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Executive summary

Executive summary
This report examines the role of university-based incubators in selected Arab countries and 
their contribution to national innovation systems. Focusing on Egypt, Morocco, Lebanon, 
Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar, it analyzes how universities 
are supporting entrepreneurship, venture development, research commercialization, 
and the formation of a broader ecosystem. The report is based on a qualitative, multi-
country design combining desk research, documentary analysis, and expert interviews 
with actors working in university-linked incubation and innovation support.

The findings show that university-based incubation is now institutionally visible across 
all seven countries, but it does not perform the same function everywhere. In some 
cases, incubators operate primarily as capability-building and pipeline-development 
platforms, helping students and early founders move from ideation toward validation 
and market exposure. In other cases, especially where stronger commercialization 
vehicles or external partnerships are in place, incubators play a broader role in linking 
ventures to investors, corporates, public agencies, and strategic sectors. The evidence, 
therefore, suggests that the question is no longer whether universities in the region 
engage in entrepreneurship, but how deeply and through which organizational forms.

Three broad comparative findings emerge:

First, the strongest systems are not necessarily those with the largest number of incubators, 
but those in which incubation is embedded in broader institutional and ecosystem 
arrangements. Morocco and Saudi Arabia illustrate this with strong institutional anchors 
and structured commercialization environments. The UAE and Qatar demonstrate how 
university-linked platforms gain strength when connected to research parks, public 
innovation agendas, and external market-access mechanisms. Jordan stands out for 
experimenting with revenue-based and more integrated venturing models, while Egypt 
and Lebanon reveal how incubation can remain active and nationally relevant, even 
when deeper commercialization conditions are less developed.

Second, the report finds that university-based incubation across the region is generally 
stronger in organizing entrepreneurial pathways than in producing consistently strong 
commercialization outcomes. Most systems now offer visible support for ideation, 
mentoring, training, proof-of-concept development, and early venture formation. 
However, the depth of commercialization remains uneven due to recurring bottlenecks: 
restrictive revenue rules, limited founder-friendly equity or intellectual property 
arrangements, weak industry demand in some contexts, slow internal university 
processes, and academic incentive structures that do not consistently reward 
commercialization activity. This means that many incubators succeed in preparing 
ventures, but fewer are equally effective in moving them into durable market growth.



Executive summary
6

Third, country differences reflect distinct national logics rather than simple variation in 
quality. Egypt is characterized by institutional breadth but constrained commercialization 
depth. Morocco shows the value of stable institutional backing and campus-based 
experimentation, while still facing broader system-level limitations in university–industry 
collaboration and IP valorization. Lebanon highlights the importance of intermediary 
and bridging organizations in maintaining entrepreneurial pathways during crises. 
Jordan shows particularly strong movement toward sustainability-oriented and 
externally connected models. Saudi Arabia demonstrates how scale and public support 
can be combined with more formal commercialization structures, though still within a 
state-led model. The UAE reflects a more outward-facing and hybrid system, while 
Qatar illustrates the strengths and limits of a highly coordinated, publicly supported 
architecture whose main challenge lies in making university-based entrepreneurship 
more consistently market-facing.

The report argues that the next stage of development for university-based incubation 
in the Arab region is not simply about creating more centers or programs. The 
more important challenge is to deepen the quality of commercialization pathways 
by improving operating flexibility, aligning academic incentives, clarifying IP and 
equity rules, strengthening venture-readiness processes, and building more durable 
partnerships with industry, regulators, and investors. Where these conditions are in 
place, university incubators are more likely to move beyond awareness-building and 
become meaningful contributors to innovation-led growth.

The report concludes with practical recommendations for policymakers, university 
leaders, incubator managers, and ecosystem partners. These focus on building 
blended financing models, aligning university operating rules with venture timelines, 
reforming faculty incentives, clarifying founder-friendly commercialization rules, 
strengthening staged delivery pathways, formalizing challenge-driven partnerships, 
improving venture readiness, investing in capability quality, and adopting common 
system-level indicators. The overarching implication is that universities in the Arab 
region are already important actors in entrepreneurship and innovation, but their 
transformative role depends on whether institutional visibility can be matched by 
deeper commercialization capacity.

