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Abstract 

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate a small sample data on pilot survey for developing 

framework of successful business incubator for Indonesian Public Universities. This pilot survey 

assess the content of validity, reliability, subsequently the data normality through expert validation. 

The evaluation of this pilot survey showed that the instrument reliable and the data for preliminary 

study exhibit reasonable normality. This pilot survey evaluate the instrument of many factors and 

dimensions of Indonesian Business Incubator Manager and Association responses most of which 

have not been explored yet.  

Keywords – Pilot Survey, Qualitative Method, Quantitative Method, Expert Validation, 

Reliability Test, Business Incubator, Indonesian Public University 

1. Introduction

It has been argued elsewhere that new venture formation and small companies with high growth 

potential, represent the greatest opportunity for the creation of jobs in economies across the globe 

(Bolton, 1971; Birch, 1987; Davis et al., 1996; Kelley et al., 2012). The process of new venture 

formation also provides an answer to the question “What purpose does an incubator serve?” Two 

main drivers for incubation have emerged: (1) incubation is a way of addressing market failures, 

which limit the ability of small high-tech start-ups to overcome uncertainty (Hansen et al., 2000); 

and (2) it helps overcome obstacles associated with the early stages of firm development (Dee et 

al., 2011; McAdam and McAdam, 2008). 

Since the first recognized incubator was established in Batavia, New York in 1959, the offer has 

grown from the provision of a shared workspace to a nurturing environment (McAdam and 

Marlow, 2008; Rothschild and Darr, 2005), providing access to business services (Lee and 

Osteryoung, 2004), business management and operational support (Scillitoe and Chakrabarti, 

2010; Nouira et al., 2005), and networking opportunities with seasoned entrepreneurs (Hoang and 

Antoncic, 2003), venture capitalists and mentors (Lalkaka and Bishop, 1996; Siegel et al., 2007). 

In addition, taking into account conditions specific to a country or university (e.g., geographic 

localization, university management, funding, awareness, researcher motivation) is essential to 

understand how to optimize internal university support infrastructure. Investigations into the 
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background of inventors and their roles in commercialization could provide insights that cannot 

be extracted from quantitative patent data analyses. For example, in order to understand why 

almost 10 % of the inventions remain in the hands of the inventors, more in-depth analysis of 

inventor behavior is needed. This should be coupled with studies of the role of university 

leadership and innovation intermediaries in the management of Intellectual Property Right at 

universities. (Dahlborg et. al, 2016).  
 
Given the importance of technology transfer performance for driving growth and innovation in a 

knowledge economy, our approach offers a way to evaluate actual technology transfer 

performance of universities, taking into consideration the potential for technology transfer. (Vinig 

& Lips, 2015). Technology entrepreneurship has come of age as a discipline of study and no longer 

debating how it should be defined, and whether it is important, but should focus upon how best to 

investigate, analyses and share how technology entrepreneurship can be encouraged across the 

myriad of international regions and universities that seek to do so. (Simon Mosey et. al, 2016) 

 

Networks are complex: take many forms; are fluid, flexible, and dynamic, constantly changing 

and evolving to suit individual and organizational needs and requirements; networks also consist 

of latent and active relationships to others. So, their study is compounded by many factors. 

Consequently, it is important to use different research approaches to consider networks as each 

approach is differentially suited to the analysis of particular kinds of problems, enabling a fuller 

and more complete understanding of the whole (Sarah L. Jack, 2010). 

 

The university business incubator (UBI) is an innovative system designed to assist entrepreneurs, 

particularly entrepreneurs in technology, in the development of new firms. By providing a variety 

of services and support to startup and emerging companies, the incubator seeks to link talent, 

technology, capital, and know-how effectively to leverage their talent, to accelerate the 

development of new companies, and thus to speed the commercialization of technology (Smilor, 

Gibson, and Dietrich 1990). The present study suggests that there are critical success factors for 

effective operation of business incubators. 

