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ABSTRACT 

 

 

The objective of this thesis is to demonstrate the intention of startups to encourage their 

employees to become entrepreneurs by providing them in-house accelerator or internal mentoring 

programs and workshops for people or teams that have an entrepreneurial idea for a startup. The in-

house accelerator approach is familiar for big companies but presently, startups began to join the 

approach and it´s becoming a trend for new companies in general. With this study, the author pretends 

to find out patterns which can be used for new organizations to decide either they should adopt the 

approach or not.  

 

This paper was qualitative research with a multiple-case study, based on interviews with main 

representatives of the startup ecosystem in Estonia: TransferWise, Microsoft-Skype, Cofounder 

Magazine, Tallinn Dolls, Fundwise, Seeker Solutions, Makery, Lahhentagge and Startup Estonia. 

Tallinn University was represented by Marek Mühlberg as a lecturer. Interviewees were selected 

based on their direct influence on the main topic, mainly CEO´s and main representatives who could 

provide an opinion about in-house accelerator programs or internal mentoring programs. Also, the 

whole startup ecosystem in Estonia was considered for the selection of participants; big corporates, 

startups, academia, government, organizers of in-house accelerator programs and participants of the 

programs.  

 

The results of this research should provide the framework and conclusions to the new founders 

of startups in Estonia which can help them to make better decisions and adopt the right approaches 

towards success in a rapidly evolving environment. In concrete, whether if new startups should adopt 

the in-house accelerator trend or not. There were not conclusive patterns on advantages of in-house 

accelerator programs. The pros and cons of implementing such programs, depends on the status of 

the organization and its vision as shown from the results. Additionally, big companies seem to use the 

in-house accelerator approach to boost innovation and maintain/retain their best employees content, 

while for startups the approach is adopted for other several reasons like giving back to their 

community, being influential, providing opportunities to their employees, upgrading mindset and in 

general investing on the development of their people.    

 

The thesis is in English and contains 107 pages of text, 9 chapters, 4 figures, 2 tables. 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: startup, mindset, in-house accelerator, entrepreneurship, open innovation, incubators 
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INTRODUCTION  

 

Entrepreneurship mindset is evolving all around the world and best practices are emerging 

from many places, and Estonia is worthy of praise. Prized lessons can be learned from what is working 

already. The best approach coming from startup minding quotes that there is no exact formula for 

creating an entrepreneurial mindset; there are only practical experiences. 

 

Despite increasing evidence in this field, there is still a degree of uncertainty about the 

practices that new organizations should adopt or not. The evidence shows that entrepreneurship is 

needed for the economy and startups play an important role to improve it (Colette Henry, 2005). 

Attention is given to the various alternatives which startups have designed, some organizations have 

adopted several approaches and they have implemented in-house accelerator programs. At the end of 

the programs they have had several outcomes which the author of this thesis intends to investigate 

further on.  

 

Bigger startup trend shows an interest in keeping the entrepreneurial mindset/thinking among 

their employees and despite the strong aspect of a startup culture, it is still worth, trying new 

alternatives. For new startups, this approach seems to be still quite new and therefore, there are no 

clear patterns on how and why it should be implemented.   

 

The author has chosen nine Estonia based companies and main representatives of startups 

because the study has been narrowed to this specific market and it´s intended for organizations in this 

country. This research will be focused on startups and corporates running in-house accelerator 

programs or internal mentoring programs but also the general startup ecosystem in Estonia will be 

considered; corporates, startups, academia, government, organizers of in-house accelerator programs 

in startups, participants of these programs. 

 

 

Research problem and questions: 

 

 

The startup revolution in Estonia is causing the adoption of new trends and practices, mostly 

based in what successful companies have proven that it works.  What is behind the revolution is the 

constant evolution, the speed of change has accelerated. Then, startups are better prepared and ready 

to face it. Their flexibility and fast way to react to the constant changes demonstrates that perhaps 

they are better able to survive and prosper. (Paul 2008, 5). But the key of their success seems to be 

various yet. 
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With the introduction above, we understood that there is still a need to investigate the path of 

a successful startup and how to succeed and reach a constant growth. For this reason, this paper will 

be focus on one approach which answers the following research questions: 

  

● Why startups are encouraging their employees to become entrepreneurs? 

● Why startups are performing in-house accelerator programs or internal mentoring programs? 

  

 

A bunch of additional questions and assumptions might arise while answering these questions. 

In the author´s case, as employee of one of the most successful startups in Estonia, TransferWise, he 

could not answer the questions above. What gave the author, more reasons to do this research. Is it 

the best practice? Should all the new startups in Estonia adopt the same approach? What is the main 

purpose and real advantages and so the disadvantages of implementing an in-house accelerator 

program? According to startups founders it would be worst if people have had a great idea and never 

have acted on it (Cunningham & Lischeron, 1991, 45).  

 

The thesis intends to demonstrate the start-up´s objective for implementing such in-house 

programs, what are the pros and cons, long term impact to participants and organizers and when the 

in-house accelerator programs should be implemented. 

 

 

Research objectives: 

 

This thesis will cover the theoretical framework of startups in Estonia and entrepreneurship 

along with concepts about in-house accelerator programs and its differences with other programs. 

 

As already mentioned in the abstract section, the main objective of this research is to 

demonstrate the intention and advantages of startups encouraging employees to become entrepreneurs 

by providing them internal in-house accelerator or internal mentoring programs. Consequently, find 

patterns in within CEOs, main representatives and main in-house programs organizers, analyze and 

provide conclusions that might help and lead for better decision-making process to new startups 

owners in Estonia. Also helping with the decision of adopting certain trends that some Estonian 

startups and organizations are already doing and questioning them. 

  

Research methodology: 

 

The method selected for this thesis is going to be a qualitative model with a multiple case 

study, based on semi-structured interviews given to the main representatives and CEO´s of the startup 

ecosystem in Estonia; TransferWise, Cofounder Magazine, Fundwise, Tallinn Dolls, Makery, Seeker 
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Solutions, Lahhentagge, Startup Estonia and other corporates like Microsoft who are performing 

similar programs for entrepreneurs in-house and out-house. 

 

The questions on the interviews applied, have been formulated and prepared in advance and 

they covered relevant aspects which have been analyzed in this thesis. All interviews were recorded 

and transcripted for analysis purposes, the duration of the interviews was from 25 min to 1 hour. 

Transcripts have been added to the appendixes. The first interview was the pilot to define the final 

interview framework for the following interviews and further modifications to the interview 

framework have been applied accordantly.  

 

The findings have been used to determine patterns, common differences, similar mindsets, 

which could deduct either the author could make some suggestions or not about the advantages of the 

organizations encouraging their employees to become entrepreneurs through in-houses accelerator 

programs or even any other practices. 

 

During next chapter the literature review will take place and with the intention to provide a 

theoretical base to the thesis for the readers. It gives a general overview about the startup, 

entrepreneurship, in-house accelerator programs and its difference with other programs or practices. 

The second chapter talks about a more detailed explanation of the methodology utilized for this 

research and describes the research process itself. The third chapter is about the analysis of the results 

and discussions and the last chapter brings the final conclusions. 
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1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  

 

To understand the concepts and main definitions thus to comprehend the findings and 

conclusions in this paper, the author collected information and data from different scientific materials 

which could be find in the references section of this paper. 

 

Most of the theoretical framework was taken from literature and academic journals, references 

are available in the correspondent section in this paper. Since accelerator programs and in-house 

accelerator programs or internal mentoring programs are quite new topics, there is not much literature 

yet available. So most related information was taken from other resources such as TechCrunch, 

Forbes, HBR, CrunchBase, Google Scholar, The information, academic journals like Plosone and The 

Lancet to mention some and additionally the author of this thesis have participated in accelerator 

programs organized by Startup Estonia, Garage 48 and Lift99 in Estonia 

 

1.1 Startup 

 

To understand the findings from this study, it is important to understand the concept and 

characteristics of a traditional and non-traditional type of business, most commonly named startups 

and their differences. 

 

Traditional business   

 

To start with the definition of a traditional business; a traditional business works towards the 

needs of its customers and generally offers a service/product in exchange for compensation. The 

typical goal of such business is to turn a profit out of the service/product provided and keeping happy 

customers. These types of business usually spend a lot of money on operational bills and wages. 

Traditional business maintains steady growth, improving year by year (Goldberg, 2017, 12).   

 

 

Startup  

 

A common definition of a startup would be a newly emerged business or type of business 

which grows fast and tries to solve critical pain points of its targeted audience/customers. According 

to The Lean Startup, “A startup is a human institution designed to create a new product or service 

under conditions of extreme uncertainty” (Ries, 2011, 2).  This definition still does not describe 

completely what a startup is, it says nothing about the concrete characteristics, size of the company, 

industry, sector of economy. Successful startups are full of activities associated with building an 

institution and strong culture behind: hiring the best employees, coordinating their activities and 
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creating a company culture results oriented. Startups should not be considered not just as a great 

product, a technological breakthrough, or even a brilliant idea. A startup is more than that, is an 

acutely human enterprise.  

  

Another definition by the CEO of Wearvy Parker, “A startup is a company working to solve 

a problem where the solution is not obvious, and success is not guaranteed” (Blumenthal Neil, 2017). 

A third definition comes from a serial entrepreneur and well-known academic, Steve Blank, who 

defines startups as “A temporary organization in search of a scalable, repeatable, profitable business 

model” (Blank, Dorf, 2012, 29).  

 

 

Differences  

 

From the definitions above we can conclude that the definition of a startup is very different 

from the definition of a traditional business that has proved profitability and operates in well-known 

markets with well-developed business models.  

 

From the definitions reviewed previously, there are three main differences; the first one and 

perhaps the most significant is how these organizations see and think about growth. Startup are 

designed to grow fast and typically at least 100% growth rate per year, something that traditional 

business cannot afford. Apart of having different growth approach, the second difference could be 

defined as in the way how they look up to funding, when startups rely on capital coming from 

investors or venture capital, traditional business rely on grants or bank loans. The third big difference 

within these entities is the exit strategy, which in other words means the return on an investment 

strategy that is present only for startups where they would need to present it to investors or venture 

capital to get the funding. This strategy is not needed for traditional business since owners generally 

are directly responsible for the company and as soon as they pay the loan on time there is no extra 

expectation. (Landau, 2018, 10). 

 

1.1.1 Types of startups 

 

Based on the literature, specially from Steve Blank approach, there are a few types of startup 

businesses or distinct organizational paths for entrepreneurs. From which each type has its own set of 

characteristics and its own ecosystem. (Blank, 2011, 6).  

 

Even though this section is too Blank oriented, the author considered it relevant for this 

research since the concept of startup should be deeply understood.   
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Lifestyle startups  
 

This is the newest trend mostly based on social media entrepreneurs. Small businesses owners 

are starting their startup ideas in their own and bringing them wherever they go. Some examples are 

small surf firms, diving lessons, languages firms, etc. Nowadays internet has become their most 

effective tool of success. This type of startups based their success on a social media and marketing 

strong foundation.  

 

Lifestyle entrepreneurs are living their dreams while working for only themselves, while 

pursuing their personal passion. If we could even compare what in Silicon Valley might be a software 

engineer, coder or web designer who appreciate the technology, and take advantage of their 

knowledge (Blank, 2011, 6). 

 

Some examples of these type of business are the couches offering online courses in social 

media, filmmakers travelling around the World and offering online courses and photographers.   

 

Traditional Business   

  

 The definition of traditional business has been defined previously but the author considered 

relevant to include the contribution from Blank and Dorf.  

 

 This kind of startups are founded by individuals who want their own business, similar case 

with Lifestyle startups. Basically, anyone running his own business is considered in this category.  

Nowadays, the biggest number of entrepreneurs and startups in overall are coming from this group. 

“This type of business owners is covering the general expenses from their own savings, bank and 

small business loans, friends and some other financial supports” (Blank, Dorf, 2012, 30). 

 

Some example of these business are local stores, clothes stores and services stores where the 

owner is usually the main operator.  

 

Scalable startups 

 

This kind of startups are meant to be big and what Silicon Valley entrepreneurs and their 

venture investors are looking for. Examples such as Skype, Google, Facebook and new startups like 

TransferWise are some examples. Their vision is to be the number one in their market. Their main 

interests are to make equity in a company that eventually will become public or acquired for a bigger 

company or institution. “Their interest is not in earning a living but rather in creating equity in a 

company that will become publicly traded or acquired, generating a multi-million-dollar payoff” 

(Blank, 2011, 43).  
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Buyable startups  

 

 This king of startups are usually webs or mobile apps ready to be sold. Though, there are 

exceptions and other type of startups included in this category. Usually at the beginning these startups 

require big investments and can take significant amount of time to finish first prototypes. Bigger 

companies are aware of this kind of startups and always ready to buy them if they fit with their long-

term strategy (Blank, 2011, 33). 

 Some examples of these type of business would be Facebook, Google and Skype acquisitions.  

Big corporates  

 

 This type of companies has finite life cycles. It seems that these cycles have become shorter 

and shorter. Also called sometimes big corporates, they are looking for disruptive innovation to adopt 

with the new changes, new technologies, legislations, new competitors, customer tastes, etc.  The size 

and culture in these companies makes internal disruptive innovation difficult to execute (Blank, Dorf, 

2012, 34).  

 

Large companies try to adopt startups practices, the biggest example is Google and its 

initiative “Area 120”, which is a new approach , an in-house incubator, part take on the spirit of the 

20% time program (Where Google has allowed its engineers and other employees to spend a day a 

week or 20% of their time on side projects), "It is giving people a chance to use their 20% time more 

formally," Pichai, CEO at Google. Instead of spending 20% of their time on side project, those 

accepted into the program may be able to spend six months on it in fully hands. (Helf, 2016). This is 

an example of how large companies sough to satisfy the entrepreneurial itch of many of its employees 

in different ways. 