﻿
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Introduction

Introduction
Universities have moved from the margins to the center of contemporary innovation 
policy. In the literature on the Triple Helix, innovation is understood as emerging from 
the interaction of universities, industry, and government, while national innovation 
systems scholarship emphasizes how institutional arrangements shape learning, 
entrepreneurship, and technological upgrading (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000; 
Lundvall, 2007). Within this shift, universities are increasingly expected to perform 
a “third mission” alongside teaching and research: commercializing knowledge, 
supporting venture creation, and developing entrepreneurial capabilities.

These expectations are especially significant in the Arab region. Across Gulf countries, 
North Africa, and the Levant, governments are under pressure to diversify growth 
models, expand productive employment, and reduce dependence on resource rents, 
aid, or low-value-added sectors. In this context, innovation-led growth has become 
a central policy objective, and universities are being repositioned as institutional 
anchors within broader entrepreneurship and commercialization agendas (ESCWA, 
2019, 2023). This shift is visible in long-term national strategies such as Saudi Vision 
2030, UAE Centennial 2071, and Qatar National Vision 2030, as well as in more 
targeted instruments such as Egypt’s National Intellectual Property Strategy (2022–
2027). Across the region, these agendas have been accompanied by the expansion of 
technology transfer offices, science and technology parks, entrepreneurship centers, 
and university-based incubators.

Yet, the growth of incubation infrastructure has not produced uniform results. In many 
settings, university-based incubators have become more visible within institutions, but 
their contributions to commercialization and venture growth remain uneven. Persistent 
challenges include weak university–industry collaboration, fragmented or slow-moving 
commercialization pathways, academic incentive systems that prioritize publication over 
application, and financing models that rely heavily on public budgets, donor cycles, or 
short-term projects (Citaristi, 2022; ESCWA, 2023). As a result, many incubators contribute 
more clearly to entrepreneurial awareness, venture preparation, and ecosystem 
networking than to sustained spin-out formation, licensing, or scale-up outcomes.

This report examines how university-based incubation supports national innovation 
systems across seven Arab countries: Egypt, Morocco, Lebanon, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, 
the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar. It adopts an evidence-based, comparative 
perspective to analyze institutional configurations, financing models, delivery 
architectures, sectoral priorities, and ecosystem linkages. Rather than treating 
universities solely as sites of knowledge production, the report explores how they 
function as organizers of entrepreneurial pathways, brokers of access to partners and 
regulators, and contributors to the development of the wider innovation system. By 
combining country-level analysis with comparative interpretation, the report highlights 
both the institutional progress made across the region and the structural constraints 
that continue to limit the deeper impact of commercialization.
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Methods

Research objectives and questions

This study examines how universities in selected Arab countries contribute to national 
innovation ecosystems through incubators, accelerators, entrepreneurship centers, 
science parks, and related third-mission structures. It seeks to understand how these 
university-linked platforms are organized, how they operate within their national policy 
environments, and what factors enable or constrain their contributions to innovation 
and venture development.

The study is guided by three questions:

	o How are university-based incubation and acceleration models structured and 
positioned within national innovation systems in the selected Arab countries?

	o What common drivers, organizational features, and systemic barriers shape the 
performance of these platforms?

	o How do patterns differ across countries, and what do these differences reveal 
about the relationship between universities and broader innovation ecosystems 
in the Arab region?

Study design and scope

The study adopts a qualitative, multi-case comparative design. It examines university-
linked innovation platforms across seven Arab countries: Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, 
Morocco, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates. The unit of analysis is 
the university and its proximate third-mission structures, including technology transfer 
offices, university-based incubators and accelerators, science and technology parks, 
and entrepreneurship centers, as embedded within national policy and innovation 
environments. A comparative design was chosen because it allows the study to identify 
both recurring regional patterns and country-specific differences in how university-
based incubation is organized and sustained.

Evidence-based and rational

The study draws on three complementary evidence streams. These were combined to 
enhance the analysis’s explanatory power and reduce overreliance on any single source.