 

Indeed, the review by Sir Tim Wilson into higher education-industry collaboration initiated by the 

government identified as one of its criteria: An enterprising and entrepreneurial culture amongst 

university students and staff, where success in enterprise and entrepreneurship is celebrated, 

rewarded and promoted (Wilson, 2012, p. 14). Lee, Kim, and Chun (1999) investigated the critical 

success factors to operate UTBI effectively. Their classified critical factors include the following: 

(1) goal/strategy; (2) operational policy; (3) infrastructure of UTBIs; (4) incubating services; and 

(5) physical/human resources, internal/external networking, and so forth. From a policy point of 

view, the model differs from the traditional top-down approach, which calls for new ideas on how 

public agencies can support such initiatives most effectively. (Anne Bøllingtoft , John P. Ulhøi*, 

2005) 

 

Lack of managerial skills is one of the main barriers to a venture’s success in different industries, 

all the more so in small businesses, where the owners have to be involved in all areas of activity. 

In accordance with our findings that managerial skills are so crucial for venture success, the main 

objective of advisory incubators should be to promote managerial competencies. (Lerner et. al, 

2000) 
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All business assistance programs, including business incubators, are targeted at helping 

entrepreneurial ventures start up, survive, and succeed. To that end, the two parties engage in 

coproduction to compensate for the firm’s gaps in knowledge, competencies and resources. (Mark 

P. Rice*, 2002). Technical support services involving shared laboratory and research facilities tend 

to work best in the tier 1 cities where TBIs have become more specialized in a particular industrial 

sector and where there has been a constant flow of incoming and outgoing firms. In this respect 

Chinese TBIs are following the path of incubator development in western countries where it has 

been found that building knowledge networks and realizing opportunities that meet the needs of 

resident firms is leading to increased incubator specialization (Dee et al. 2011). This development 

path also implies that TBIs become more selective in the ventures that they accept. The more 

limited impact of TBI services on the graduation of incubated firms in the tier 2 and tier 3 cities 

indicates that the TBIs in these less favorable economies face more difficult challenges if they are 

to help the early development of new technology-based firms (Xiao & North, 2016). 

 

Startups of new firms are not restricted to high-technology activities only. On the contrary, it is 

the diversity of new firms with economic activities along the whole chain of value-added that 

finally contributes to the restructuring of a regional or local economic tissue. Therefore it 

becomes quite obvious that public support has its legitimation where private capital does not dare 

to invest. Obviously seed money is one of these fields of market failure, because private venture 

capital all too often concentrates only on glamorous high-tech start-ups with expectations for 

rapid firm growth and consequently high return on investment. (Thierstein & Willhelm, 2001). In 

fact, the fund manager’s understanding of what a funding application should look like in terms of 

information and how it should sound when verbally presented underpins the meaning attached 

toinvestment readiness status. However, the process to construct a business proposition which 

meets the preferences of fund managers and so encourages them to go further than executive 

summary is a complex process (McAdam & Marlow, 2011).  

 

To this end, the paper presents the result of pilot test with regard the framework of successful 

business incubator for Indonesian public universities. The contribution of this paper is to present 

experiences of pilot study: practices and tools are proposed for pilot preparation, Validation and 

Reliability testing. (Laukarinen et al, 2011). 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

The theories and models explored and used throughout the study are discussed in the previous 

research section (Gozali et al., 2015a and 2015b). Business Incubator model in Figure 1 developed 

by Campbell et al. (1985) suggests four areas where incubators-incubation creates value: the 

diagnosis of business needs, the selection and monitored application of business services, the 

provision of financing, and the provision of access to the incubator network. Implicitly, with this 

framework, Campbell et al. (1985) have normatively defined the incubation process. This is useful 

because it suggests in detail, and for the first time, how different components of, and activities 

within, the incubator are applied to facilitate the transformation of a business proposal into a viable 

business. Weaknesses in the framework center on the failure to account for failed ventures (the 
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framework assumes that all incubator tenants succeed) and the ascription of the framework to 

private incubators only. 