 

Social startups 

 

The mindset of these startup owners is more altruistic, but it does not mean that they are not 

passionate and ambitious as the other groups are startups which strive to make a difference. Social 

entrepreneurs are not different from any other entrepreneurs. These startups work in various areas like 

“agriculture, health and microfinance”, etc. (Blank, Dorf, 2012, 44). They are not looking towards 

taking a market place or to create wealthy founders, their aim is to make the “world a better place” 

(Blank, 2011,44). 
 

1.1.2 What are the main characteristics of a startup? 

 

Once we have understood what the definition of startup is, we can focus on the main 

characteristics of successful startups.   



      

   14 

Innovative 

 

The authors of “Applying Innovation” have marked that innovation is often term confused 

with the term “invention” which means, “creating something new which did not exist before” 

(O’Sullivan, 2009, 6). They have expressed that innovation has to add value to main audience which 

will provoke the continuous purchasing or usage of the product or services created by the 

organizations. This value should be an on-going process. Then, innovation must be repeated constant 

act to satisfy the main audience and keep in a way the business healthy (O’Sullivan, 2008, 6). Based 

on the overall definition of startups, they supposed to be innovative oriented. 

 

 The nature of a startups is to discover a problem and then try to solve it, in a different and 

innovative way which should be different from the existing solutions and hopefully provides much 

more value to final users. At the same time, startups must to be efficient and about the bureaucracy.  

Disruptive 

 

As we previously mentioned and according to Blank, who describes a scalable startup founder 

mindset as the one who wants to take over the universe and not just be his own boss. The owner of 

the startup believes that he must come up with the next “brilliant idea”, the one which will truly crash 

the industry and take customers from competitors or even change the market trend. (Blank & Dorf, , 

2012, 8). 

Starting small  

 

A controversial decision appears in here, whether the new startup should or not start with large 

markets from the beginning. When it comes to successful startup this aspect is crucial and must be 

considered carefully and consciously. It is advisable to start with small market at the beginning of the 

journey, just as Peter Thiel Co-Founder of PayPal said, “He advised to start at the beginning with a 

really small market, taking over a market, and then expanding that market in concentric circles.”, in 

a sense startups should become experts in small markets in order to expand to a big scale.  

 

As Peter Thiel explained in his lecture at Stanford University, “the biggest mistake you can 

make as a young startup is going after a giant market from the get-go. That signifies that you haven’t 

defined categories correctly. And you’re going to be dealing with too much competition in one way 

or another.” (Thinkapps, How to start a startup, 2014). 

 

Focus  
 

Along with the decision to start with a small market another important characteristic must be 

considered: focus. As we described before, startups should be disruptive but also very important, they 
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should not lose the focus (Thinkapps, 2014, 12). When starting a company from scratch it is common 

to take on too many side projects at the same time and dream about accomplishing them all. 

Unfortunately losing the focus could cause the early failure of startups.  

 

Provider of the best user experience  

 

Based on the definition of startups, they are new brand companies jumping into the market 

with new and fresh ideas. Scepticism could be the biggest enemy of early stage startups since they 

cannot rely on brand loyalty built up over years or decades like their big, competitors might do 

(Thinkapps, 2014, 13). 

 

Therefore, providing an innovative and useful product/service which is also easy and 

comfortable, increasing the reputation is crucial for the business’s long-term success. As Kevin Hale 

the founder of Wufoo quotes: “My philosophy behind a lot of things that I teach in startups is, the 

best way to get to $1 billion is to focus on the values that help you get that first dollar to acquire that 

first user. If you get that right, everything else will take care of itself.” 

 

1.1.3 When is a startup no longer startup? 

 

 It is difficult to define the perfect measuring indicators which can indicate whether a startups 

is no longer startup. When the brand and footprint in the market of a startup is recognisable, sells 

happens in several countries and when even its brand has entered the popular culture, the startup 

should no longer be called as such. (Martinez, 2009). 

 

We can agree that a startup can still be a startup even when they got already financed by angels 

or early investors. When at least half of their professional management is still in training. Important 

contributions have appeared like the one from TechCrunch writer Alex Wilhelm, who defined the 50-

100-50 rule. He defined some criteria to define whether a startup is still startup or not. (Wilhelm, 

2014). 

 

• $50 million revenue run rate (forward 12 months); 

• 100 or more employees; 

• Worth more than $500 million, on paper or otherwise. 

 

 

“So, if you’re worth $499 million, have 99 employees, and are on a current, forward-year, top-line 

run rate of $49 million, then congrats — you are still a startup. (Actually, if that is you, 

points for being valued at 10x future revenue, and having nearly half a million dollars in per-
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employee revenue.) Those three numbers — 50, 100 and 500 — are useful as durable, if general 

guidelines as to what a startup in fact is” (Wilhelm, 2014). 

 

 Nevertheless, other authors define a startup as a state of mind., “never let yourself stop being 

a startup.” (Nick Woodman, CEO of GoPro). For many others the definition of startup is less easy to 

define. “Startup is a state of mind” (Homejoy, Founder at Adora Cheung). For the startup community 

it seems inexistent the idea of stop being startup. It is more related to companies’ culture to stay startup 

mindset oriented and it is not referred to the perks offers (ping pong, fully-stocked kitchens and 

flexible working hours).  

 

They key from these point of views is that none of these definitions focus on age or any other 

metrics mentioned above. Instead, they look at how the business is run or how it performs. For the 

startup community being a startup is not about hitting certain performance or financial levels, but it 

is about being run with a certain mindset (Wilhelm, 2014). 

 

1.2 Intrapreneurship  

 

 The term intrapreneurship is often used as the individual who pushes through innovations 

within a large corporate or organization, in other words they are entrepreneurs inside the large 

organizations. They fight against the bureaucracy inside the company and help the teams to develop 

as quick as possible. In a sense they share some characteristics of entrepreneurs.  

 

Usually this kind of employees are the ones taking higher positions in the large firms, as 

Directors or Head departments. They are hybrids, being hard workers and at the same time building 

entrepreneurial structures and cultures among their work environment. An intrapreneur should be 

skilled at innovation but at the same time be able to put the team together and handle still the 

bureaucracy of a large organization (Burns, 2008, 159). 

 

1.3 Entrepreneurship  

 

To start with the concept of entrepreneurship, initially the word was designed to define people 

who “take on the risk” between the person buying and the person selling a product or service. To 

understand the difference between an investor and an entrepreneur, the definition for both comes as 

follows: An inventor creates something new while the entrepreneur integrates all the needed resources 

to transform what the inventor created into a viable business (Barringer & Ireland, 2012, 32). 

 

 Timmons provide the following definition of entrepreneurship: is the ability to build and create 

something from nothing. In more formal definition entrepreneurship is initiating, doing, achieving 
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and building an organization or startup rather than just describing one. It is the sense of seeing an 

opportunity where others see chaos. It is the know-how to find, arrange and control resources and to 

do it efficiently (Timmons, 1989,1). 

 

Corporate entrepreneurship  

 

Corporate entrepreneurship is the term to describe entrepreneurial behaviour in a big 

corporate. The objective is to gain competitive advantage by encouraging constant innovation at all 

levels in the company. There is large amount of literature about this topic and yet there is not real 

consensus about the final definition of this concept (Burns, 2008,12).  

 

Three activities are characterizing the corporate entrepreneurship as suggested by Vesper 

(1984): 

 

- Creation of new business units by an established firm; 

- Emerging of new ideas from various levels in the corporate; 

- Development and implementation of entrepreneurial inputs.  

 

1.3.1 Entrepreneur 

 

The old saying that “leaders are born, not made”, the roots of this thinking come from long 

time ago when rules were royal, and leadership was an exclusive privilege of the aristocracy. Today 

there is a similar debate about entrepreneurs if they are or not born. The evidence and experience said 

that becoming a successful entrepreneur can be learned since entrepreneurs commonly evolve from 

an entrepreneurial heritage (Timmons, 1989, 20). A given definition of entrepreneur: “The 

entrepreneur is at the same time one of the most intriguing and one of the most elusive characters in 

the cast that constitutes economic analysis” (Baumol, 1990, 29).  

 

Characteristics of entrepreneurs  

 

 A classic approach about the characteristics of a growth-minded entrepreneur said that he 

should possess both creative and innovative mindset and solid management skills and general 

business know-how. These attributes distinguish entrepreneurs from inventors, managers in large 

organizations and administrators (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Differences of attributes within entrepreneurs and inventors, promoters, managers and administrators of large 

organizations (Timmons, 1989,21). 

 

 

Through years many attributes have been ascribed to entrepreneurs. To understand what 

makes an entrepreneur successful, let´s review the most representative characteristics of an 

entrepreneur are (Barringer & Ireland, 2012, 35): 

 

Passion for Business 

 

 The entrepreneur should belief that his business idea will possibly change people´s life and 

have an influence in the World. This attribute is the most important for an entrepreneur. Though while 

entrepreneurs should be passionate, they should not sub estimate other factors that are also important., 

they should also be aware of the big picture considering external factors. Additionally, along with the 

enthusiastic spirit, a sense of awareness of the risks should accompany the entrepreneur.    

   

Product/Customer focus 

 

 This attribute is exemplified by Steven Jobs – Cofounder of Apple Inc., who said “The 

computer is the most remarkable tool we´re ever built .. but the most important thing is to get them in 

the hands of as many people as possible” (Barringer & Ireland, 2012, 40), a clear example of 

understanding the most important elements in business – products and customers. While is also 

important to think about management, marketing, finance and engineering, none of those aspects 

would make any difference if the company is not able to provide high-quality products with the 

capability to satisfy its customers. 
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Tenacity despite failure 

 

 The failure rate of entrepreneurs´ new ideas is high, also the process of developing a business 

is like what scientists experienced in laboratories. A trial and error experimental process is involved. 

An entrepreneur most be able to persevere through setbacks and failures.   

Execution intelligence   

 

 Probably the most exquisite characteristic of a successful entrepreneur, the ability to turn a 

solid idea into a viable business. Execution intelligence is in many cases the key factor which 

determines whether the startup is successful or fails. What it means to effectively execute a business 

idea is putting together the best team, raising money, managing finances, establishing good 

partnerships, leading and motivating employees. As Jeff Bezos, Cofounder of Amazon.com said 

“Ideas are easy. It´s execution that is hard” (Barringer & Ireland, 2012, 40). 

 

1.4 Startup accelerators  

 

For this research paper is important to understand the definition of startup accelerator 

programs and its difference with other similar programs. There is no easy guide and step by step about 

how to build up a successful startup and entrepreneurs must learn to be patient as all resources need 

to be utilized in a proper way to achieve the desirable success. An accelerator is an intensive program 

with short-term goals and visibility, usually with massive expected impacts and extremely beneficial 

mean of providing faster growth resources to the startups involved. (Smith, 2017, 23). What 

accelerators provide is networking, mentorship, education and sometimes even basic funding or 

kickstarter funds.   

 

Most of the accelerator programs last for a few months. Their aim is to invest quick money 

into the concerned business areas into involved startups in a limited amount of time. Usually the way 

they obtain profit is from the startup´s equity shares. It is not so easy for startups to approach and be 

part of an accelerator, the reason is because accelerators are highly selective, and they usually offer 

lengthy and complex applications to fill in. The process of selection might be a bit hash sometimes 

but worth it. Despite all mentioned before, startups nowadays can benefit a lot from niche accelerators.  

 

All support and resources from accelerators are highly specific and based on the product or 

service offered by the startups. From statistics, the number of accelerators and funded accelerated 

startups kept growing every year on exponential curve (CrunchBase, 2018).  
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The most impactful advantages of accelerators are: 

Credibility: At the beginning of the journey most startups lack credibility as they are new and 

often come with no historical. Here is when the support from a well-known and reputed accelerator 

takes place, credibility then, will be supported by the accelerator. From here startups could start 

growing their business network. An example would be a tech startup which graduated from a 

prestegius or well-known accelerator program, investors will rely on their basis of this organization 

because they trust the accelerator process (Fliegel, 2013).  

Speed: Speed itself is self-explanatory, this is the reason why most startups join an accelerator. 

For ambitious entrepreneurs with clear and viable business strategies an accelerator can speed up the 

process of success. Once the startup is onboarded, accelerator will provide all needed services and 

support. The advantages are beyong the program, when startups graduate from the accelerator 

program, they usually are prepare to pitch their ideas to investors and business angels, they also speed 

up the funding process (Fliegel, 2013). 

Access: Most accelerators provide accessibility towards basic funding, customer base and 

technology to quick start. This is very important for new startups fighting and surviving on their own 

in a competitive market. Additional resources of self-motivation are added from the expertise of 

accelerator mentors (Smith, 2017, 23). An example of this advantage would be when a graduated 

startup from an accelerator program finds a new partner during the accelerator program process. The 

accesibility of new networks reflects its benefits (Fliegel, 2013). 

 

1.4.1 Corporate accelerators 

 

Corporations are becoming more and more interested in startups and they are willing to 

provide more capital, time and effort. Big corporations can contribute in big scale to the startup 

ecosystem, bringing a lot of resources to help out startups with complex services and business issues 

(Crichton, 2014). As any startup accelerator as mentioned before, a corporate accelerator will 

empower and grow startups that have been passed for the selection phase and have been accepted. 