First, desk research provided the foundational evidence base. It was used to map 
national innovation strategies, higher education reforms, legal and policy frameworks, 
institutional mandates, program designs, and the broader ecosystem context in each 
country. This stream included official policy documents, university and program reports, 
institutional websites, and publications from reputable multilateral and development 
organizations. Desk research was prioritized because it allowed the study to establish 
the factual and policy background of each country before moving to interviews and 
comparative interpretation.
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Second, semi-structured interviews were used to deepen understanding of how 
university-linked innovation platforms function in practice. Interviews provided insights 
into organizational models, incentives, governance arrangements, funding structures, 
university–industry–government interfaces, and perceptions of what works and what 
does not. They were used to interpret institutional practice and lived experience rather 
than to serve as the sole basis for factual claims. 

Third, comparative indicators were consulted selectively to situate the cases within 
wider regional and international patterns. Sources such as the Global Innovation Index 
were used only for contextual anchoring, not for ranking institutions or for making 
strong claims about performance in isolation. This helped place country evidence 
within broader innovation-system trends while remaining attentive to the limitations of 
cross-country indicators.

Sampling, recruitment, and ethics

Countries were selected purposively to reflect variation in policy orientation, institutional 
maturity, and ecosystem development across the Arab region. Within each country, 
participants were purposively selected to include individuals in positions directly relevant 
to university-based innovation and incubation, such as incubator and accelerator directors, 
entrepreneurship program managers, university innovation leaders, and ecosystem 
intermediaries. The aim was not statistical representation, but rather information richness.

A total of 13 interviews were conducted across the seven countries. To protect 
confidentiality, all participants are anonymized in the analysis and reporting. Rather 
than identifying individuals by name, the study refers to them using country–role 
codes such as EG–Incubator Manager 1 or UAE–University Innovation Leader 1. Direct 
identifiers were removed from interview notes, transcripts, and exhibits. Interview 
invitations explained the study’s purpose, the voluntary nature of participation, and 
the anonymization process. All participants provided informed verbal consent. Table 1 
summarizes the informants and UBIs included in the study.
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Table 1. Informants and UBIs Information 

Country Incubator / Initiative Title / Role

Egypt

AUC Venture Lab (V-Lab) Associate Director, AUC Venture Lab 

NilePreneurs / IECC, Nile University
Director, Innovation, Entrepreneurship & Competitiveness 
Center (IECC) & Executive Director, NilePreneurs 

NilePreneurs / IECC, Nile University
Executive Director of Innovation and Entrepreneurship 
Center

Morocco

UM6P Business Partner Communication

UM6P 
Program Manager – Entrepreneurship Explorer  
(MIT Sandbox)

Lebanon
Zein AUB Innovation Park  Executive Director, Zein AUB Innovation Park 

Berytech Director of Programs

Jordan

Queen Rania Center for 
Entrepreneurship

Director

Al Hussein Technical University President Assistant for Innovation

Saudi 
Arabia

Falak Innovation Hub
Chief Operating Officer (COO)

UAE

Sheraa – American University of 
Sharjah (AUS)

Vice Chairperson at Sharjah Entrepreneurship Center 
(Sheraa) | Vice Chairperson and Managing Director at 
Emirates Growth Fund

StartAD @ NYU Director

Qatar TASMU Accelerator Accelerator Manager

Data collection

Data collection proceeded in two interconnected phases. The first phase involved 
desk research to establish the country context, identify relevant institutions and 
platforms, and build preliminary case profiles. This phase also informed the selection 
of interviewees and helped tailor the interview guide to each national context.

The second phase involved semi-structured interviews guided by a shared protocol, 
which was slightly adapted to reflect the country and institutional context. The interview 
guide covered eight domains: financing model and sustainability; operating model 
and incentives; faculty integration and academic incentives; partnerships and policy 
interface; program architecture; innovation culture and capability-building; venture 
patterns; and perceived impact on the national innovation system. Interviews were 
conducted online or in person, recorded with consent where permitted, and then 
transcribed or documented through expanded notes. Desk sources were revisited 
throughout the process to verify timelines, institutional facts, and policy details before 
being incorporated into the analysis.