 

 
Figure 1     A Priori Framework of Incubator Success Factors (Verma, 2004) 

 

A pilot test is considered to be like “a dress rehearsal” in which a small scale trial of the study is 

conducted prior to the full-scale study (Gay, Mills and Airasian, 2006). Hence, in this study a pilot 

test was carried out in order to achieve some objectives. Firstly, the pilot survey was done to test 

the validity and reliability of the instrument of the study. Secondly, it aimed at obtaining an insight 

into the real conditions of the actual study. Thus, this would enable the researcher to anticipate and 

adjust to potential problems during the full-scale research. Among the major concern of pilot test 

is the instrument validity and reliability. Validity of the measuring instrument is the extent to which 

the instrument is measuring what it is supposed to measure and not something else. Reliability of 

a measure on the other hand, indicates the extent to which an instrument is error free and thus, 

consistent and stable across time and also across the various items in the scale (Sekaran and 

Bougie, 2010). 

 

A pilot survey represents a cornerstone of a good research design. In fact, a pilot survey is an 

essential initial step in a research and this applies to all types of research studies. The term of pilot 

study, however, is defined as “a small scale test of the methods and procedures to be used on a 
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large scale …” (Porta 2008). On the other hand, there is little published guidance with respect to 

the sample size required for pilot studies. The study of Billingham et al. (2013) mentioned that 

even though all studies should have a sample size justification, some kinds of studies do not need 

to have a sample size calculation. Their studies, however, concluded that a formal sample size 

calculation for pilot studies may not be appropriate. Generally, 10–20% of the main sample size is 

a reasonable number for conducting a pilot study (Baker 1994).  

 

Mainly, the importance of the pilot survey lies in improving the quality and the efficiency of the 

main study. A one thing the researchers should pay attention that a pilot survey is not a hypothesis 

testing study. Leon et al. (2011), however, mentioned that the main purpose of conducting a pilot 

survey is examining the feasibility of the intended approach the researchers will use in the main 

study. Generally, a pilot survey can be used as a small version of a full-scale study or trial run in 

preparation for a main study (Polit et al. 2001). It can also be used to check out a particular research 

instrument. 

 

Data represents the lifeblood of a research. It helps us to understand the real world well through 

connecting the theory to practice. Therefore, the researchers should handle with data carefully and 

honestly, especially, when collecting, analyzing and interpretation. However, the present work 

believes that addressing a pilot survey is an interesting and important topic amongst the 

researchers. Furthermore, many researchers disregard conducting a pilot survey since it includes 

quantitative methodological issues (i.e., Back-Translation, Missing Data, Normality, and 

Reliability) which need long time to look at deeply, especially, for the researchers who are not 

well-established in research methods. However, there are different ways to collect data (e.g., 

questionnaire, interviews, observations, diaries and journals). Questionnaire is one of the most 

widely used data gathering instruments in many fields including Business, Management, Market 

Research, Psychology and Sociology (Hazzy, 2015). 

 

3. Method 

 

The present research addressed in this work the importance of the pilot survey for research and the 

most recommended practices of the most important quantitative and qualitative methodological 

issues the researchers had better take into account when conducting the pilot study. However, the 

present work will also address in this section the importance of pilot studies for business sectors 

(e.g., business companies, banking sector, research centers and other) through addressing the most 

of its implementations and practices. On the other hand, talking about the implementations and 

practices of pilot studies in business sectors is really a wide topic since there are many different 

business sectors use such kind of studies. Therefore, the present research will address the most 

aspects of the implementations and practices of pilot studies in business sectors since such 

implementations and practices will consider as the common denominator amongst many different 

kinds of business sectors including marketing, and financial business sectors. (Hazzy, 2015) 

 

The research instrument was administered to the volunteers, replicating the main study as near as 

possible. Face-to-face interviews were conducted after completion of the task to test for problem 

questions, respondent comprehension and time taken to complete the task. The results led to a 

revised research instrument, which was tested on a further two graduate entrepreneurs, making a 

total of ten subjects involved in the pilot study (Culkin, 2013) 
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Within the context of this study the literature on the performance of incubators in developed and 

developing countries will be reviewed and the fact that the measures for assessing business 

incubator effectiveness as business development mechanism should be adopted to country needs  

illustrated. 