The main difference with this type of accelerator is that on the other side of the equation are the big 

corporations powering the accelerator. The gains for corporate accelerators might be different that 

traditional accelerators. Reviewing the definition of a startup accelerator, traditional accelerators 

might seek a standard return on the investment based on equity shares or in some cases non-profit 

approach like SEED SPOT (Shannon, 2017), which offers grants without any equity expectation. 

 

 Corporate accelerators in most of the cases are designed to be a win-win for all parties 

involved. They usually have direct interests. Corporates looking for new ventures of innovation focus 

their energy in this kind of accelerators. According to the Corporate Accelerators database, almost the 
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half of the listed accelerators have required equitable participation in the startup during kick out 

process, taking stake of equity (Heinemann, 2016, 35). 

 

1.4.2 Business incubators  

 

For this study is also important to define the concept of business incubators and discuss its 

differences with traditional accelerators and corporate accelerators. Let´s start defining what is a 

business incubator (BI). They are organizations that provide protective environments and support for 

startups just as accelerators do, but incubators are treated with more bureaucracy. Their value is based 

on the quality of startups they host. Incubators are differentiated by their fields of activity and they 

vary, which leads to different strategies, services offered to startups and different competitive scope. 

(Carayannis, Samara, & Bakouros, 2015, 152).  

 

There are four different fields of incubator activity or as mentioned before competitive scope 

(Porter, 1986, 23). 

Vertical scope: Business incubators provide financial and administrative support to startups 

along with investors and business angels. They are unlikely to focus on entrepreneurs without 

experience. Incubators also try to differentiate themselves from business angels. Big investors or 

Venture Capitalists often become partners of built up startups that participate in incubator programs. 

In a sense, incubators play the link role within successful startups and venture capitalists and investors. 

This is already a big difference within accelerators. 

Segment scope: The sources of startups determine the direction and scope of the incubator. 

For instance, company-internal incubators would prefer company employees instead of outsiders. 

Another example would be university incubators preferring faculty students from their host university 

than outsiders. These types of incubators do not open their doors to other sources.  

Geographical scope: For regional incubators, a natural competitive factor is involved, and 

their focus are the new local business. Their strengths are based on strong network access, making a 

well-formed local presence.  

Industry focus: Some examples of typical industries are information technology, 

biotechnology and Internet software. These incubators will invest on industries that are big enough. 

In most of the cases the selection of industry niche depends on the professional capabilities of 

incubator main representatives. Another good example are the university incubators that also focus 

on specific technologies.  
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The four fields of focus for incubators explained above help us to understand the differences 

from traditional accelerators and corporate accelerators. Nevertheless, the main differentiation is 

based on the strategic objectives of incubators and in the specific benefits (profit). Most common 

incubator archetypes are: 

 

1. Regional Business Incubators (no-profit oriented) 

2. University Incubators (no-profit oriented) 

3. Independent Commercial Incubators (profit oriented) 

4. Company-Internal Incubators (profit oriented) 

5. Virtual Incubators (profit oriented) 

 

A better analysis of these archetypes is illustrated (Figure 2), representing the correlation of their 

competitive scope and strategic objective (Carayannis, E & von zedwitz, 2005). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Different strategic objectives and competitive arenas defined five incubator archetypes 

Source: (Carayannis and Zedwitz, 2005, 104). 

 

1.4.3 Differences between Incubators and Accelerators 

 

Both entities help nascent ventures, when incubators tend to offer help to the new 

organizations by buffering and consent them from the environment as a sort of protection to give them 

space to develop and grow, accelerators do a slightly different, by exposing the organizations to a 

faster interaction with the market and helping the new companies to learn and adopt quicker. (Cohen, 

2013, 21). 

 

There are several aspects that distinguish incubator from accelerator; Duration, Cohort or 

Group, Business Model, Selection, Venture stage, Education and Mentorship. In the (Figure 3) is 
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possible to appreciate a comparison of these aspects between Incubators, Accelerators, and even 

Investors (Cohen, 2013, 21). 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Key differences between Incubators, Investors, and Accelerators 

Source: ( Susan Cohen , 2013,20). 

 

 

 Accelerators have a lot in common with incubators, the goal for both is the same, to develop 

and help new companies. Essentially, accelerators are a new type of organization which differs in 

many cases from incubators and investors. Accelerators usually provide more support and advice than 

any financial remuneration. Incubators and investors instead, usually provide more financial and 

knowledge resources. The clearest characteristic of accelerators is the duration, commonly three 

months, another relevant difference are the periodic graduations where typically companies inside the 

accelerator pitch their idea to investors, which is not the case with incubators. Often occurs that people 

compared accelerators with incubators, but the evidence shows that accelerators might have more in 

common with investors (Cohen, 2013, 25). 

 

1.4.4 Business Angels and Venture Capital 

Business Angels : As their name suggests, they are the startups angels, these individuals, 

invest their personal capital in selected startups. The stereotype of a business angel is 50 years old 

person, with high income and wealth, well educated, has experience as entrepreneur and usually 

investing on startups that are in the region when he lives. They generally invest in a range of $10, 000 

to $500,000 in a single startup and they look for startups with the potential to grow 30 to 40% per 

year before they are acquired or go public. Many well-known firms have received their initial funding 

from Business angels, to name some of them; Apple (receiving from Mike Markkula- Ex-executive 

at Intel), Google (receiving from Andy Bechtolsheim – Sun Microsystems´ Cofounder) (Barringer & 

Ireland, 2012, 355). 



      

   24 

Venture capital: This group of investors is the most selective, the money here is coming from 

venture capital firms that is invested in start-ups and small businesses with evident growth potential. 

The main difference of this group with the others is that they do not invest in early life stages of 

startups, they usually come later when the foundation of the startups has grown. Venture capitals are 

partnerships within money managers who raise money in funds to invest in startups. There are two 

types of investors; limited partners who invest in venture capital funds and general partners who 

are the venture capitalists, who manage the funds (Barringer & Ireland, 2012, 356).  

 

 The nature of venture capital entities is lucrative and they have funded high-profile successful 

companies such as Google, eBay, and Facebook. The industry then receives great reputatin and special 

attention. 

 

1.5 In-house startup accelerators 

 

In-house startup accelerator programs are one of the newest initiatives of mature startups. The 

approach is like big corporates´ internal programs, taking as a good example Google´ in-house 

incubator “Area 120”, which “is an experimental program within Google to help small teams rapidly 

build new products in an entrepreneurial environment, where Googlers spend 100% of their time on 

20% projects” (Google, 2016).  This program was launched to retain talent and entrepreneurial 

mindset amount Google employees, as well as give teams the opportunity to test new ideas and bring 

innovation that can eventually become as part as the product lines of the company.  

 

The program works very similar as an in-house startup accelerator. Internal employees 

could apply during the set period and then they best ideas are selected to be part of the program, the 

program form around 15 teams who work to prove new ideas over the course of approximately six 

months (Perez, 2017). 

 

1.5.1 Case study: TransferWise Startup Surgery program  

  

The following information was taken from an internal blog post from TransferWise company 

with the consideration of the Employer Branding representative, Kairi Pauskar (TransferWise, 2017). 

 

Startup Surgery is an in-house accelerator program organised by TransferWise. It is a 

mentoring programme for people or teams that have an awesome idea for a start-up but are stuck 

getting it off the ground. Mentors are TransferWise employees, which help the selected teams by 

doing what they do on a regular basis. Mentors tasks are based on asking difficult questions, making 

sure there is a clear focus, suggesting ways to think differently about startup idea problems (Pau, 

2017).  According to Cohen, on her academic journal, the process of mentorship for such programs, 
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varies depending on the programs and their setup. There are some programs that might schedule 

during first meetings with a big number of mentors, others may provide a list of preselected mentors, 

etc. (Cohen, 2013, 23). In TransferWise case, the strategy adopted was to assign 1 mentor per team.  

 

Within the first version of the program, which has had four-week application process, 

TransferWise received 68 ideas and its mentors picked out only 11. The great aspect was that several 

internal employees have applied. The program was designed in English. However, communication 

within teams and with mentors can be either in Estonian, Russian or in English depending on the 

profile of the team. According to one research done by Massachusetts Institute of Technology & 

Singapore University of Technology & Design, there is several criteria that accelerators use to select 

the participants; based on Real-Win-Worth framework (how real and competitive the product is & the 

competitiveness and potential of the people and strategy), these preliminary and initial criteria 

demonstrates the process “rejections and selection” of participants (Bangqi & Jianxi, 2017, 18). 

 

The programme launched from April to June 2017, all mentors had weekly or bi-weekly 

coaching sessions with all the teams. There were also bi-weekly joint sessions with superb people 

from the company who gave lots of useful feedback to the participants and helped them to understand 

specific important areas, such as product, scaling the team, public relations (PR) and finance. 

(Appendix A6).  During the last week the organizers had the programme’s final event with graduates. 

The event was full of feedback sessions from participants and mentors. After the surgery-journey 

teams are all at different places, however, they’re all closer to the goal they set for themselves for that 

period. What was the most important, for the future, they have a better idea who their customer is 

and what problem(s) are they solving (TransferWise, 2017). 

 

Feedback from participants  

 

The teams gave positive feedback on the programme. They have mentioned that they learned 

a lot, specially how to think bigger, with more focus and drilling down to the actual customers' 

problem they need to solve; how to validate the product ideas and finding product-market fit. The 

teams also felt that mentors helped them to see building the product as having real customers and their 

habits, thoughts and wishes in mind. Mentors introduced participants to the personas that we did not 

focus on that much, which is basically how to focus on costumers. We also started actual client 

interviews (TransferWise, 2017). 

 

TransferWise gains and learnings  

 

Being a mentor was a great experience to test TransferWise employees´ skills. It was very 

inspiring to see all mentors giving good advice to quite established business people in Estonia who 

even have changed their plans taking account of our mentors' suggestions. Foremost, the company 

appreciated the fact that the things participants learned during the programme, can be used to build a 
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product in a completely different field, like therapeutic bathtubs or web-based training and nutritional 

consulting system (TransferWise, 2017). 

 

By the end of the program, most of us learned that TransferWise’s feedback coaching should 

work a lot more like Startup Surgery's setup continuous feedback and help rather than a one-time 

effort. This is something organizers certainly want to test inside TransferWise. 

 

Moreover, participants from TransferWise had a chance to collaborate with fellow mentors 

whom we do not work together every day. Also, mentors got to challenge their knowledge about 

product thinking and customer focus. Finally, TransferWise was able to do something good, help 

others and give back to the startup community (TransferWise, 2017). According with the CEO at 

CoachUp, there are three main outcomes from the in-house accelerators; the networking; something 

that TransferWise had experienced based on the information above, keeping moral in high levels, 

something clearly appreciated on the feedback of participants section and brand recognition (Fliegel, 

2013). 

 

Purpose of the program  

 

TransferWise launched the program because they wanted to reinforce the TransferWise 

mentality, solving challenging problems, being entrepreneurial, having a clear purpose. They also 

want to give back to the local community and help smart ideas to succeed. The first beta-version 

was a great success. Mentors and teams feel inspired, all of them learned something new, got to meet 

awesome people and they got so many great learnings for the next season. In summary, three good 

reasons for this program are explained below: 

 

Be inspired: Hearing other entrepreneur´ stories, experiences and challenges they have had to 

overcome when making his dreams a reality, turning their business ideas into a real business. Get a 

life motivation.  

 

Get valuable Know-How: Learning from people who is working in solving difficult issues 

every day, learning how to make decisions and how to build a product based on customer needs, 

always keeping in mind the customer. 

 

Build a network: Meeting people with the same passions for impacting the World with 

changes. People with similar mindset who can help each other.  
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1.5.2 Case study: Proekspert hackathon 

 

 

 Proekspert hackathons are usually organized by this company in Estonia and with 

collaboration with Garage 48. During their last edition on 2018 around 100 participants form more 

than 10 different countries joined the program. The main objective for the programs was to tackle 

Cyber Security problems and innovative solutions (Metsoja, 2018). 

 

 The outcomes from the program are win-win, where everybody wins. When participants 

prototype their ideas with help from mentors, which is a valuable experience where they practice how 

to come up with a plan and a business model and present it to investors. Additionally, participants 

could learn how to work as a team and collaborate with others where sometimes there is the need to 

overcome social and nationality barriers and differences (Metsoja, 2018).  

 

A research from Carnegie Mellon University, shows from multiple-case study, that the 

benefits and impact from hackathon programs depends on the expertise of participants, structure of 

the community and from the technical domain (Trainer, Kalyanasundaram, & Herbsleb, 2016, 2).  

 

Proekspert advises the basics to have a successful participation on their hackathons programs 

as follows; Listen to the mentors carefully: listen to the experts and their insights, they might 

provide some useful information for you, Be a great team leader: the leader must ensure that 

everybody in the team works together and be sure that the communication is ideal, Project 

management: be organized and focus, Business plan and ROI; important to identify who is going 

to be your customers and  how you will capture the fees (Metsoja, 2018). 

 

 

Feedback from participants  

 

 Mentors mentioned that it is an intense learning experience for them as well. Participants and 

mentors have a valuable experience and they got to meet with different people with different skills 

and working methods. It is so grateful to see how much a team can evolve in such a short period of 

time which is usually one whole weekend (Metsoja, 2018). 
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2. METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION. 

 

In this chapter, the author describes the methods and sources that are used to answer the central 

research question of “The in-house startup accelerator approach: Why startups are encouraging their 

employees to become entrepreneurs”. Also, this chapter describes in detailed the research design: 

sample and data collection, resources of the research, interview protocol and analysis process. 

 

The qualitative research was based on multiple case study with an in-depth approach where 

the author made an intensive within-case analysis for the interpretations of the data gathered from the 

participants (Schneider & Wagemann, 2010, 400). 