Analytical strategy

The study followed a qualitative thematic analysis approach, supported by systematic 
within-case and cross-case comparisons. Thematic analysis was selected because it 
provides a flexible yet rigorous method for identifying, organizing, and interpreting patterns 
across qualitative evidence while remaining sensitive to contextual variation (Ahmed et 
al., 2025; Braun & Clarke, 2006). The analysis was conducted country by country first, 
and only then comparatively across countries. This sequencing was important because it 
preserved contextual depth before broader regional patterns were identified. 
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Two-stage analytical process

The first stage involved within-country thematic analysis. For each country, desk 
research and interview material were read repeatedly to build familiarity with the case. 
Initial codes were then generated inductively from interview excerpts and field notes, 
staying close to participants’ language where possible. These first-order statements 
were subsequently grouped into second-order themes and, subsequently, into broader 
aggregate dimensions that captured how university-based incubation functioned 
in that national context. This stepwise process helped ensure that country narratives 
remained grounded in evidence rather than being prematurely shaped by cross-country 
generalizations. Each country narrative was then organized around a standard evidence 
structure, including: a country map of university-based incubators and platforms; an 
evidence matrix aligning the eight analytical domains with interview and desk evidence; 
selected de-identified quotations illustrating salient themes; and a policy and program 
fact box summarizing the most relevant national instruments and institutional platforms. 

The second stage involved cross-country thematic comparison. After the country-level 
analyses were completed, the second-order themes from each case were reviewed 
comparatively to identify recurring patterns, contrasts, and regionally salient dynamics. 
A cross-country theme salience matrix was then constructed to classify themes as 
high, moderate, or emerging in each country. A theme was classified as high when 
it was corroborated by at least two independent sources in that country, such as 
more than one interview source or an interview plus documentary evidence, with 
sufficient specificity. A theme was classified as moderate when it was supported by 
one strong source or multiple partial sources. A theme was classified as emerging 
when it appeared as an indicative but not yet fully corroborated signal. This analytical 
sequence allowed the findings to move from rich country-level interpretation to more 
cautious regional comparison.

Rigor and trustworthiness

To maintain the rigor and trustworthiness of the research, several procedures were 
followed throughout data collection, coding, and interpretation. These procedures 
were designed to enhance credibility, consistency, and transparency in the thematic 
analysis process (Ahmed et al., 2025; Nowell et al., 2017).

Triangulation was employed throughout the study. Whenever possible, claims were 
supported through convergence between interview evidence and desk-based 
documentary sources rather than relying on a single source.

An audit trail was maintained across all cases. This included records of sampling logic; 
interview dates and modes; document logs; coding memos; and decisions regarding 
case exhibits and theme development.

Coding discipline was applied iteratively. Codes were reviewed and refined throughout 
the analysis process, and a subset of material was revisited after a set interval to check 
the consistency of coding decisions. Ambiguous labels were clarified, and retained 
decisions were documented.
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A quotation policy was applied consistently. Quotations were kept short, de-identified, 
and closely tied to the analytical point being made. They were included only when 
they added interpretive value beyond summary description.

Attention was also given to negative and rival evidence. Divergent cases and 
disconfirming observations were retained when they challenged or refined the 
developing interpretation rather than being excluded.

Limitations

Despite its contributions, the study has several limitations. First, the number of interviews 
is modest relative to the breadth of the countries and institutions covered, so some 
within-country variation may not be fully captured. Second, some internal institutional 
data, especially performance and outcome data, were not publicly available or could 
not be accessed consistently across cases. Third, several of the university-linked 
initiatives examined are relatively recent and may evolve further after the period of 
data collection. Fourth, although care was taken in transcription and interpretation, 
some nuance may have been lost where translation or multilingual interpretation 
was required. These limitations were mitigated through multi-source triangulation, 
transparent country exhibits, and explicit cross-country salience criteria, but they 
should still be considered when interpreting the findings.

Replication aids and data availability

To support transparency and future comparative work, the study retains the interview 
guide, the coding structure showing the progression from first-order statements to 
second-order themes and aggregate dimensions, the salience-rating criteria, and the 
blank templates used to construct the country exhibits. A reference list and document 
log were also maintained for each country. These materials can be shared upon 
reasonable request, subject to confidentiality considerations.
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Section 1: Conceptual Background 
and Global Context

The global emergence of university-
based incubators

Universities have long served as centers of teaching and research, but in the 
contemporary knowledge economy, they are increasingly expected to contribute 
directly to innovation, entrepreneurship, and economic development. This shift has 
accelerated the emergence of university-based incubators and accelerators as 
structured mechanisms through which universities support early-stage ventures, foster 
entrepreneurial capabilities, and facilitate the transfer of knowledge from academia 
to industry (Etzkowitz & Zhou, 2008). Their global expansion reflects a broader 
transformation in universities’ mission, which is now expected not only to generate 
knowledge but also to apply and commercialize it.