 

3.1.Research Location 

This research conducted in Indonesia. The 17 public universities business incubator in Indonesia 

are: University of Indonesia, Institute Technology of Bandung, Bogor Agricultural Institute, 

Diponegoro University, Brawijaya University, Institute Technology Sepuluh November, Airlangga 

University, Padjajaran University, Andalas University, Sebelas Maret University, Udayana 

University, Sam Ratulangi University, Universitas Sumatera Utara, Riau University, Gorontalo 

University, Jambi University, and State University of Yogyakarta. 

 

3.2.Research Sample 

The sample used for this study consisted of incubator managers in Indonesia Public University, 

involved in the day to day operations of the incubator and graduated tenant company. The sample 

was so proposed, as the respondents would have the necessary insights and experiences of 

managing incubators and in managing the relations within the incubator with tenant firms.  

 

3.3.Pilot Test 

According to Cooper and Schindler (2014) a pilot test will be conducted to detect weakness in the 

design and instrumentation and to provide proxy data for selection of a probability sample. 

Furthermore the pilot test will be done in order to ascertain how much time it took for respondents 

to answer the questions to examine the reliability of instrument. The researcher will take the 

respondents’ feedback into account and will modify the questionnaire. 

 

According to Connelly (2008), extant literature suggests that a pilot survey sample should be 10% 

of the sample projected for the larger parent study. However, Hertzog (2008) cautions that this is 

not a simple or straight forward issue to resolve because these types of studies are influenced by 

many factors. Nevertheless, Isaac and Michael (1995) suggested 10 – 30 participants; Hill (1998) 

suggested 10 to 30 participants for pilots in survey research; Julious (2005) in the medical field, 

and van Belle (2002) suggested 12; Treece and Treece (1982) suggested 10% of the project sample 

size. 

 

The sample size for pilot survey for this research comprised 17 business incubator managers, former 

business incubator manager Public Universities and Head of Business Incubator Association in 

Indonesian. 

 

3.4.Validity 

Validity is the extent to which a test measure what actually wish to measure (Copper and Schindler, 

2014). The validity of the self-report questionnaire will be obtained using context and constructs 

validities. The content validity of a measuring instrument is the extent to which it provides adequate 

coverage of the investigate questions guided the research. If the instrument contains representative 

sample of the universe of the subject matter of interest, that the content validity is good (Cooper 
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and Schindler, 2014). The content validity ensures that the measure includes adequate and 

representative set of items that tap the concept (Sekaran, 2003).  

 

Content validity ensures that the measure include adequate and representative set of items that tap 

the concept (Sekaran, 2003).  The content validity of the questionnaire will be established by a 

panel of experts. The panel experts consist of 10 professors from reputable university in the world, 

for 51 corrections or amendments have been done to the research instruments.  To assess the content 

adequacy of the questionnaires, the questionnaires will give a brief description of the research 

objectives, and the scales components to the experts and requested them to read the scales and give 

their comments on the clarity, readability and redundancy within the scales. The second method 

used to test the content validity of the questionnaire is by conducting a pilot test before collecting 

the research data. The feedback provided by the respondents in the pilot test will be used to modify 

the questionnaires. 

 

3.5.Reliability 

Reliability refers to the accuracy and precision of a measurement procedure (Thorndike, 

Cunningham, Thorndike, & Hagen, 1991). Reliability may be viewed as an instrument’s relative 

lack of error. In addition, reliability is a function of properties of the underlying construct being 

measured, the test itself, the groups being assessed, the testing environment, and the purpose of 

assessment. 

 

One of the most popular reliability statistics in use today is Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach, 1951). 