 

For the coding data, according to Silverman, when collecting the data, one must be aware of 

the risk to miss some data. It is also important to define the subthemes for the final analysis and 

consider the data as well outside of the subthemes which can be useful (Silverman, 200). 

 

2.1 Research design: Sample and data collection 

 

 This qualitative explanatory research was conducted to get insights about the reason why 

startups are encouraging their employees to become entrepreneurs by providing internal mentoring 

programs or in-house accelerator programs. The qualitative explanatory method was chosen 

because is the best suited to reach the answers to the central research question of this thesis. A 

thematic cross-case table was used to interpret the data gathered with all findings, patterns and 

empirical assumptions and the data was collected via semi-structured interviews.  

 

 To gather more homogeneous data and better answer the research questions, the author, based 

the selection of the interviewees on “The Triple Helix” approach. The Triple Helix theory initiated 

in the 1990s by Etzkowitz (1993) and Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (1995), promotes the relationships 

between university-industry-government. (Stanford-University, s.f.). According to this theory 

including the three aspects of the startup ecosystem in Estonia would be the most accurate way to 

collect more homogeneous data for this research. In this context, during the process of promoting 

entrepreneurship is crucial to include the whole startups ecosystem (Mitra, 2012, 189). 

 

 From the previous said, the author selected CEO´s and main representatives from companies 

including the three entities; university-industry-government. The choice of the interviews will make 

a more homogeneous comparison between the opinions of the participants since it is being consider 

the complete startup ecosystem in Estonia (Mitra, 2012, 189). The author includede startups already 

running in-house accelerator programs like TransferWise, big corporates like Microsoft and Skype, 

participants of those programs like Makery and Seeker Solutions, press representatives like 
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CoFounder Magazine, entrepreneurs with academic representation like Marek Mühlberg (who is also 

lecturer at Tallinn University) and Startup Estonia as governamental representative (StartupEstonia, 

2017).  

 

The author then, conduced the semi-structured interviews at several locations, including his 

work place (TransferWise office) and participants ‘offices. Coffee places and restaurants were 

avoided due to confidential reasons. The only interview which needed to be modified due to security 

polices was with Sandra Valle, Business Administrator at Microsoft. The interview guide can be 

found in Appendix A and the transcripts from interviews can be found from Appendix A.1. So far, 

none of the interviewees asked to be remained as anonymous so all transcripts were included in this 

paper. The data from the interviews and analysis will be discussed on the next chapter.  

 

2.2 Resources of the research  

 

 To define the theoretical framework for this research, the author, used the startup- case study 

of TransferWise and Proekspert to gather basic primary data from the in-house accelerator and 

internal mentoring programs organized by these organizations. It was also included the description of 

the programs, requirements, general information as well as some feedback from participants. All this 

information was included on this research with the consent of TransferWise main representative, Kairi 

Pauskar (Appendix A6) and the information about Proekspert is published on their website (Metsoja, 

2018). 

 

2.3 Interview protocol   

 

 Semi-structured interviews were the qualitative method of data gathering in this research. The 

author used a thematic cross-case table to analyze the results along with a word clouds analysis from 

all the transcripts. The questions from the interview were divided into four sub-themes were the focus 

was, the definition and setup of a startup, in-house accelerator programs setup, in-house accelerator 

program´ purpose and their advantages and disadvantages. 

 

 The interview protocol for this research was designed based on the model proposed by (De 

Geer, Borglund, & Frostenson, 2004, 330) and is illustrated on the Figure 4 in below.  The interview 

guide was designed carefully, phrasing the questions with special attention and structuring the 

different themes in the most accurate way (Wilkinson & Young , 2004,15).  
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Figure 4: Interview protocol model by (De Geer, Borglund, & Frostenson, 2004, 330) 

  

 

  During the “warming up phase”, the author made sure that interviewees felt comfortable and 

have understood the purpose of the interview, usually an informal conversation took place to break 

the ice between the author and the interviewees, additionally important to mention that this part was 

not recorded. On the second phase which is “free description”, the author explains the purpose of the 

research along with several details, such as duration of the interview, type and kind of questions, 

asking if interviewees agree to be recorded and get transcripts, asking if interviewees want to remain 

as anonymous or not (Wilkinson & Young , 2004,15), this part was not recorded too.  

 

By the third phase “focus”, interviewees were asked open-ended questions regarding the 

subthemes defined, with the goal to extract as much insights as possible from participants about every 

specific topic. The author used the interview guide all the time to make sure all the topics were 

discussed during the interview. During this phase, it seemed to make more sense to let the interviewees 

answer the questions in a freely way, give personal reflections and use their own words (Wilkinson 

& Young , 2004,15). 

 

It is important to notice that the author ran a pilot interview to test the first version of the 

interview guide, during that interview (Marek Mühlberg - Appendix A.1), the author was able to 

receive valuable feedback which was used to adjust, rephrase and modify the questions and order of 

the interview guide. In most of the interviews, the author used the interview guide more as a tool to 

support the orientation and the control of the interviews and to make sure that all sub-themes were 

covered during the interviews (Patton, 2002, 15). During the interview the phase of “control” played 

an important role since because the open-ended questions sometimes it was needed to remain control 

over the interview´s course and direction. Finally, at the end of the interviews, “final” phase, the 

author asked the interviewees if there was any information on our research that they would like to 

give more insights.  

 

2.4 Analysis process   

 

The interviews were coded by comments, marking the most relevant parts as key words. The 

author created a cross-case analysis with the keywords/comments from the interviews and from most 

of the information he was able to gather. In the table, the comments were summarized under one or 
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two terms to have a better comparison of results. The purpose of the cross-case table is to compare 

the content from interviews and to make the process of analysis more efficient. Additionally, the 

author analysed each interview into a word cloud to find keywords and to find the most used words 

during the interviews and eventually to be able to have an additional comparison of results which can 

complement the cross-case analysis.  

 

The author categorised the analysis in four sub-themes based of meaningful patterns. To 

explain a bit more the process of analysis, the author created a cross-case table by coding all the 

interviews with key words, phrases and sections of text that relate with the main research questions 

for this study. After the data was coded the author sorted and examined the data by code and sub-

theme to find patterns or interesting facts. The author created a cross-case table (Appendix C) based 

on the key words, which facilitated the conclusion drawing.  

 

The collection of data was a challenge since most of the CEO´s or main representatives were 

busy most of the time. All the interviews were recorded successfully and transcripted and only one 

transcript was reviewed and modified by the main representative: Microsoft. Nevertheless, the 

company provided links about the topic and information about the founders. That was helpful to fulfil 

the cross-case table. 

 

About the word cloud analysis (Appendix B10), it was used to have an additional comparison 

of the more used words versus the key point/comments from the cross-case table. All the interviews 

transcripts were analysed by the word cloud. 

 

3. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION. 

 

During this chapter, the author will analyse the data on the cross-case analyses (Appendix C), 

Interviews (Appendixes A1; A2; A3; A4; A5; A6; A7; A8 and A9), and word clouds (Appendixes 

B1,B2,B3,B4,B5,B6,B7,B8,B9) and the table with most used words (Appendix B10). Some of the 

questions on the Microsoft interview were removed as per interviewee´s request.  

 

 As explained in the gathering data section previously, the selection of the companies was 

clever. Two companies were global, five international and two domestic. As a role within the startup 

ecosystem in Estonia: two startups, two participants of in-house accelerator programs, two organizers 

of in-house accelerator programs, one press, one academia and one government. (Appendix C).  
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3.1 Startup  

 

Founders’ mindset  

  

 Everybody entrepreneur look forward to becoming the next Bill Gates or Phil Knight, each 

whom founded a large firm. However, the key of the right founder mindset is still very rare breed. 

(Wasserman, 2008).  

 

“There used to be good saying, a million-dollar question, million dollars now is too little. Trillion-

dollar question, what you’re asking me. Everyone wants to know what’s behind the mindset of 

successful entrepreneur (…)” (Maarika Truu, Startup Estonia) 

 

“Startup mindset. It's a difficult question to answer because that keeps changing all the time (…)” 

(Marek Mühlberg, Lahhentagge) 

 

 From all the interviews there was no clear recipe about the right founder´s mindset but the 

most repeated mentions were: flexibility and clear vision. It´s interesting to compare what established 

startups talk about the founder´s mindset with the Harvard Business review: Founders are usually 

convinced that only they can lead their start-ups to success. “I’m the one with the vision and the 

desire to build a great company. I have to be the one running it,” (Wasserman, 2008). 

 

 Many of the interviewees have mentioned that a good founder should have a flexible mindset, 

ready to overtake any change on the way.  

 

Discussion: 

  

Most of the interviewees agreed that the founder of startup should have a clear vision and 

mission as a base. In other to survive in the startup community in Estonia, it is also important to have 

a flexible mindset since there is a lot of competition and the local market is small. Other important 

aspect came up, such as handle pressure, adding extra value and feedback-oriented mindset. 

 

 Worth to compare the insights from one of the most representative startups in Estonia: 

TransferWise (Appendix A6) versus one of the biggest companies in the World: Microsoft (Appendix 

A7). The startup mentioned that having clear vision and mission is important but crucial to set the 

customer and the team at first when taking decisions, in the other hand the big corporate remarked 

that having a constant growth should be at the mind of a founder.   

 

 The author selected this category and subtheme with the aim to discover a bit more about the 

roots of an entrepreneurial mindset and how is the perception of a founder´s mindset within the startup 

ecosystem in Estonia. If the main topic for this paper is the in-house accelerator programs and their 
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main purpose, understanding the heads and perceptions of the creators/participants of such programs 

is crucial for the research.  

 

 Despite the most mentioned characteristics; flexible mindset and clear vision, from the all the 

answers it´s important to notice that there is no magic recipe to become the best founder of a successful 

startup. Hard work, experience, perseverance and customer focus-mindset are also important elements 

of the ideal set-skills for a founder of startups in Estonia.  

  

Key factors to achieve successful startup 

 

 The founder hires the best employees to his business based on his vision and should develop 

a close relationship with those first employees. The founder is the responsible of creating the culture 

inside the company. Employees, customers and business partners identify startups with their founders. 

(Wasserman, 2008). 

 

“More than anything, a skilled, connected, and dedicated team is incredibly important” (Avery 

Schrader, Makery). 

 

“(…) in managing your ego, being able to share, being able to listen, that’s part of the first thing.” 

(Gleb Maltsev, Fundwise) 

 

“People, communication and hard work are characteristics that eventually in a corporate like 

Microsoft always be present.” (Sandra Valle, Microsoft) 

 

Discussion: 

 

 To understand why companies are using the internal mentoring program approach the author 

tried to dig into the main representative´s minds and understand what they consider as key factors for 

a successful startup.  

 

 There is no clear pattern detected on the answers, a wide set of factors were named. Big 

companies agreed that hiring the best is a key successful factor (Appendixes A6 and A7), while other 

companies mentioned practical learning and building strong team (Appendixes A8). It seems that 

for already established companies in Estonia providing a good environment inside the company is 

essential, in a way it´s one way to keep their best employees happy. 

 

 Only one of the CEO´s mentioned innovation as a key factor for a successful company, while 

most of the others named mindset characteristics as the most important factors. Having a great 

environment and people happy seems to be even more important factors. 
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Entrepreneurs versus managers 

 

 There are no clear characteristics and recipes about what is required to be an entrepreneur. 

Usually an entrepreneur is perceived as charismatic and passionate but is that enough to be 

successful? There are other characteristics which describe the best managers, and which are also 

important for entrepreneurs: effective communicators, recruiters and salespeople (Busenitz & Barnee, 

1997, 13). 

 

 Co-founder of Fundwise emphasises that it´s ideal to look at the similarities rather than the 

differences (Appendix A4), he also mentioned that as entrepreneur is necessary to have strong 

managerial skills to make higher decisions, being able to sustain it in the long run, to be able to 

estimate cashflow and predict revenues. Tallinn Dolls (Appendix A2) as innovative startup mentioned 

that it´s important to be both, entrepreneur and manager to find the balance, she also mentioned that 

in the higher positions it should always be one person with entrepreneurial mindset and another with 

strong managerial skills.  

 

 Other founders describe the differences of both: 

 

“Entrepreneurs are less risk averse. Managers are more about stability. An entrepreneur will eagerly 

leap at an opportunity to enter a new market or solve a client problem, where a manager’s focus may 

be more about maintaining the status-quo and making sure you hit your quarterly goals etc. “(Avery 

Schrader,Makery) 

 

“(…) managers they like power and they like to tell really often they even hire people who are not so 

strong so they can be liked (…) but leaders or entrepreneurs take care of people growth and they’re 

really strong people as I understand it actually in longer term help them so much more.” (Kairi 

Pauskar, TransferWise) 

 

“(…) a lot managers, are then they might have a more fixed mindset which means that they try to 

stay within the boundaries of the process and the goals they have to achieve. The growth mindset on 

the other hand would be considered more entrepreneurial which means that people are more 

interested in making things better, improving the process and so forth.” (Marek Mühlberg, 

Lahhentagge) 

 

Discussion: 

 

 The aim of this question was to identify possible patterns which eventually could lead to the 

generation of internal mentoring programs or at least to identify certain tendency or trend. From most 

of the interviewee´s answers, is remarkable the importance of both profiles inside the company. When 

it is still important to have an entrepreneurial spirit and mindset to define the vision and culture of the 
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company, it´s also vital to have strong managerial skills available. In fact, while a charismatic 

entrepreneur may succeed at the beginning for a short period, it is difficult to sustain, that´s why it´s 

important to possess strong managerial skills such as recruitment, communication, sales skills. (Aulet, 

2013). 