The roots of this model can be traced to the post-World War II period, particularly in 
the United States, where institutions such as MIT and Stanford pioneered stronger 
university–industry linkages, technology transfer arrangements, and geographically 
concentrated innovation ecosystems. Technology parks and science-based clusters 
located near universities further institutionalized this transition. Over time, similar models 
spread across Europe, Asia, and later the Middle East and North Africa, adapting to 
different national priorities, institutional capacities, and policy environments (Audretsch 
& Belitski, 2024; Audretsch & Theodoraki, 2024).

This evolution has also been reinforced by the Fourth Industrial Revolution, which 
has intensified the need for interdisciplinary research, rapid experimentation, 
digital transformation, and cross-sector collaboration. In response, universities have 
increasingly embedded entrepreneurship, innovation management, and technology 
commercialization into their academic and organizational structures (Schwab, 2017; 
Marwala, 2021). The Stanford–Silicon Valley nexus remains one of the clearest examples 
of how strong university–industry linkages, entrepreneurial culture, and institutional 
support can generate globally influential innovation outcomes (Etzkowitz, 2003).

University innovation platforms

As universities have assumed broader innovation roles, a range of institutional platforms 
has emerged to bridge knowledge creation and economic application. These platforms 
include incubators; accelerators; technology transfer offices; entrepreneurship centers; 
applied research institutes; maker spaces; and science parks. Although they differ in 
structure and purpose, they share a common objective: to translate academic knowledge 
into social, technological, and economic value while strengthening entrepreneurship 
among students, researchers, and faculty (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000).
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Their configuration varies across institutional and national settings. Some universities 
emphasize research commercialization through patents, licensing, and spin-outs, while 
others focus more on venture development, student entrepreneurship, interdisciplinary 
prototyping, or applied partnerships with industry. Their effectiveness depends not 
only on internal capabilities but also on alignment with university strategy, ecosystem 
maturity, funding availability, and the degree of government and market support.

A useful distinction can be made among several common forms of university innovation 
platforms. Technology startups and spin-offs typically emerge from university research 
and depend on access to intellectual property rights, seed finance, and venture 
support (Siegel et al., 2007). Innovation hubs and maker spaces provide collaborative 
environments for prototyping, interdisciplinary experimentation, and entrepreneurial 
learning, especially in engineering and design-oriented contexts (Guerrero & Urbano, 
2012). Applied research centers and science parks often support joint R&D and sector-
focused collaboration in areas such as health, ICT, and energy. Entrepreneurship 
centers usually coordinate mentoring, venture education, and accelerator-style 
programming, while technology transfer offices manage patenting, licensing, and the 
legal and institutional dimensions of commercialization.

Global experience suggests that such platforms are most effective when they are not 
treated as isolated units but as interconnected components of a broader university 
entrepreneurship ecosystem. Institutions such as MIT and Stanford illustrate this 
integrated approach by combining venture education, research commercialization, 
alumni engagement, seed-funding pathways, and close ties with external innovation 
ecosystems (Etzkowitz, 2003; Roberts & Eesley, 2011). These cases highlight the 
importance of strategic alignment, interdisciplinary collaboration, access to finance, 
and strong regional and global networks.

The commercialization role of universities

The growing emphasis on university-based incubation is rooted in a wider transformation 
in how universities are understood within innovation systems. Universities are now 
expected not only to produce knowledge but also to generate social and market 
value from that knowledge through what is often described as their third mission. 
Two streams of scholarship are particularly relevant here. First, knowledge transfer 
research shows that innovation rarely follows a linear path from laboratory discovery 
to market application; rather, it emerges through iterative, feedback-rich interactions 
among research, development, testing, and use (Kline & Rosenberg, 1986). Second, 
the Triple Helix perspective emphasizes the co-evolution of universities, industry, and 
government, arguing that innovation capacity depends on the density and quality of 
interactions among these spheres, as well as the emergence of hybrid organizations 
at their intersections (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000).