Cronbach's alpha determines the internal consistency or average correlation of items in a survey 

instrument to gauge its reliability. Cronbach's alpha is an index of reliability associated with the 

variation accounted for by the true score of the ‘underlying construct’. Construct is the hypothetical 

variable that is being measured (Hatcher, 1994). 

 

Alpha coefficient ranges in value from 0 to 1 and may be used to describe the reliability of factors 

extracted from dichotomous (that is, questions with two possible answers) and/or multi-point 

formatted questionnaires or scales (i.e., rating scale: 1 = poor, 5 = excellent). The higher the score, 

the more reliable the generated scale is. Nunnaly (1978) has indicated 0.7 to be an acceptable 

reliability coefficient but lower thresholds are sometimes used in the literature. 

 

Acceptable levels of reliability depend on the purpose of the instrument. Acceptable reliability of 

instruments developed for research purposes can be as low as 0.60. This is an acceptable reliability 

level of a diagnostic instrument used for making decisions about individuals (Shay, 2008). 

 

Within this context, there are deep discussions with respect to the acceptable value of Cronbach’s 

alpha amongst researchers. However, Griffee (2012) mentioned that a typical guideline is that 0.3 

at the threshold, 0.5 or higher is adequate, and 0.7 or higher is high. George & Mallery (2003) 

provide more detailed categories of reliability values as rules of thumb (i.e., >0.9 “Excellent”, >0.8 

“Good”, >0.7 “Acceptable”, >0.6 “Questionable”, >0.5 “Poor”, while <0.5 “Unacceptable”) (as 

cited in Khalid et al. 2012). From another standpoint, there are works in the literatures recommends 

using specific values of reliability according to the nature of the study since the reliability relies 

on a large extent on the use that is to be made of the results. For example, while Reid (1990) 

recommends that the reliability of 0.7 would be fair for survey instruments, some literatures 
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recommend that the reliability should be about 0.9 or higher for important decisions (Cronbach 

1990). 

 

Furthermore, since the sample size affect Cronbach’s alpha, the researchers should consider that 

issue, especially, when conducting pilot studies. However, according to the experience, the present 

work strongly emphasizes following the next steps to report pilot survey well especially in the 

research which uses questionnaire or survey as a main tool for collecting data. (1) Conduct a pilot 

survey first taking into account the issues discussed above including checking the reliability by 

Cronbach’s alpha, and put the initial results aside. (2) Conduct the main study taking into account 

checking the reliability again, and report the results. (3) Compare between those results (the initial 

and main ones), especially, with respect to the reliability. (4) Delete the items, which have common 

problems of reliability. 

 

4. Finding and Discussion 

In the previous study (Gozali, 2015b) in literature review and preliminary study, the result 

indicates that the success factors for successful e-business incubator in Indonesian public 

universities are consisting of eight independent variables, three moderating variables, and one 

dependent variable. The eight (9) success factors are shared services and facilities, incubator 

governance, entry and exit criteria, mentoring and networking, funding and support, governance 

support and protection, university regulation, and system infrastructure. The three (3) moderating 

variables consist of age of facility, credibility of the facility, credit and rewards. Meanwhile, the 

dependent variable is incubator success.  

 

4.1. Content Validity 

This pilot ensure the measure consists of an adequate and representative set of items that tap a 

particular concept. Content validity entails consulting with 10 professors to pass judgement on the 

suitability of the items selected to measure the construct (Hair et al, 2007, Sekaran & Bougie, 

2010).  They suggested revising the format and grammar as well. One of the experts suggested 

dividing the questionnaire into two main sections, one about whether they provide the services, 

and the other about how important the services are. Two of the experts suggested providing the 

exact number of tenants which were assisted, which went out of business, and which started 

business operations. One of the experts suggested keeping the respondents anonymous, and 

changing option number 3 to “moderately agree”.  Two of the experts suggested utilizing variables, 

data categories, and several data calculation methods. One of the experts suggested adding a row 

for “none of the above” option. One of the experts suggested using incentives to motivate the 

respondents to fill in the questionnaire.  

