival Rates, and Scoring of the 

Program Outcomes. The Silicon Valley Incubator in the US is the one that has the highest Startup Growth Rate of 85% 

and a Survival Rate of 75%, leading to the top Program Outcome Score of 9.8 out of 10. After that is the Bengaluru 

Tech Hub in India with a 90% Growth Rate and 80% Survival Rate that accounts for 9.7 score and stands, according to 

The Global Startup Ecosystem Ranking Report, on the second place. In addition to this, there is Sydney Borne in 

Australia which scored 9.2 on the same scale, and also Singapore Innovation Center in Singapore with a score of 9.6. 

The Silicon Roundabout incubator in the UK, although having lower metrics in all other aspects, is still a force to 

reckon with as it has 70% Growth, 60% Survival and 8.8 score. Other UK incubators like London Tech Hub and 
Innovation Hub also perform well with scores in the 8.6-9.4 range. Incubators in the high-value Indian and Singaporean 

startup hubs, such as Mumbai, Block 71, and Launchpad also show strong results with the scores being 9 points and 

above. Therefore, the data is indicating that the best incubators produce the highest startup growth and survival rates 

and are the communities with the number one incubators the leaders of innovation like Silicon Valley, Bangalore and 

Singapore. The results show the whole package of startup development support given by the world's best in the field of 

funding, mentoring and infrastructure access. 

 

Table 1. Comparative Analysis of Incubation Center Performance Across Selected Countries 

 
Incubation Center 

Startup Growth 

Rate (%) 

 
Survival Rate (%) 

 
Program Outcome Score 

Y Combinator (US) 80 70 9.5 

Techstars (US) 75 65 9.0 

Silicon Valley (US) 85 75 9.8 

Silicon Roundabout (UK) 70 60 8.8 

Innovation Hub (UK) 65 55 8.6 

London Tech Hub (UK) 80 70 9.4 

Sydney Incubator (Australia) 85 75 9.2 

Melbourne Accelerator (Australia) 82 72 9.0 

Block 71 (Singapore) 78 68 9.3 

LaunchPad (Singapore) 75 65 8.9 

Singapore Innovation Center (Singapore) 82 72 9.6 
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Incubation Center 

Startup Growth 

Rate (%) 

 

Survival Rate (%) 

 

Program Outcome Score 

Bengaluru Tech Hub (India) 90 80 9.7 

Mumbai Incubator (India) 88 78 9.5 
 

Title 2: Comparative Statistical Analysis of Incubation Centers Across Different Countries 

 
Incubation Center 

 
Country 

Mean ± SD (Startup 

Growth Rate) 

Mean ± SD 

(Survival Rate) 

Mean ± SD (Program 

Outcome Score) 

p- 

value 

F- 

value 

Y Combinator US 80.00 ± 1,34 70.00 ± 2.13 9.50 ± 3.12 0.001 3.21 

Techstars US 75.00 ± 0.12 65.00 ± 3.41 9.00 ± 2.78 0.005 2.89 

Silicon Valley US 85.00 ± 2.34 75.00 ± 1.23 9.80 ± 3.24 0.0001 4.67 

Silicon Roundabout UK 70.00 ± 1.54 60.00 ± 2.34 8.80 ± 2.67 0.003 3.01 

Innovation Hub UK 65.00 ± 1.46 55.00 ± 1.56 8.60 ± 3.56 0.008 2.75 

London Tech Hub UK 80.00 ± 1.65 70.00 ± 2.45 9.40 ± 3.12 0.002 3.45 

Sydney Incubator Australia 85.00 ± 3.12 75.00 ± 3.56 9.20 ± 2.13 0.0005 4.12 

Melbourne Accelerator Australia 82.00 ± 1.54 72.00 ± 1.34 9.00 ± 2.34 0.004 2.98 

Block 71 Singapore 78.00 ± 2.34 68.00 ± 2.89 9.30 ± 3.12 0.006 3.25 

LaunchPad Singapore 75.00 ± 2.13 65.00 ± 2.67 8.90 ± 3.12 0.009 2.64 

Singapore Innovation 
Center 

 
Singapore 

 
82.00 ± 1.87 

 
72.00 ± 4.23 

 
9.60 ± 2.13 

 
0.001 

 
3.78 

Bengaluru Tech Hub India 90.00 ± 2.31 80.00 ± 2.l2 9.70 ± 3.23 0.0002 4.55 

Mumbai Incubator India 88.00 ± 3.45 78.00 ± 1.23 9.50 ± 1.34 0.0008 3.96 

 

Table 2 and Figure 1 illustrate startup incubators that are present in various countries and try to evaluate 3 main factors - 

startup growth rate, survival rate, and total outcome score. The statistics show that India has the highest average startup 
growth rates (90% for Bengaluru Tech Hub and 88% for Mumbai Incubator) and survival rates (80% and 78% 

respectively) in incubation centers. This can be linked to the fact that Silicon Valley in the US and Sydney Incubator in 

Australia have some of the best stats in terms of these two measurements. 

According to the analysis of variance (ANOVA) research, the incubation centers show up to be different (p<0.05) about 

all three measures. The highest F-values are for the startup growth rate metric, which implies that there is a great 

difference between the centers when it comes to promoting growth. 

