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Combinator (YC), founded in 2005, is recognized as one of the world’s most influential 

startups’ visibility and serves 
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of a startup’s funding journey, where financial strategies shift from 





across various stages of a startup’s 
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tnerships to assess a startup’s 

The size of early funding rounds can influence a startup’s ability to raise future capital. Large 

as later investors interpret this backing as validation of the startup’s potential 
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tier ones may reduce a startup’s attractiveness 





The strength of a startup’s network 

improving IPO or acquisition outcomes. Networked investors enhance startups’ access to 
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significantly improve a startup’s 
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YC’s influence also extends beyond the 

YC’s Network Effects

reinforcing cycle strengthens YC’s brand and provides new startups 



Acceptance into the program acts as a quality certification, boosting a startup’s credibility with 

accelerators. Their median Series A valuations are also significantly higher, reinforcing YC’s 
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suggest this may reflect YC’s selection capabilities more than its program impact, its signaling 

Y Combinator’s sustained success can be analyzed through the lens of the Resource

explain YC’s 

YC’s core resources include its extensive alumni 



advantage unless they are superior to competitors’ capabilities 



’s strong track record, follow

a holistic perspective on YC’s influence in the European startup ecosystem. The 



an empirical foundation for evaluating YC’s impact 
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elaborate on their experiences and perspectives regarding YC’s influence on the European 

including the perceived value of YC’s accelerator model compared to 



While some questions were tailored to the interviewee’s role, core themes

To assess YC’s impact on startup funding, Crunchbase data

unicorns or <future unicorns= ($250M3
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A thematic analysis was then conducted to examine YC’s 

themes. The software also helped uncover links between codes, illustrating YC’s impact on 
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YC’s U.S. presence did not offer additional value.



Several other participants, including Participant N, noted they had limited clarity on what YC’s 

. Since much of YC’s content is available publicly, the expertise 
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already secured equity investment on more favorable terms, citing YC’s si

Value of YC’s Network

Participants G and H identified YC’s founder network as one of the two main reasons for joining 

the program. Participant G emphasized the unique scale and quality of YC’s founder 



the core component of YC’s expertise. These sessions were appreciated for their flexibility but 

4 n their team’s seniority.

could not clearly attribute fundraising success to YC’s support. Participant F echoed this, stating 
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YC’s Role in Structuring Fundraising Strategy

Founders who had participated in a YC batch generally shared similar views on YC’s role in 
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also expressed concern that YC’s model places too much emphasis on fund



YC’s dense ecosystem 
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believed wouldn’t have been possible without YC.

term benefits depend on how well the startup’s product 

Participant G agreed, praising YC’s culture of ambition and acceptance of failure4

YC network depends on the company’s product and industry alignment.



Participant A’s team had already been backed by a European VC fund upon entering YC and 

their current investors but viewing YC’s extended network of top

4

Participant F highlighted that YC’s investor network and signaling drive faster and higher

angel investor, which they found particularly valuable. Although they didn’t pursue further VC 

funding during the program, they acknowledged YC’s value in expandi

strong seed round. Participant J confirmed this view, calling investor access one of YC’s most 

Participants consistently emphasized YC’s signaling power, particularly in the context of early

stage fundraising. Inbound interest from VCs was often seen not only as a function of YC’s 

4

funding, which aligns with Participant F’s claim that 80% of YC startups raise within ten days 



Participant F highlighted the prestige of YC and estimated that it can double a startup’s 

term value to a founder’s CV, regardless of the 

4

stage investors or those with experience in VC agreed that signaling is YC’s most 

diligence, relying solely on YC’s endorsement.
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Perceived Dilution of YC’s Signaling Strength

Participants A, B, F, C, G, H, I, and M agreed that YC’s signaling effect is likely to weaken 



Participant C raised concerns that the expanding batch sizes might reduce the rigor of YC’s 

4

Despite this potential dilution, Participant I maintained that YC’s ongoing participation in 

noting that startups benefiting from both could be described as having a <product and customer 

YC fit=4meaning alignment between their offering and YC’s strengths.
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doing so in the U.S. Participant B, however, took a more general view, arguing that YC’s main 



Participant A’s investors advised against joining YC, citing the importance of staying close to 

Participant B supported YC in nearly all cases and stressed that it’s not an either 4

called <super angels,= arguing their value is mostly limited to 
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a hybrid approach. G added that YC’s U.S.
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funding rounds totaling approximately €14.2 billion. Most occurred 

capital. In contrast, Series A (165) and Series B (43) raised over €2.4 billion and €2.5 bill

than €6.1 billion in funding.
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Square test (χ²(1) = 7.240, p = .007). 

not statistically significant (χ²(9) = 7.340, p = .602), indicating that industry 