 

The discussion with the experts resulted in the fact that most of them suggested shortening the 

questionnaire because the factors and dimensions were too many, complicated and redundant. 

They suggested revising the format and grammar as well. One of the experts suggested dividing 

the questionnaire into two main sections, one about whether they provide the services, and the 

other about how important the services are. Two of the experts suggested providing the exact 

number of tenants which were assisted, which went out of business, and which started business 

operations. One of the experts suggested keeping the respondents anonymous, and changing option 

number 3 to “moderately agree”.  Two of the experts suggested utilising variables, data categories, 

and several data calculation methods. One of the experts suggested adding a row for “none of the 
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above” option. One of the experts suggested using incentives to motivate the respondents to fill in 

the questionnaire.  

  

4.2. Reliability Test  

The reliability test result for this pilot survey describe all of the factors and dimension and 

moderating variable are in the accepted range of Cronbach’s Alpha requirement. The Table I 

describe about the result of reliability test for each factors of successful business incubator in 

Indonesian Public Universities as below. 

 

Table 1 

Summary of Reliability Results  

No Factors Cronbach’s Alpha 

1 Physical or logistical facilities 0.801 

2 Shared Business Services and Equipment 0.887 

3 Financial Accounting and Consultation 0.950 

4 Marketing Assistance 0.973 

5 Professional Business Services and Business 

Etiquette 

0.885 

6 Management and Human Resources Assistance 0.928 

7 Information Technology and E-Commerce 

Assistance 

0.774 

8 Incubator Governance 0.803 

9 Entry Criteria 0.885 

10 Exit Criteria 0.757 

11 Mentoring Networking 0.834 

12 Government Support and Protection 0.906 

13 Funding and Support 0.848 

14 University Regulation 0.848 

15 System Infrastructure 0.760 

16 Factors of Success of Business Incubator 0.798 

17 Performance of Business Incubator 0.929 

18 Moderating Factors of Successful Business 

Incubator 

0.821 

 

Table I shows the summary of the reliability results. It could be seen from the table that the result 

of pilot test indicates that Cronbach’s alpha values for the constructs under investigation are all 

above 0.70. Consequently, given the established benchmark of 0.70 all the constructs are reliable 

and therefore, there was no need to delete any item (Nunnaly, 1978) 

 

Table 2 

Demography of respondents 
No. Item Description Frequenc

y (N) 

Percentage 

(%) 

Skewness/ 

Std Errof 

Kurtosis/ 

Std Error 

Normal/ 

not 

1. Gender Male 14 82.4 0.226 -1,103 Normal 

  Female 3 17.6 - - - *) 

        

2. Age 30-39 years old 5 29.4 - 0.624 0,320 Normal 
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No. Item Description Frequenc
y (N) 

Percentage 
(%) 

Skewness/ 
Std Errof 

Kurtosis/ 
Std Error 

Normal/ 
not 

  40-49 years old 3 17.6 1.190 0 Normal 

  50-59 years old 6 35.3 -0.132 -0.975 Normal  

  >60 years old  3 17.6 0 1.225 Normal 

        

3. Designa

tion 

Business 

Incubator 

Manager 

14 82.4 0.500 1.191 Normal 

  Business 
Incubator 

Association 

2 11.8 - - - 

  Others 1 5.9 - - - 

        

4 Level of 

Educati

on  

      

  Master Degree 8 47.1 -1.306 0.778 Normal 

  PhD Degree 9 52.9 0.820 1.400 Normal 

        

 

In figure 2, all the factors sum up from the most important findings of the literature review, on 

critical value-added components of the business incubators, from the perspective of business 

incubator successful factors for Indonesian Public Universities. The red color are the factors 

finding from the literature review and preliminary study which different from previous model of 

Verma.  

 

5. Conclusion 

In literature study, Some factors such as: Strategic alliances, universities support infrastructure, 

innovation or technology transfer, network, assistance, commercialization, collaboration, 

government policy, management skill, experience, seed money or funding have been defined as a 

successful factors for University Technology Business Incubator. 