 

Only the Co-Founder of Lahhentagge (Appendix A1) have mentioned intrapreneurship that 

most of the big companies have developed at some point. Intrapreneurship intends to develop 

entrepreneurs inside the company by providing to the internal managers more executive skills. It 

seems that forming entrepreneurs inside the company is important topic for the startup ecosystem in 

Estonia. In-house accelerator programs then play an important role as a way to develop entrepreneurs 

inside the organization.  

 

3.2 Accelerator programs 

 

In-house Accelerator’ goal  

 

Not surprisingly, in all the interviews innovation was mentioned as one of the main goals of 

internal mentoring programs. Boost innovation, enhance new ideas and refresh the mindset of the 

participants were the main goals. Interesting to notice that the goals for the organizers of in-house 

programs, public press and government were different than for the participants of the programs and 

for the startups interviewed; for Microsoft (Appendix A7), despite of being important to enhance the 

innovation inside the company among the employees, what Sandra formally emphasis, was on the 

exploration of new ideas and refresh of mindset. It seems that Microsoft is finding ways to keep its 

employees happy and willing to stay for longer.  

 

“The goal of this program is to be a platform to explore technology and encourage employees to 

develop and launch new and innovative ideas.” (Sandra Valle- Microsoft)  

 

While in startups such as TransferWise, Fundwise, Makery and Lahhentagge (Appendixes A1, 

A4, A5 and A6), they remarked aspects of Win-Win where the whole ecosystem can get advantage of 

such programs. And most importantly they mentioned the importance to get back to the community 

in Estonia. 

 

“(…) people who starts companies may have come from one environment Paypal or Skype and same 

time they go on businesses and they support each other and put advice, they build successful 

businesses, hire tons of employees and grow financially, globally.” (Gleb Maltsev, Fundwise) 

 

“We care lot about entrepreneurial, we want to help future entrepreneurs to be successful, it’s not 

even a part of those internal or external in a way it’s giving something back to community and also 
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our own mentors got this confidence that they we work here every day will apply whatever field people 

did.” (Kairi Pauskar, TransferWise) 
 

Seeker Solutions and Makery as participants of the internal programs, they talked about the 

process and the steps involved. Rain Järv explicitly mentioned five steps during the in-house 

accelerator he has been part of; selection, deal, accelerator program, competition and outcome 

(Appendix A9).  

 

Startup Estonia pointed the importance of putting people with different background/fields 

together (Appendix A8), which has been a great discovery for TransferWise as organizer of an in-

house accelerator program. This will be discussed in the following sections- real advantages of the 

in-house accelerator programs. 

 

Discussion: 

 

 It might seem that is clearer for the organizers, the process of in-house accelerator programs, 

but based on the answers of most the interviews, the only common aspect was innovation. A seek of 

new and fresh ideas through these internal programs and rather than looking outside the organization, 

the focus is to look from inside. Interesting to notice that the process it´s clear for the participants of 

the programs. Where press (Appendix A3) is somehow skeptic about the in-house accelerator 

approach, University (Appendix A1) has brought The Triple Helix concept which remarked the 

potential for innovation and economic development relying on the university-industry-government 

relationships (Stanford-University, s.f.). It can be concluded that one of the goals for such programs 

is to enhance innovation by promoting better relation and interaction within the whole startup 

ecosystem. 

 

 

Opinion about those programs   

 

 Co-Founder magazine was skeptic about the format of the in-house accelerator programs, for 

him startups are already on accelerator mood, entrepreneurs when creating something new, they 

operate already as sort of in-house accelerators (Appendix A3). For the Director of Tallinn Dolls, she 

mentioned that startups are already operating as in-house accelerator mood: 

 

“ It is the matter of how you call it, like most companies they do make their accelerator programs all 

the time in their company but there is like a meeting, some kind of inspirational meeting, something 

like that so even if we do not call it an accelerator program in our company we still have our meetings 

and we are generating new ideas, there are different kind of meetings(…) brain storming basically, 

now we are doing it more often than before because now we need to find new kind of opportunities 

for us (…)” (Mari Martin, Tallinn Dolls) 
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“The whole concept of inhouse acceleration sounds a bit strange, because by definition if you’re 

building something you’re entrepreneur and you want to build something of your own, when you’re 

building it’s someway inhouse.” (Tarmo Virki, Cofounder Magazine) 

 
 For TransferWise (Appendix A) and Microsoft (Appendix A7) the most relevant was to build 

connections within the internal team at the company and provide experience for all the participants 

involved along with the mentors and organizers. Fundwise (Appendix A4) and Lahhentagge 

(Appendix A1) also agreed that these in-house programs provide opportunities for the participants 

and mentors and enhance development. 

 

 Makery and Startup Estonia had controversial opinions; Avery (Appendix A5) expressed that 

sometimes those programs might lack of proper thoughtful strategy and Maarika (Appendix A8) had 

a similar opinion about it, when she mentioned that sometimes companies adopt such approach 

because it seems a cool format and eventually there are not formal follow ups after the programs are 

finished.  

 

“I suspect that they are often run haphazardly and without a-lot of thoughtful strategy. It is important 

for these companies to continue to foster innovation (…)” (Avery Schrader) 

 

“(…) with the program it was great, the energy was up, energy was up. Create ideas, prototypes were 

built, everything cool. But then you came on Monday to work and it was the same routine. No one 

stick with the ideas, because there was still no department to deal with innovation, to keep working 

because everyone has their own work to do, you don´t have time on new project.” (Maarika Truu, 

Startup Estonia) 

 

Discussion: 

 

 Controversial opinions were found about the in-house accelerator programs, but no common 

point of view in overall. It seems that all interviewees have spoken from their own experience. For 

some, the concept of in-house accelerator programs is still very new and unclear. It is confused by 

other terms like intrapreneurship where companies develop entrepreneurs inside the big corporation, 

etc. Big companies have developed similar internal programs, but the aim seems to be slightly 

different, where employers seem to be looking for the fulfillment of their employees, rather than for 

true innovation.  

 

 There is room for further research about the in-house accelerator approach since based on the 

evidence of this study, there are not clear patterns which could encourage new organizations either to 

adopt this approach or not. The implementation of an in-house accelerator should match with the 

vision of the organization.  



      

   38 

Companies with such programs 

 

 All the interviewees noted TransferWise as organizer of in-house accelerator programs and its 

influence in the Estonian startup community, specially Fundwise “. I saw members of Princeton, they 

were part of the Skype mafia in Estonia, you can add TransferWise mafia that’s the new one”. (Gleb 

Maltsev). Another popular company known for organize in-house accelerator programs was SEB 

bank as many mentioned it. Interesting to notice that most of the companies mentioned were under 

the category of corporates and only TransferWise and Proekspert under startup category.  

 

 Based on the answers from the participants it´s clearly noticed that big corporates are known 

by organizing internal mentoring or in-house accelerator programs. Organizations like Google, 

Facebook, Microsoft, Skype, SEB bank, ABC grupp, Telia and Nortal have invested a lot in internal 

accelerator programs for their employees.  But why then startups are adopting the same approach? to 

answer that question we can review what Maarika from Startup Estonia shared on her interview about 

the differences within a corporate and a startup (Appendix A8). More information about the purpose 

of these in-house programs will be discussed in the next section of this chapter. 

 

“Let´s start with the definition of Startup. What the difference is between a startup and just a tech 

company. Just a tech company providing tech services, they don’t focus on one product or service. 

Good example Nortal, right? It’s a big tech company, providing IT services. They are not a startup, 

they have never been because they have always done what their customers are asking, so they’re 

providing IT services. TransferWise is a startup because you commit to one product and customers. 

So, it’s one product, specific idea which is one product specific or service, and then is high growth. 

It needs to show at least 100% growth per year. Then it’s considered a startup.” (Maarika Truu, 

Startup Estonia) 

 

 Based on the definition of a startup, according to Startup Estonia, corporates are in need of 

innovation and fresh ideas, since they are focused on their customer´s needs and in the other side 

startups are focused instead in constant growth, letting not much time for organize in-house 

accelerator programs in the most proper way.  

 

 Interesting contribution from Makery (Appendix A5) and CoFounder Magazine (Appendix 

A3), they expressed that other parts of the startups ecosystem are joining the approach, like Ekspress 

grupp representing the press, Creative Fuel- a cluster connecting Estonian creative companies and 

Stora Enso- a provider of renewable solutions.  

 

Discussion:  

 

 Two interesting assumptions were encountered in this section; the clear pattern of big 

corporates organizing in-house accelerator programs more often and the adaptation to the in-house 
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accelerator approach for new startups like TransferWise as the most representative and other sectors 

of the startup ecosystem.  

 

 The urge of developing entrepreneurs inside the company is not only concerning big 

corporates nowadays. Startups seem to be aware about the importance of this subject and they are 

adopting practices that previously only big companies have tried. Nevertheless, the purpose of the in-

house accelerator approach still does not seem well-defined yet for most of the startups running such 

programs. The reasons to run these programs are so varied. 

 

3.3 In-house accelerator programs’ purpose 

 

Reasons behind the programs 

 

 In the previous sections, interviewees were asked about the general process of an in-house 

accelerator program, its main goal and their personal opinion about the programs. In order to 

investigate and dig deeper on the reasons behind those in-house accelerator programs, the author 

added this section with the focus on the purpose of such programs. Similar, simple and straightforward 

as these questions may seem, they are focused on the main questions for the research of this paper.  

 

 The author intended to find out certain patterns why the startups are adopting the in-house 

accelerator approach, or any tendency/trend influenced by any factor in the startups ecosystem in 

Estonia. While many expressed again Innovation as one of the main reasons for these programs, more 

profound reasons where found out.   

 

“(…) so, it was cool to work together as a group to do something because normally we don’t work 

together. All those product people are really separate and now this program, put us together (…) we 

didn’t think at all in the beginning. People actually felt that they practice coaching skills 3 months, 

so they were so much stronger about this thing. We didn’t even think about it.” (Kairi Pauskar, 

TransferWise) 

 

 TransferWise as organizer of in-house accelerator programs (case study can be found on 

Theoretical framework), found out after released the first version of the program several interesting 

outcomes. Kairi expressed that initially they ran the program with aims of giving back to the 

community by providing coaching and mentoring for free to entrepreneurs inside and outside the 

company. But based on the feedback received at the end of the program from all participants they 

discovered that during program, internal mentors got valuable experience and they made connections 

within other department at the company. Having as a huge outcome a cross team cooperation.  

 



      

   40 

 Fundwise and Startup Estonia share a similar opinion when they mentioned a possibility of 

running such programs based on the influence of the startup ecosystem.  

 

“(…) Sometimes a director goes to conferences that the competitor has an internal program and 

suddenly I want one too. And of course, they’re not gonna say that in public (…)” (Gleb Maltsev-

Fundwise) 

 

“This first started with sponsors coming onboard and helping this private sector, internet., banks, 

even Estonian energy companies or insurance companies. And now when they realized that this is 

such a cool format because you can see how new startup start growing, they wanted to happen it 

internally and if you look what’s happening in the World, companies are using their own inner talent 

to boost innovation (…)” (Maarika Truu, Startup Estonia) 

 

 These points of views challenge the purpose of implementing internal accelerator programs. 

Apart of innovation there is no clear pattern about the reasons of these programs.  

 

Another interesting insight was mentioned by Makery (Appendix A5) and Startup Estonia 

(Appendix A8), they mentioned that by implementing in-house accelerators the company promotes 

its values and provides entrepreneurial mindset. Lahhentagge (Appendix A1) and Fundwise 

(Appendix A4) talked about smart specialization in Estonia and how the approach of in-house 

accelerators can help. When in Estonia being a small country with no wide market and not a lot capital, 

startups still need to grow and survive and be competitive at the same time. By implementing in-house 

accelerator programs, startups can use their internal talent and get advantage of it.  

 

Cofounder magazine has brought a controversial point of view “Because the line, in a way 

you would like to sell to the young staff the idea that it’s accelerator program, go on build your dream, 

but at the same time you want to keep that dream inhouse in your control” (Tarmo Virki, Cofounder 

Magazine). His opinion is based on a corporate approach since he is representing the press in Estonia.  

 

 Additionally, TransferWise (Appendix A6) and Startup Estonia (Appendix A8) addressed the 

purpose of accelerate the startup, in a sense intending what classic accelerators do. Helping the 

participants to get started faster and get things done by validating their ideas in early stages and also 

filing faster in a safer environment. “You constantly need to validate what I created, does it actually 

serve the needs of the customer I want to focus on.” (Maarika Truu, Startup Estonia). 

 

Discussion: 

 

 There seems to be an apparent obvious purpose to implement an in-house accelerator program 

which is the search of innovation but it´s interesting to notice that is not only searching for new and 

fresh ideas what leans organizations forward the implementation of such programs. And even the 



      

   41 

purpose differs depending on the status of the organization. For instance, TransferWise as startups 

and organizer of an in-house accelerator program the purpose of those programs was mainly to 

provide experience to all participants and a feeling of giving back to the community (Appendix 

A6). While for Microsoft as a big corporate and organizer of the programs, the purpose was more to 

exploring new ideas among the employees as oxygen, networking and evolving the values of the 

company (Appendix A7),  

 

 For participants of the in-house accelerator programs the main purpose relies more on raising 

company moral and values from inside the organization by providing entrepreneurial mindset and 

empowering the existing innovation. (Markery: Appendix A5 and Seeker Solutions: Appendix A9).  