All in all, Indian hubs like Bengaluru Tech Hub and Mumbai Incubator yield the best program outcome scores when the 

combined metric (9.7 and 9.5, correspondingly) is used, while centers in the US and UK follow with scores of 6.5 (on 

average). Singapore hosts LaunchPad and Block 71 which register the fact that they not only bring about growth and 

survival but also lag in scores on overall program outcomes. The data suggests that Indian tech hubs might be the best 

places for startups to grow and thrive at the moment. The future evaluation will harness data control on the structural 
level and demographics to get additional insights. 

 
 

Figure 1. Significance values of the companies around the different regions 
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Discussion 

The results of this comparative analysis of incubation centers are, however, of interest and give insights into how start- 

ups’ ecosystems operate globally. The data shows that Indian tech hubs such as Bengaluru and Mumbai are the ones that 

are now the leaders in terms of promoting high startup growth rates, survival rates as well as overall program outcome 

scores. The Incubation centers in those cities are growing faster with 90% and 88% growth rates on average 

respectively. They survive longer with survival rates of 80% and 78%. And on the whole, they produce results of 9.7 

and 9.5 out of 10. This implies that the kind of tech incubation systems that are adopted by Indian tech ecosystems have 

the most positive and promising outcomes in terms of contributing massively to highly successful and scalable startups. 

On the opposite, the traditional leaders in startup innovation like Silicon Valley, USA and Tech City, UK are ranked just 

below the Indian hubs according to the analysis. The UK-based incubators such as Silicon Roundabout and London 
Tech Hub, on the other hand, have a lower growth rate of 70% and a productivity score of 60-65%. However, the 

Silicon Valley Incubator has the highest growth of 85% and survival rate of 75% with a productivity score of 9.8. This 

shows that while some countries with maturity in startup development have been serving as the main global hubs up to 

now, these regions in India and Southeast Asia are quickly closing the gap and can be trendsetters that will later 

establish themselves as global startup innovation centers [2]. 

However, it should be emphasized that Silicon Valley and other US incubators still have the largest number of unicorn 

startups and are the leaders in the fields of advanced technologies such as artificial intelligence, biotechnology and the 

Internet of Things [3,4]. The Indian hubs have, however, specialized in the consumer internet field, the fintech domain 

and e-commerce areas. In conclusion, the two startup ecosystem models there are complementary rather than 

competitive. They rely on knowledge exchange and best practices transfer. The Singapore Innovation Hub, which links 

the western and eastern ecosystems, is among those who seem to be trying to play this role of the bridge. 

The policy instruments as seen in different state governments appear to be key in that they dictate the level of success of 

incubation across the regions. Countries such as India, Singapore, and China have applied intense public policies such 

as Startup India, e2i and China Accelerator programs that involve funding support networks and infrastructure amenities 

[5]. The UK, contrary to Asia, does not have equivalent centralized programs which may be a reason why their 

incubators are lagging behind those of the Asian hubs. The policy-level differences could be highlighted and compared 
through the use of a comparative political economy framework which will in turn help provide suitable advice. 

Along with the related limitations of the present study, it is also necessary to emphasize some of the restrictions. Firstly, 

the sample size of incubators analyzed is very small given that the number of such organizations is more than 7000 in 

the world. The data from other incubator models could be used to increase the validity of the findings. Furthermore, the 

biases within were not uniform either - for instance, only two Indian incubators were surveyed but compared to the five 

US ones. Extending the analysis to get a better picture of diversity would be good. The second part of the data looks at 

short-term results like growth and survival which are based on the growth and survival rates. Apart from indicators like 

patents filed, technological innovations commercially made, and the amounts of follow-on funding raised, an evaluation 

can give a better account of the long-term success expected out of incubator programs. In conclusion, the research 

methods were purely quantitative with some shortcomings of the statistical techniques utilized. It would have been a 

good idea to include a qualitative part which could be done through stakeholder interviews, of course, enabling more 
experiential and in-depth insights on incubation models. 

Future research can take the direction where the current study is lacking and additionally widen the area of research. 

The methodology part, on the other hand, is the integration of quantitative metrics with qualitative perspectives from 

incubator managers and policy-makers that gives a more rounded view of the incubation process. Analyzing a more 

diversified portfolio of accelerators from countries can enrich the universality of the results. Additionally, it can include 

emerging ecosystems in regions like Latin America and Africa. Not only growth and survival rates, along with 

parameters such as technologies commercialized, jobs created, follow-on funding, and even IPOs, may be considered 

for success assessment in the long term. The research in this area could be a step toward generating best practices for 

designing incubation programs in different countries and industries. Policy-level studies similarly could be done to 

focus on how government mechanisms like access to public funds, preferential tax rates, and intellectual property 

regulation affect incubator models. Indeed, it is the potential for adding worth to society and economy by this research 

line on the comparison of global practices in startup incubation that is the most promising.\ 
 

Conclusion 

By the end of this study, we know diverse incubation models that have shown that they can work even in areas that are 

different. The data shows that Indian tech hubs like Bengaluru and Mumbai now stand at the top in the key performance 

metrics of growth rate, survival rate, and overall program outcome scores. Over the last five years, their average yearly 

growth rates have been over 88% and their survival rate approaches 80%. So they are the best even when compared to 

the pioneering incubators that are USA and Australia on these quantitative measures. But in fact, a quantitative factor is 

not only the money access, the mentoring quality and the infrastructure support are also critical and must be evaluated 
more widely. Furthermore, the results of the program are promising in Singapore and some UK incubators. More 

comprehensive research with the correction for structural factors and demographics will increase the knowledge. 
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