Combinator’s model, a three
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Square test (χ²(1) = 5.785, p = .016), indicating a lower 
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relationship between YC participation and Series A success, and that YC’s influence on early

not statistically significant (χ²(7) = 7.663, p = .363), and explained only 



While the model’s overall explanatory power remain
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The value of YC’s network was also widely acknowledged in the interviews. Founders 

network varied depending on the startup’s sector and geographic focus. Startups o
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Additionally, some interviewees pointed out that YC’s intense focu

depending on the startup’s maturity, sector, and ambition. 
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divergence reinforces the idea that YC’s benefits are not universally applicable but are highly 
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highlighted YC’s strong signaling power and its perceiv 4
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comparable in function to YC’s alumni 4

highlighting Europe’s thinner and more fragmented founder pipeline. Even 
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YC’s signaling and network effects. In addition, most alumni had only recently completed the 
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wider scope could reveal whether YC’s effects vary significantly across verticals.
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BUSINESSES: EXAMINING SMALL BUSINESS MANAGERS’ RESOURCE 
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Participant A’s 

ecosystem and enhanced the startup’s fundraising narrative.
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Did YC provide unique advantages that you wouldn’t have gained from staying within 

<hockey stick curve=) above all else, influencing how they structured their fundraising 

Did YC’s strong US focus create challenges when raising follow



What was your experience leveraging YC’s network after the program? How valuable 

What would you say is the biggest misconception about YC from a European founder’s 

with investors, and accelerate the startup’s growth trajectory. He expected YC to offer strong 



Europe after the program. His decision was mainly driven by the startup’s customer base, 
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Did YC provide unique advantages that you wouldn’t have gained from staying within 

Participant B’s fundraising strategy. The program helped sharpen the company's pitch, focus 



Did YC’s strong US focus create challenges when raising follow

What was your experience leveraging YC’s network after the program? How valuable 

What would you say is the biggest misconception about YC from a European founder’s 



stage investor’s perspective?

Is YC’s strong U.S. focus a challenge for European startups raising follow

Participant C suggests that the decision depends heavily on the startup’s business model. For 



validation, but his primary focus remains on the startup’s traction, mar

stage investor’s perspective?

Is YC’s strong U.S. focus a challenge for European startups raising follow

Participant D noted that US incorporation and YC’s American orientation can cause friction 



entry, YC can be highly beneficial. However, if a company’s target market is primarily 

familiar with Paul Graham’s essays and appreciated the publicly available resources. 

4

Did YC provide unique advantages that you wouldn’t have gained from staying within 



independently without YC’s support.

Did YC’s strong US focus create challenges when raising follow

Participant E did not experience significant challenges related to YC’s US focus. The return 

What was your experience leveraging YC’s network after the program? How valuable 

What would you say is the biggest misconception about YC from a European founder’s 

€50,000 per company, and up to €120,000 in rare cases. In total, he has 



He would recommend choosing based on the startup’s customer base and go

Do you think YC participation improves a European startup’s ability to raise a Seed or 

Does YC’s strong US focus (Delaware Inc.) create challenges for European founders 



He believes that despite the growing batch sizes, YC’s signal remains strong because 

Participant G’s primary motivation for applying to YC was to increase visibility within the 

program’s value.
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Did YC provide unique advantages that you wouldn’t have gained from staying within 

Yes, Participant G stressed that YC’s international network and the prestige associated with 

Did YC’s strong US focus create challenges when raising follow

investors were generally familiar with YC’s standards and were willing to inves

What was your experience leveraging YC’s network after the program? How valuable 



and strategically beneficial for the company’s long

What would you say is the biggest misconception about YC from a European founder’s 

range from €25,000 to €100,000, focused primarily on early



Relocation would be considered only if the company’s market became predominantly US

seed and seed stages. His typical ticket sizes range from €100,000 to €500,000, depending 

on the startup’s maturity, sector, and market potential.

ultimately be based on the startup’s underlying fundamentals, such as tractio



His recommendation would depend on the startup’s ambition level. For founders targeting 

Do you think YC participation improves a European startup’s ability to raise a Seed or 

Does YC’s strong US focus (Delaware Inc.) create challenges for European founders 

He believes that despite larger batch sizes, the value of YC’s signal remains high. The brand 



still attracts top founders, and the alumni network’s strength continues to grow, making YC 

more important in influencing candidates’ decisions.

stage investor’s perspective?

Is YC’s strong U.S. focus a challenge for European startups raising follow
Participant J mentioned that YC’s US



Her advice would depend on the company’s ambitions and target markets. For startups with 

company’s focus is primarily European, she recommends evaluating whether strong Eu

rates, and scalability potential, rather than the startup’s early accelerator history.

investing between €50,000 and €250,000. His investments focus on companies where he can 



differences. He notes that while YC’s network is valuable, the accelerator’s style might not 

Participant L’s startup is entering a growth phase. They have completed the product 

Participant L’s priority is maintaining strategic flexibility and founder control. He aims to 



access are attractive, he is concerned that YC’s growth

company’s philosophy, which focuses on controlled, sustainable expansion.
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company’s primary market is Europe.

Participant M’s startup is currently bootstrapped and generating initial revenue. They are 



expectations of unique mentorship or knowledge. YC’s global brand recognition 

4

He would remain operationally anchored in Europe because the company’s market is 

Participant M observed that YC’s strong American cultural influence could create a slight 



between €25,000 and €100,000 per investment. His focus is on backing companies where he 

He would advise aligning the choice with the business’s long
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