 

  

Differences with startups and corporates 

 

 The author intended to investigate the perception of the interviewees about the purpose of 

implementing in-house accelerator programs for startups and corporates. Many of the interviewees 

responded that there is certain difference. Unfortunately, Microsoft due to internal policies removed 

its opinion from the transcript (Appendix A7). TransferWise as organizer of in-house accelerator 

mentioned that startups are already on accelerator mood and expressed that corporates need to create 

special format or even a department inside in charge of innovation. The needs are different.  

 

“Maybe the biggest difference is that this is how we live our everyday life and big corporates need 

those teams or like special programs to get the ideas. This is the way we live all the time, not only like 

the hackathons.” (Kairi Pauskar, TransferWise) 

 

 Startup Estonia remarked that corporates run these programs looking for innovation but they 

usually don´t have a department inside the company dedicated to innovation topics (Appendix A8). 

Maarika also mentioned that there are not clear follow ups once the programs have finished. 

 

“(…) once you come through the program and the idea is great, you’re gonna start building it. The 

real problem happens after that, after the hackathon, when the great problems, challenges and ideas 

are being worked at, there’s actually resources to work on this, and this creates the loop of again 

what could we do, how can we implement those great ideas.” (Maarika Truu, Startup Estonia) 

 

 In the other hand Cofounder Magazine and Seeker Solutions agreed that the differences are 

mainly coming from the culture and mindset of the organization. (Appendixes A3 and A9).  

 

“It is in the culture of the company and also in the mindset. In a startup the team is usually more open 

minded and fast growth oriented (willing to take more risks), but in a corporate model it might be 
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more regulated and commonly there are already a bunch of guidelines to follow.” (Rain Järv, Seeker 

Solutions) 

 

Discussion: 

 

 Based on the answers from participants, there is no clearly pattern which demonstrates the 

main differences of running an in-house accelerator program in a startup versus a corporate. It seems 

that each speaks about from its experience. The in-house accelerator program is quite new approach 

that might not be clear yet for most of the startups and that´s one of the reasons of this research. From 

the answers of interviews, it´s possible to appreciate that the concept is not clear and aligned within 

the startup ecosystem.  

 

 Boosting innovation is the main purpose of in-house accelerator programs and the purpose of 

implementing one, depends on the needs and the culture of each organization. It seems to be a great 

practice but based on the answers from the participants, it is recommendable to have the reasons clear 

before an implementation of such programs. New startups should understand the concept and adopt 

it according to their needs. The outcomes could be really beneficial for the organization if the purpose 

of the program is well-defined. To mention outcomes that interviewees shared; raising companies´ 

moral and values, upgrading set skills for mentors and providing new opportunities to participants, 

sharing the validating and failing fast thinking mindset and learning how to set goals. 

 

3.4 In-house accelerator programs´ advantages 

 

Major advantages 

 

 Interesting findings about the main advantages of these in-house programs, most of the 

interviewees have mentioned that these programs enhance the collaboration within internal teams and 

induce the teamwork. Fundwise added from Co-founder’s experience that when implementing in-

house accelerator programs, people with different backgrounds work together. In the long term if team 

within the organization improve communication and improve the teamwork, it´s a huge win for the 

organization. (Appendix A4) “Pro of that is that it gets people talking one to another or someone 

would say to faster renovation and cross-cultural communication department simply get people to 

talk to each other, who knew.” (Gleb Maltsev, Fundwise).  

 

 For organizers of these programs (TransferWise; Appendix A6) and Microsoft; Appendix 

A9)) the major advantages were practicing couching skills and sharing widely the vision of the 

organization. It seems that for organizers of these programs the biggest advantage is not actually 

innovation, but providing experience, tools and new mindset to the participants of such programs. 
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Tallinn Dolls (Appendix A2) also adds: “. (…) also, this team spirit about seeing the vision, it’s very 

important thing as well, that you share the vision with them (…)” (Mari Martin, Tallinn Dolls).    

 

 Lahhentagge mentioned that the advantages of implementing an in-house accelerator program 

are proving experience to the participants where they could practice executive skill, such as getting 

accuracy when setting KPI´s and getting bigger picture of the organization (Appendix A1). In the 

other hand Startup Estonia talked about keeping the competitive advantage internally, in other words, 

taking advantage of the inner talent (Appendix A8). 

 

 For some, the major advantages are to play in a safe environment, lowering the risks. 

“Diminishing risk for a startup person or the entrepreneur the person attending accelerator. 

Lowering the risk comparing to the real life case (…)” (Tarmo Virki, Cofounder Magazine). 

  

Discussion: 

 

 The author was looking for the major advantages which could help to promote the approach 

of in-house accelerator programs with new startups. In general, based on the answers from the 

interviews, there are generally huge advantages when the programs are implemented in a proper way. 

In other words, it is recommendable such approach for new organizations if they are looking for 

innovation, upgrading their team skills, enhancing values and providing new opportunities to their 

employees. In the next section, can be found a discussion about disadvantages but according to the 

interviewees, the number of advantages and pros is bigger. There is a genuinely win-win for the 

organizations when practicing adequately in-house accelerator programs. Yet, there is room for 

improvement.   

 

Disadvantages 

 

 The author included an additional question to the interviews regarding possible disadvantages 

of implementing an in-house accelerator in an organization. Startups and organizations willing to 

implement an in-house acceleration might find this section interesting and useful. Most of the 

interviewees expressed that the process is costly and consumes a lot of resources for the organizer, 

the potential risk is a loss of money and time. “If not executed well, of course there is a loss of time 

and money.” (Avery Schrader, Makery).  

 

 The second relevant finding is that by running those programs, there is a risk of loss of talent 

and many times the risk of losing the best employees by opening new opportunities for them. Startup 

Estonia provided useful insights: “Typical thing for millennial generation to keep them happy at work. 

And what is interesting is that millennial said that yes, of course, salary is one thing, I need to keep 

myself alive, but this is not the main thing while I’m not there. What they say is if see myself self-
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development potential then I wanna stick there” (Maarika Truu, Startup Estonia). Therefore, startups 

should take it seriously and have clear reason to implement an in-house accelerator.  

 

 Fundwise brought additional points, usually startups when running such programs are limited 

of resources so therefore there is not clear goal and follow up set up. Usually the expectations are high 

about the outcome of such programs and not always participants received the ideal support from 

organizers. Typically, the mentors are internal employees which have their daily responsibilities. 

(Appendix A4). 

 

Discussion:  

 

 Disadvantages should be contemplated when running and in-house accelerator, organizers 

should be aware of the potential difficulties they will face and define better parameters to get the most 

out of the program. From the author´s point of view, there is always a risk involved in any initiative, 

there will be always the risk of losing money and time in any new activity undertaken. About the 

possibility of losing the best employees, according to TransferWise, the risk always exists, and if there 

is a loss of great employees because of the in-house accelerator program, organizations should look 

at the employees who have left as potential partners (Appendix A6). 

 

 

Long term impact on participants 

 

 Interesting to notice that improving employee’s life was something all aim for. There seems 

to be a slightly tendency to care more about the employee’s well-being rather than other benefits when 

implementing in-house accelerators.  

 

“I mean you have clustered technology there, but it took a lot of time to build, so running a program 

for couple of years or running a few generation of the same program for a few years most likely 

improve people’ quality of lives. They will understand the world around them a bit better, they will 

be more knowledgeable about what’s broken around them. You will start seeing opportunities 

everywhere.” (Marek Mühlberg, Lahhentagge).  

 

 Another important aspect mentioned for many, it was the positive consequences left on the 

participants after finished the program, where inspiration and changing of mindset were the most 

relevant. Other advantages were mentioned such as gaining self-confidence and executive skills, 

faster understanding of vision and mission and taking ownership thinking. Makery as participant of 

in-house accelerator programs mentioned the importance of networking which is a fundamental aspect 

for startups. “Plus, you foster relationships with potential co-founders of future projects. You might 

end up with a massively successful startup. The impact is endless when these things go well.” (Avery 

Schrader, Makery).  
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 In the other hand what organizers of in-house accelerators mentioned about the long-term 

impacts for the participants and organizers was the possibility of future partnership, along with 

providing managerial skills and other advantages. It seems that organizers have different vision for 

such programs.  

 

Discussion:  

 

 Interesting to note that the loss of great employees because they have opened their own 

startups is seen for some as disadvantage when for others is a vent of opportunities such as potential 

partnership, future collaboration, etc. From the interviews, the long-term impact of in-house 

accelerators is perceived differently from organizers, participants, press and government. In overall, 

perceptions of long term impact would be resumed as: for organizers; is a potential investment on the 

participants where there might be expectations of a return in some degree, for participants and 

academia; the long-term impact is more about gaining motivation and inspiration and most 

importantly to acquire an entrepreneur mindset, for press; is a bit more pessimistic point of view, 

when as a long term impact is only the loss of great employees. 

 

3.5 Word clouds: content analysis  

 

In order to have a comparison and more effective analysis, word clouds were created to 

compare the results with the cross-case table. The results from word clouds are very straightforward 

comparing with the results from the cross-case table where the main analysis was based on the 

author´s interpretation and in circumstantial sources. In the Appendix B10 is possible to appreciate a 

table with the most used words from each interview. To get the data as clean as possible; all the 

questions from the interviews ‘transcripts were removed. The world cloud generator used for this 

analysis was (wordclouds.com). In the word clouds all single and plural words were unified and all 

words with one or two occurrences were also removed. Once the words were filtered, the author made 

a comparison with the most used words against the cross-case analysis.  

 

The author selected the top five words more mentioned during the interviews; “companies” 

“programs”, “mindset”, “startup”, “people”, “accelerator”, “time”, “entrepreneurs”, 

“differences”,  “successful”,  “innovation”,  “impact”,  ”ideas”,  “corporates”,  “team”.  

 
An obvious similarity exists with the most used words: “companies”,” programs”,  

“startup” and  “corporates” since these topics are implicit on the main research questions and in the 

questions for the interviews. There is no further analysis regarding these words since their meaning 

is self-explanatory.  But there are interesting findings for comparison, like “people” and “mindset”.  



      

   46 

 

From all the interviews, the term people, was one of the most used words, in comparison with 

the cross-case table analysis most of the interviewees made emphasis in the importance of putting 

together people and all benefits were discussed on the analysis part. For Fundwise the usage of the 

word was implicit in two important factors; putting people together with different backgrounds was 

the most relevant advantages of the in-house accelerators and also as one of the key factors to achieve 

a successful startup, hiring the best people was mentioned (Appendix A4). Estonia Startup, 

Lahhentagge, TransferWise and Tallinn Dolls made emphasis on the happiness of the people and how 

by implementing an in-house accelerator can benefit people´s life. (Appendix A1; Appendix A2; 

Appendix A6).  

 

” Mindset” along with “people” were the most mentioned words, practically during all the 

interviews, the mindset of the employees and startups running in-house accelerators was an interesting 

topic to discuss. It matches with the purpose of this research and with the results from the cross-case 

table. The mindset word was used the most in the interview subtheme “Startup” where all participants 

along with the author of this thesis, discussed about the founder´s mindset of successful startups. 

Interesting to notice that during the interviews, Makery, mentioned that the main purpose behind the 

implementation of these programs, is the provision of entrepreneurial mindset (Appendix A5), while 

for Seeker Solutions and Cofounder Magazine one of the major advantages of the implementation of 

such programs is to provide a change of mindset, which hopefully could improve employees’ life 

(Appendix A3; Appendix A9). 

 

The following batch of words were also mentioned for most of the interviewees;” accelerator”, 

“entrepreneurs”, “differences”, “successful”. These words were implicit within the interview 

protocol. In fact, these results matched with the cross-case analysis since CEO´s and main 

representatives were asked about the startup setup, startup founders ´mindset, purpose, pros and cons 

of in-house accelerators. There no further analysis needed for these batch of words. 

 

The word clouds based on the purpose and advantages of the in-house accelerators showed, 

“time”, “innovation”, “impact”, “ideas” and, “team” as the most mentioned. 

 

The words time and impact are what get the author’s attention since they were mentioned from 

many participants during the interviews. The word time was used in the interview subtheme 

advantages of in-house accelerators and participants emphasised about the time consuming with the 

implementation of these in-house programs. Makery, Fundwise, Tallinn Dolls, Seeker Solutions and 

Cofounder Magazine aligned with the conclusion that such programs might be time consumer and 

taking a lot of resources from the companies organising them (Appendix A2, Appendix A3, Appendix 

A4, Appendix A5; Appendix A9). Inherently enough, the organizers of the programs like 

TransferWise and Microsoft have not mentioned the word in this subtheme. For them the cost of the 

programs might be the biggest disadvantage along with losing the best employees during the process.  
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It is not a surprise that innovation came up as one of the most mentioned words in the word 

cloud analysis. It perfectly matches with the results of the cross-case table where participants pointed 

innovation as part of the founders ‘mindset of successful startups, as the main goal of the in-house 

accelerators and as one of the major advantages (Appendix C).  

 

Tallinn Dolls and Microsoft have mentioned the generation of new ideas as the main goal for 

the implementation of an in-house accelerator (Appendix A2, Appendix A7). It seems that the results 

from the word clouds are aligned with the result interpreted from the cross-case table by the author.  

 

 

CONCLUSION  

 

The aim of this paper intended to demonstrate the real intention of startups adopting the in-

house accelerator approach and answering the following questions What is behind the 

implementation?   What are the pros and cons? What is the long-term impact after the implementation 

of such programs? When should the in-house accelerator be implemented?  

 

The research was focused on organizations running in-house accelerator programs or internal 

mentoring programs but also the opinion of the startup ecosystem in Estonia was considered. Startup 

Estonia, Tallinn University and Cofounder Magazine were included as main representatives of 

government, academia and press. The intention of including these participants was to consider the 

whole startup ecosystem in Estonia. 