 

We have observed three significant differences from the previous business incubator model of 

Verma, the Government Support and Protection, University Regulation, System Infrastructure. 

These 3 factors are remarkable, since these weren’t observed as top value-added components in 

previous incubator literature. 

 

In this research with the significant result of the data processing such as good reliability and 

validity calculation, Good normality data, and Good Cronbach Alpha result. So for the future 

study, we will continue this model as a framework for business incubator successful factor of 

Indonesian Public Universities with new additional targeted sample and structural equation 

modelling analysis. 
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Figure 2: A Framework toward Successful Business Incubator of Indonesian Public Universities 

(Gozali et al., 2016)  

 

A Shared Services and facilities

1 Logistical or Physical Services

2 Shared Business Services and Equipment

3 Financial and Accounting  Consultation

4 Marketing Assistance

5 Proffesional Business Service and Business Etiquette

6 Management and Human Resources Assistance 

7 Information Technology and E-Commerce Assistance  

B Incubator Governance

1 An Experienced Incubator Manager

2 A Key Board of Director

3 A Noted Advisory Council

4 Concise Program Milestones with Clear Policy and Programs          H2

5 Dynamic and Efficient Business Operation

C Entry Criteria H1

1 Ability to Create Jobs

2 Ability to Present a Written Business Plan

3 Have a Unique Opportunity

4 Ability to The Firm to be Owned Locally

5 Advanced Technology Related Firm

6 Ability of Firm to Present Its Space Needs

7 Complementary to Existing Firms

8 New Start Up Firm

9 Age of Firm

10 Affiliated with University H3

11 Be Able to Pay Operating Expenses

12 Business Must Have an Innovative Project

13 Business Must Demonstrate The High Growth Potential

14 Social Impact

D Exit Criteria Successful

1 Time Limit of Tenancy H3 Business

2 Space Requirements Incubator

3 Achieved Business Target and Objectives

4 Fail to Achieved Business target and Objectives

5 Need More Support that Incubator Cannot Offer      

H4

E Mentoring and networking

1 Entrepreneurial Network

2 Entrepreneurial Education

3 Tie to a University H5

4 Community Support

5 Affiliation with key institution

6 Finding the strategic  and expertise partner H7

F Funding and support

1 Financing Arrangement

2 Organizational Arrangement

3 Good Supporting Data

4 Intellectual Property Protection

5 Help with Regulatory Compliance  H6

G Government support and protection

1 Grant or Funding

2 Good regulation for the Public univerity business incubator 

3 Tax Holiday or Protection

4 Special Stock Market for Startup Company

H University regulation           H8

1 Good University Regulation for Entrepreneurship

2 Good Entrepreneurship Programs

3 Appointed a Good Business Incubator Manager 

4 Give Credit and Rewards for Business Incubator Manager, Mentor and Counselor

5 Evaluation System for Business Incubator Services and social impacts

I System Infrastructure

1 Integrate Clients in the Largest Technology Development System

2 Good Service Provider

3 High Speed Broadband Internet

4 Technology Support

Age of
Facilities

Good
System and

Infrastructure

Credit
& Rewards
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As noted earlier in the paper that the aim of this study is pre-tests the validity and reliability of the 

instrument of an ongoing research in preparation for the large scale study. Hence, the conclusion 

of this study is tied to its objective which is mainly statistical in nature at this stage. The managerial 

implication of the variables under investigation would be fully uncovered after the main study is 

carried out. The study explore, evaluate, validate and share a small sample data on pilot survey for 

developing framework of successful business incubator for Indonesian Public Universities. 

Content with expert validation were conducted which subsequently led to the rewording of several 

items. Furthermore, the inter-item reliability test revealed that all the items were reliable with 

Cronbach Alpha well above the benchmark of 0.70; thereby no item was deleted. Finally, 

normality test using skewness and kurtosis shows that the data as a whole is reasonably normal 

more especially with skewness values not significantly different from zero. 
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