 

For this thesis literature review, specially TransferWise and Proekspert case studies should 

give initial insights for the reader. For the writing of this paper there was a limitation, since the topic 

is quite new, there were not many academic journals yet developed. In fact, while the author was 

developing the research, new articles about the topic were released and published. The in-house 

accelerator approach was hard to analyze since there is a huge number of startups with different 

practices, but the author narrowed the study to startup in Estonian market.  

 

In this paper the methodology used was a multiple case analysis based on the author´s 

interpretation. The analysis was based on TransferWise, Cofounder Magazine, Fundwise, Tallinn 

Dolls, Makery, Seeker Solutions, Lahhentagge, Startup Estonia and Microsoft. In order to 

complement the study, a word cloud analysis from all the transcripts was done to obtain an additional 

comparison of results and further conclusions. The model selected for this paper was a qualitative 

research to better understand the reasons behind the in-house accelerator approach and provide 

valuable insights to the readers, especially considering that the topic is quite new and therefore, not 
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much information is available. The data was collected based on semi-structured interviews with all 

the participants. Everyone accepted to be recorded for research purposes and only Microsoft have 

asked to modify the transcript due to security policies from the company. Nevertheless, the author 

was able to complement the information with public materials.  

 

The multiple case analysis was done in four subthemes; startup, where the author intended to 

understand CEO´s and main representatives opinions about the general founder´s mindset of a 

successful startup and then understand if there is any pattern which encourages the generation of 

approaches such as an in-house accelerator. Accelerator programs, where the author asked CEO´s 

and main representatives opinions about the in-house accelerator setup and personal opinions. In-

house accelerator´ purpose, where author pretended to investigate about the reasons behind the 

implementation of such programs and could find any patterns and In-house accelerator´ advantages, 

where the author went deeper about the main pros and cons about the implementation of these 

programs and also trying to understand the long-term impact on the participants in the programs. 

 

 

From the main research questions, the first was: Why startups are encouraging their 

employees to become entrepreneurs? 

 

The booming of new startups in Estonia has encouraged the adoption of new approaches and 

trends, most of the startups are looking forward to becoming successful and survive in this competitive 

market. Companies are looking for new approaches that boost their inner innovation and more 

importantly to maintain their employees happy and keep them for terms. TransferWise mentioned 

that the key of a successful startup is to provide the best environment, freedom and make its employees 

happy (Appendix A6). It seems that new startups should adopt the same thinking mindset if they want 

to succeed. New generations are looking towards freedom and challenges, more people are looking 

for a meaningful job. The era of working only for a remuneration seems to be over and companies 

should adopt to that change. If an organization wants to evolve and keep their best employees happy, 

they should consider approaches which encourage its employees to be more, to learn more, to discover 

more.  

 

 There are further assumptions from the analysis of the results that can answer the research 

question; startups are looking for way to enhance an entrepreneurial synergy among the people who 

has succeeded within the organization, and consequently contribute with their development. A 

synergy of Win-Win. The company will win by having more skilled employees and its employees 

will remain happier and more satisfied. Another assumption is the generation of more in-house 

leaders, when a company encourages their employees to adopt an entrepreneurial mindset, new 

potential leaders might come up from inside the organization. 
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 The second research question from this paper was: Why startups are performing in-house 

accelerator programs or internal mentoring programs? 

 

As any accelerator program, startups are running these in-house programs by opening an 

application procedure, where candidates from inside and outside can participate, as the application 

period is finished the best ideas are selected to be part of the competition-project and the duration of 

the programs are within 3-4 months. TransferWise mentioned that mentors will be given from the 

startup staff normally with some exceptions doing weekly or bi-weekly coaching sessions with all the 

teams (Appendix A6). 

 

During the duration of these programs, startup mentors will help all participants by mentoring 

and guiding through a practical framework, which is basically what they do on a regular basis, asking 

difficult questions, making sure there is a clear focus, suggesting ways to think differently about the 

main problem. Since new startups are adopting this approach it is important to understand what is the 

aim of these programs; attracting new potential candidates? development of the local employees?  

 

The programs though, are very similar with accelerators daily business. But still the main 

purpose behind the implementation has not been demonstrated and this research intends to provide 

insights which can help new startups in Estonia and organizations to have a more accurate decision 

to implement the approach or not (Cohen, 2013). 

 

Based on the results from the multiple case analysis, the author could propose further 

assumption which could answer this research question; Through the implementation of in-house 

accelerators, the organizations may develop potential partnership network, even of their employees 

leave the company. TransferWise expressed the possibility of potential partnership as a long-term 

impact on participants after the implementation of an in-house accelerator program (Appendix A6).  

 

 Additionally, with the implementation of such programs, based on the result the creation of 

a proactive and entrepreneurial synergy among the employees seems to be a possibility. Also, by 

implementing these programs the organizations encourage the communication and renovation amount 

employees.  Fundwise shared that the major advantages about implementing such programs are to 

provide executive skills to participants, foster innovation and enhancing the communication within 

teams, something than in a long-term brings therefore the happiness of the employees (Appendix A4). 

 

 Another assumption is the possibility to implement a couching mindset among employees, 

usage of inner talent inside the organization to boost the innovation and creativity, obtaining new 

and fresh ideas/perspectives to boost existing products/services and practices. 
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Limitations  

 In order to have a useful research, the author of this thesis, narrowed the research to a local 

market in Estonia. The selection of the interviwees for gathering the data was based on “The Triple 

Helix” approach. As a limitation for this approach, not all the subparts of the startup ecosystem in 

Estonia were aqually covered. 

 

Further research 

 A further research could be broaden to a Nordic startup ecosystem or to whole Europe to 

understand the differences between cultures, business ecosystems and apporaches. If future reseach 

is well-defined there is the possibility to make it global.  
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APPENDICES  

 

  Appendix A: Interview guide 

 

 

Questions for CEO´s and main representatives:  

 

A. Startup  
 

Entrepreneurial mindset 

 

1. Today, startups look for faster means of growth and development. What kind of a mindset will 

founders require in order to achieve constant growth and development? 

 

Startup set up  

 

2. Can you describe some of the key factors to achieve a successful startup?  

 

Entrepreneur mindset  

 

3. What is your opinion about the saying “entrepreneurs are not managers”? 

 

 

B. Accelerator Programs  
 

In-house Accelerator programs – Trends 

 

4. Nowadays, startups are adopting certain trends and it seems that in-house accelerators or internal 

mentoring programs are part of it. If you know about it, can you describe the process and what is the 

main goal of those programs? 

 

5. What is your opinion about those programs? 

 

6. Can you name some other companies running this type of programs?  

 

 

C. In-house accelerator programs´ purpose 
  

Main purpose  

 

7. If a startup decides to run an in-house accelerator, what are the reasons behind?  

 

Differences with other in-house programs  
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8. To mention some examples of corporates running in-house mentoring programs, Google with its 

“Area 120” program, Microsoft with its “Microsoft ScaleUp” and Telia with its “VUNK” program in 

Estonia. From what was said, running an in-house accelerator program on a big corporate can be 

different that running it in a startup. Can you name the differences, and why they occur? 

.   

 

D. In-house accelerator programs´ real advantages  
 

Pros and Cons 

 

9. In-house accelerator programs imply several advantages. Can you name the major ones? 

 

10. If so, what about potential cons? 

 

Long term impact 

 

11. In long term, what impact will such programs leave on the participants (usually startup 

employees)?  
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Appendix A1: Transcript interview with Marek Mühlberg - Lecturer at Tallinn University 

and Co-Founder at Lahhentagge. 

 

 The interview was done on 7th of February 2018 at 01:00 pm at Tallinn University in Marek´s office. 

The interview was done in English and transcripted. The interview was 35 minutes. Marek is lecturer and 

entrepreneur, also main organizer of STARTERcreative program in Estonia, Tallinn. The interview was made 

by the author of this thesis. 
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Appendix A2: Interview with Mari Martin - Director and Owner at Tallinn Dolls 

 

  The interview was done on 16th of February 2018 at 11:30 am at Mari´s office- Tallinn Dolls store. The 

interview was done in English and transcripted. The interview was 33 minutes. Mari is an entrepreneur 

representative of Estonia. She has been part startup mentoring programs and also, she has been a mentor on 

them. The interview was made by the author of this thesis. 
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Appendix A3: Interview with Tarmo Virki - CEO at Cofounder Magazine. 

 

  The interview was done on 16th of February 2018 at 4:00 pm at office of the author of this thesis. The 

interview was done in English and transcripted. The interview was 30 minutes. Tarmo is an entrepreneur 

divulgating the success of startups in Estonia and provider of international context, helping Estonian startups to 

get more exposure with Cofounder Magazine. The interview was made by the author of this thesis.
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Appendix A4: Interview with Gleb Maltsev- Co-founder of Fundwise and Founder of 

Stoneful. 

 

  The interview was done on 25th of February 2018 at 5:00 pm at office of the author of this thesis. The 

interview was done in English and transcripted. The interview was 60 minutes. Gleb is an entrepreneur, 

speechwriter and trainer. Fundwise is helping many startups to achieve funding. The interview was made by the 

author of this thesis.

https://twitter.com/GlebMaltsev
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Appendix A5: Interview with Avery Schrader – CEO at Makery. 

 

The interview was done on 20th of April 2018 at 10:30 am at author´s office. The interview was done 

in English and transcripted. The interview was 29 minutes. Avery is a young entrepreneur representative of 

Canada. He has been part as participant in startup programs. The interview was made by the author of this thesis. 
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Appendix A6: Interview with Kairi Pauskar – Employer branding at TransferWise. 

The interview was done on 06th of March 2018 at 10 am at TransferWise office. The interview was 

done in English and transcripted. The interview was 42 minutes. Kari works as Employer Branding at 

TransferWise and she is also main organizer of the in-house accelerator program at the company She has been 

part of startup mentoring programs and also, she has been a mentor on them. The interview was made by the 

author of this thesis. 
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Appendix A7: Interview with Sandra Valle – Business Administrator at Microsoft.  

 

The interview was done on 20th of April 2018 at 9:00 am at Microsoft´s office in Estonia. The interview 

was done in English and transcripted. The interview was 50 minutes. Sandra is the main organizer or internal 

mentoring programs at Microsoft, she has been working for the company for 12 years already. Unfortunately, 

due to the internal security policies and confidentiality of the company the transcript from the interview has 

been reviewed by Microsoft representative and much of the information was deleted. Actually, the interview 

was one of the longest but I have to respect their policies. The interview was made by the author of this thesis.  
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Appendix A8: Interview with Maarika Truu– Head of Startup Estonia. 

 

The interview was done on 18th of April 2018 at 10:30 am at KREDEX building. The interview was 

done in English and transcripted. The interview was 29 minutes. Maarika is an entrepreneur representative of 

Estonia. Startup Estonia is a governmental initiative aimed to supercharge the Estonian startup ecosystem in 

order to be the birthplace of many more startup success stories to come. The interview was made by the author 

of this thesis. 
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Appendix A9: Interview with Rain Järv – CEO at Seeker Solutions. 

The interview was done on 18th of February 2018 at 3:00 pm at TransferWise office. The interview 

was done in English and transcripted. The interview was 27 minutes. Rain is an entrepreneur representative of 

Estonia. He is been part as participant of the in-house accelerator programs offered in the ecosystem in Estonia. 

The interview was made by the author of this thesis. 
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Appendix B1: Marek Mühlberg´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Appendix B2: Mari Martin´ Interview- Word Cloud 
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Appendix B3: Tarmo Virki´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 

 
 

Appendix B4: Gleb Maltsev´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 
 

 

 



      

   99 

Appendix B5: Avery Schrader´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 
 

 

Appendix B6: Kairi Pauskar´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 



      

   100 

 

Appendix B7: Sandra Valle´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 
 

Appendix B8: Rain Järv´ Interview- Word Cloud  

 

 

 

https://www.facebook.com/rainjarv
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Appendix B9: Maarika Truu´ Interview- Word Cloud 
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Appendix B10: Interviews’ Word Cloud table; most used words  

 

 Makery Fundwise TransferWise Startup Estonia Lahhentagge 
11            programs 
11            startup 
8 people 
7 mindset 
7 money 
6 accelerator 
6 in-house 
6 running 
5 accelerators 
5 problems 
5 company 
5 team 
4 important 
4 corporate 
4 familiar 
4 solve 
3 opportunity 
3 innovation 
3 employees 
3 solution 
3 usually 
3 without 
3 solving 
3 program 
3 impact 
3 foster 
3 making 
3 course 
3 first 
3 space 
3 given 
3 work 
3 time 
3 real 
3 name 
3 risk 
3 case 
3 run 
3 Entrepreneurs 
3 participants 
3 development 
3 maintaining 
3 successful 
3 advantages 
3 mentality 

36 company 
34 people 
27 programs 
21 acceleration 
18 employees 
18 business 
18 mindset 
15 founders 
15 startup 
13 companies 
13 manager 
13 time 
12 product 
11 entrepreneur 
11 certain 
10 specific 
10 pressure 
10 founder 
10 market 
9 accelerator 
9 innovation 
8 internal 
8 larger 
8 within 
8 skills 
7 corporates 
7 experience 
6 management 
6 resources 
6 financial 
6 products 
6 changing 
6 process 
6 talking 
6 actual 
6 ideas 
5 managerial 
5 leadership 
5 understand 
5 cofounder 
5 managers 
5 employee 
5 engineer 
5 problems 
5 require 
5 looking 
5 talent 

74 people 
19 strong 
17 entrepreneurs 
17 companies 
17 different 
17 teams 
15 learn 
15 time 
15 work 
14 program 
14 startup 
14 product 
13 important 
13 build 
12 mindset 
12 help 
11 customers 
11 problem 
11 whether 
11 idea 
10 money 
10 whole 
9 TransferWise 
9 understand 
9 approach 
9 skills 
8 accelerator 
8 successful 
8 together 
8 always 
8 learnt 
8 future 
8 start 
8 team 
7 interesting 
7 whatever 
7 feedback 
7 founders 
7 started 
7 inhouse 
7 leave 
7 scale 
6 difference 
6 managers 
6 mentors 
6 person 
6 impact 

22 startup 
18 companies 
13 new 
12 people 
10 understand 
10 ideas 
9 mindset 
9 market 
8 hackathon 
8 thinking 
8 sectors 
8 faster 
8 time 
7 entrepreneur 
7 innovation 
7 happening 
7 different 
7 programs 
7 already 
7 working 
7 talent 
6 successful 
6 advantage 
6 somewhere 
6 started 
6 looking 
6 growth 
6 either 
6 maybe 
6 want 
6 tech 
6 mean 
6 next 
6 grow 
5 traditional 
5 corporate 
5 product 
5 school 
5 better 
5 around 
5 become 
5 years 
5 happy 
5 fail 
4 acceleration 
4 failing 

23 people 
19 programs 
19 startup 
15 innovation 
13 impact 
13 time 
11 organization 
11 different 
10 mindset 
9 question 
8 measure 
8 company 
7 basically 
7 running 
7 teams 
6 interesting 
6 employee 
6 benefits 
6 business 
6 process 
5 organizations 
5 difficult 
5 products 
5 industry 
5 example 
5 results 
4 environment 
4 Accelerator 
4 difference 
4 university 
4 corporate 
4 dependent 
4 employees 
4 building 
4 services 
4 quality 
4 culture 
4 change 
4 create 
4 ideas 
4 early 
4 world 
4 times 
4 cheap 
4 model 
3 development 
3 government 
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Tallinn Dolls Seeker 

Solutions 

Microsoft CoFounders 

Magazine 

 

20 different 
20 people 
20 team 
13 feedback 
13 time 
11 ideas 
10 accelerator 
10 company 
9 important 
9 meetings 
9 startup 
9 maybe 
9 goal 
8 impact 
7 assumptions 
7 everything 
7 companies 
7 sometimes 
7 programs 
7 actually 
7 spirit 
7 person 
6 industry 
6 contract 
6 product 
6 market 
6 create 
5 brainstorming 
5 perspectives 
5 everybody 
5 thinking 
5 startups 
5 mindset 
5 inhouse 
5 process 
4 perspective 
4 brainstorm 
4 experience 
4 industries 
4 necessary 
4 chance 
4 change 
4 group 
3 entrepreneurs 
3 opportunities 
3 inspirational 
3 environment 
3 differences 
3 management 

13 startup 
12 accelerator 
12 programs 
9 process 
8 mindset 
8 program 
7 development 
6 innovation 
6 idea 
5 entrepreneur 
5 employees 
5 growth 
4 differences 
4 in-house 
4 properly 
4 impact 
4 ideas 
4 many 
4 open 
4 team 
3 successful 
3 contribute 
3 solutions 
3 benefits 
3 managers 
3 willing 
3 support 
3 achieve 
3 issues 
3 model 
3 fully 
3 opportunities 
3 Accelerator 
3 complicated 
3 Furthermore 
3 integration 
3 opportunity 
3 challenges 
3 definitely 
3 advantages 
3 difference 
3 important 
3 Therefore 
3 decisions 
 

11 programs 
6 Microsoft 
5 accelerator 
5 in-house 
4 startup 
4 mindset 
4 running 
4 program 
4 impact 
3 employees 
3 achieve 
3 people 
3 development 
3 Accelerator 
3 advantages 
3 something 
3 mentoring 
3 different 
3 describe 
3 startups 
3 purpose 
3 opinion 
3 Startup 
3 company 
3 growth 
3 Garage 
3 term 
3 work 
3 Entrepreneurial 
3 entrepreneurs 
3 communication 
3 Entrepreneur 
3 accelerators 
3 participants 
3 continually 
3 experienced 
3 differences 
3 opportunity 
3 Differences 
3 small-scale 
3 successful 
3 networking 
3 activities 
3 difference 
 

24 startup 
19 company 
18 accelerator 
16 program 
14 companies 
14 people 
13 build 
12 inhouse 
12 team 
11 risk 
9 person 
8 mindset 
8 time 
7 idea 
6 together 
6 business 
6 running 
6 outside 
5 entrepreneur 
5 differences 
5 building 
4 interesting 
4 successful 
4 challenge 
4 seriously 
4 Estonian 
4 question 
4 changed 
4 biggest 
3 acceleration 
3 difficult 
3 customers 
3 employees 
3 somebody 
3 Estonia 
3 early 
3 sales 
3 mafia 
3 entrepreneurs 
3 TransferWise 
3 corporates 
3 definition 
3 renovation 
3 difference 
3 background 
3             creative 

 

  



 

Appendix C: Cross-Case table  

 

 
Organization  Makery Fundwise Transfer 

Wise 

Lahhentagge Tallinn 

Dolls 

Seeker 

Solutions 

Microsoft Cofounder 

Magazine 

Startup 

Estonia 

Region Europe  Europe  Global  Europe  Estonia  Europe  Global  Europe  Estonia  

Representati

ve 
Avery 

Schrader 

Gleb 

Maltsev 

Kairi 

Pauskar 

Marek 

Mühlberg 

Mari 

Martin 

Rain Järv´ Sandra Valle Tarmo Virki Maarika 

Truu 

Sector/place 

in the 

Startup 

ecosystem 

Startup- 

participant 

of programs  

Startup Startup – 

organizer of 

programs  

Startups/ 

Academia  

 

Startup Startup 

/participant 

of programs   

Corporate/ 

organizer of 

the programs  

Startup/ 

press 

Governme

nt  

Experience 

with in-

house 

accelerator 

programs  

Yes Yes Yes 

(organizer)  

Yes No Yes  Yes 

(organizer) 

No Yes  

Startup 

Founder´s 

mindset  

Customer 

first  

Clear vision  

Flexible 

mindset  

Flexible 

mindset  

Pressure  

 

Clear vision 

and mission  

First 

customers 

and team  

Flexible 

mindset  

Pivoting 

Adding 

extra value  

Innovative 

Mentality  

Make things 

better 

 

Challenge 

the market 

Flexible 

mindset  

Perseveran

ce  

 

Change  

New ways to 

solve issues  

Focus on 

innovation  

 

Constant 

growth 

mindset  

Searching 

for feedback  

 

Same 

mindset as 

50 years ago, 

tools, 

internet 

have 

changed. 

 

98 % and 

2% talent  

Experience  

Visionary 

mindset  

Key factors 

to achieve 

successful 

startup 

Skilled, 

Dedicated 

team 

Innovation  

Validation of 

idea 

  

 Share and 

listen  

Hiring the 

best  

Focus and 

prioritize  

 

Hiring the 

best  

Environme

nt 

Freedom 

keep happy 

employees 

Dynamic 

environment  

Good 

foundation 

Clear 

targets 

Proper 

KPI´s  

Hard work 

Dedication  

Motivation 

and purpose 

Ending goal 

thinking  

Strong team   

Hiring the 

best 

Communicat

ion and hard 

work  

 

Talking to 

customers  

Building 

strong team  

And 

knowhow to 

Practical 

learning 

Real 

experience

s  

 

https://www.facebook.com/rainjarv
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 Innovation 

and 

prioritizati

on  

 

work 

together   

Entreprene

urs VS 

managers  

Manager: 

stability 

Entrepreneu

rs: no 

stability   

 

Managers 

have to 

become 

entrepreneu

rs and 

viceversa  

Startups 

have the 

mindset 

already  

Entreprene

urs have 

innovation,  

Managers 

like power 

and 

bureaucrac

y 

 

Managers: 

Fixed 

mindset 

Entrepreneu

rs: Growth 

mindset 

Intrap                           

renership  

 

Both are 

important, 

balance 

Diverse 

team  

 

Entrepreneu

rs: Taking 

risks  

Self-

actualization  

Not clear 

difference  

All 

entrepreneur

s should be 

managers at 

some level  

Entrepreneu

rs: Taking 

risks  

Different 

perspectives 

Different 

background

s 

 

N/A 

Accelerator programs 

In-house 

Accelerator

’ process 

and goal 

Give 

resources  

Fast 

Innovation  

Win-win 

Giving back 

to  

community  

Fast 

Innovation  

Give 

resources  

Mentoring 

and 

couching  

People´s 

potential  

Give back 

to 

community  

Win-win 

Investing 

for future 

Identifying 

customers  

Triple Helix 

Innovation  

Win-win 

Employees 

empowerme

nt and 

recognition  

Cheap 

innovation  

 

New ideas 

Different 

profiles  

Get bigger 

picture 

Get 

feedback  

 

5 stages: 

selection, 

deal, 

accelerator 

program, 

competition, 

alumni 

program  

 

Explore 

new ideas 

and 

encouragin

g  
Fast 

Innovation  

among 

employees 

 

Not real risk 

with such 

programs  

Making 

people think 

big 

Encouraging 

creativity  

 

Different 

profiles  

Fast 

Innovation  

 

Opinion 

about those 

programs   

Not 

thoughtful 

strategy  

Foster 

innovation 

Keep 

employees 

fulfilled  

Give 

opportunitie

s to mentors 

and 

participants  

Building 

connections  

Learning 

from others 

Provide 

experience  

Isolate 

processes to 

develop 

them  

 

Startups 

have the 

mindset 

already  

 

Consuming 

a lot of 

resources  

Networking 

Evolving 

company 

values  

 

Different 

profiles  

Fly faster  

Biggest 

challenge is 

recruiting 

Employees 

happy 

Cool 

format for 

big 

companies  

Program in 

a daily 

basis, test 

and 

validation  
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Companies 

with such 

programs  

TransferWis

e, Ekspress 

grupp, 

Creative 

fuel, FB and 

Google 

 

TransferWis

e 

SEB bank Proekspert, 

TransferWis

e, Nortal 

 

TransferW

ise 

Skype, 

TransferWis

e, SEB bank 

 

Telia, SEB 

bank, 

TransferWis

e  

 

ABC grupp, 

Transferwis

e, Stora 

Enso 

 

TransferW

ise 

In-house accelerator programs’ purpose 

Reasons 

behind the 

programs  

Innovation  

Providing 

entrepreneu

rial mindset  

Raising 

company 

moral, 

values, 

happiness  

Upgrade 

skillset 

Fresh/new 

ideas 

Innovation  

Use internal 

talent  

 

Freedom 

Shit done 

New ideas  

Fast get 

started  

 

Smart 

specializatio

n in Estonia 

Balance 

within 

ecosystem 

 

Setting 

clear goals   

Empower 

existing 

innovation 

Innovation 

as oxygen for 

the company    

Giving 

opportunitie

s but control 

the situation  

 

Keep 

company 

values and 

culture 

Validation 

and failing 

fast 

thinking  

 

Differences 

with 

startups 

and 

corporates  

Startups: 

fast failure   

Corporates:  

don’t waste 

time and 

money  

Expensive 

for startups 

No 

difference 

for startups  

Startups 

are on 

accelerator 

mode 

Corporates 

need to 

create a 

special 

department  

 

Startups: 

validate 

model first 

Corporates: 

new 

products 

 

Startups: 

Mindset   

Corporates

: close 

minded  

 

Mindset  

 

N/A Mindset  

 

Inovation 

No clear 

follow ups  

Startups 

need fast 

investment

s and many 

resources  

In-house accelerator programs´ advantages 

Major 

advantages  

Foster 

innovation 

and provide 

valuable 

experience 

for the 

participants  

 

Put people 

with 

different 

background

s together 

Faster 

renovation 

Enhance 

communicat

ion 

Practicing 

couching 

skills  

 

Big picture 

Upgrade 

skillset 

Accuracy 

with 

defining 

KPI´s, 

Efficiency in 

new 

processes  

Raise team 

spirit and 

motivation  

Encouragi

ng passion  

Increasing 

self-esteem 

 

 

Financial 

benefits 

Better 

teamwork 

and mindset  

 

Big picture 

 

Lowering 

risks 

compared to 

real life 

Safe game 

 

 

Keep 

competitiv

e 

advantage  

Constant 

validation 

and 

feedback, 

customer 

orientation  
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Disadvanta

ges  

Loss of time  

Expensive 

Loss of 

money   

 

Expensive 

Time 

consumer 

Limiting 

resources 

High 

expectations 

Predictable  

Not support  

No clear 

goal 

Loss of best 

people  

Opening 

new 

opportuniti

es for 

others 

 

Consuming 

a lot of 

resources  

Loss of 

time 

Difficult to 

keep 

motivation 

during 

process  

 

Not follow 

up 

No clear 

goal   

Loss of 

money   

 

Expensive 

 

Loss of focus 

Loss of best 

people  

Time 

wasting  

 

 

Skepticism   

Loss of 

best people  

No clear 

goal  

Long term 

impact on 

participants  

Play without 

big risk  

Inspiration 

and change 

of mindset  

Building 

network  

 

Happiness  

Creativity 

New 

approaches  

Potential 

partnership  

Executive 

skills  

Faster 

understandi

ng and 

purpose. 

Taking 

ownership  

Happiness  

Employees´ 

awareness  

Develops 

entrepreneu

rial mindset  

 

Executive 

skills  

Can be a 

waste of 

time or a 

real 

opportunity  

 

Executive 

skills 

Happiness  

 

Employees 

starting 

their own 

startup  

 

Happiness  

Confidence 

Executive 

skills 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