Together, these perspectives explain why universities increasingly invest in institutional 
mechanisms such as technology transfer offices, incubators, entrepreneurship centers, 
and science parks. Knowledge transfer involves more than patenting and licensing; it 
also includes collaborative research, consultancy, joint laboratories, informal ties, venture 
creation, and the development of entrepreneurial talent (Bozeman, 2000; Perkmann et 
al., 2013). In practice, universities that perform well in commercialization tend to combine 
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formal intellectual property systems with broader models of academic engagement and 
translational support, including proof-of-concept funding, investor readiness, and long-
term relationships with firms and public agencies (WIPO, 2011; OECD, 2013).

The Triple Helix model also highlights why commercialization performance depends not 
only on research quality but on institutional rules and ecosystem positioning. Universities 
are more likely to generate innovation outcomes when they operate within supportive 
policy environments, maintain founder-friendly intellectual property and revenue-sharing 
frameworks, professionalize technology transfer functions, and engage actively with 
industry and government partners (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000; OECD, 2013). Conversly, 
where such conditions are weak, fragmented, or poorly coordinated, commercialization 
pathways remain limited even when research output is strong (Bozeman, 2000).
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Section 2: University-based Incubation 
and Acceleration Models

Evolution and typology of incubators 
and accelerators

The incubator model originated in the 1950s as a practical response to industrial 
decline and the need to support small businesses through low-cost space and shared 
services. Early incubators were largely property-based and focused on reducing the 
overhead burdens of new firms. From the 1980s onward, incubators evolved into 
more service-oriented models offering business planning, training, legal support, and 
advisory services, reflecting the growing recognition that entrepreneurs require more 
than infrastructure to survive and grow (Bruneel et al., 2012).

By the late 1990s and early 2000s, incubators had become more deeply embedded in 
innovation ecosystems and began to emphasize networking, investor access, tailored 
support, and connections with universities, governments, and large firms. These third-
generation incubators were particularly important for technology-intensive and high-
growth ventures and were increasingly expected to play an ecosystem-orchestration 
role rather than simply provide physical infrastructure (Mian et al., 2016).

Accelerators emerged in the mid-2000s as a distinct but related model. Unlike 
incubators, accelerators are typically fixed-term, cohort-based programs that compress 
learning cycles through structured mentorship, intensive training, and staged exposure 
to investors. Programs such as Y Combinator and TechStars helped institutionalize 
this model globally, usually culminating in a demo day during which ventures pitch 
to funders and ecosystem stakeholders (Cohen & Hochberg, 2014; Hochberg, 2016). 
Research indicates that accelerator effectiveness depends not only on access 
to networks and investors but also on program design, including selection quality, 
mentorship structure, educational content, and the sequencing of milestones (Pauwels 
et al., 2016). Evidence from Start-Up Chile, for example, suggests that ventures receiving 
structured entrepreneurship training and mentorship outperform those receiving 
only infrastructure and networking support, highlighting the importance of carefully 
designed learning architectures rather than generic service provision (Gonzalez-Uribe 
& Leatherbee, 2018).

What distinguishes university-based models?

University-based incubators and accelerators differ from public, private, and corporate 
models because they are anchored in universities’ distinctive assets and missions. 
They draw on research capabilities, laboratories, prototyping facilities, faculty expertise, 
student talent, alumni networks, and institutional mechanisms such as technology 
transfer offices and entrepreneurship centers. This gives them the potential to support 
ventures not only through business development but also through knowledge creation, 
experimentation, and early-stage technological validation (Phan et al., 2005).
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Their objectives also extend beyond financial return. While private accelerators are often 
designed around investment performance and corporate accelerators around strategic fit, 
university-based models are typically mission-driven. They aim to foster entrepreneurial 
learning, strengthen innovation culture, support commercialization, and contribute to 
regional development alongside venture creation (Mian, 1996). Their distinctiveness, 
therefore, lies in the combination of academic assets and broader public purpose.

Empirical research suggests that strong university entrepreneurship ecosystems rest 
on three mutually reinforcing foundations: academic strength, institutional scaffolding, 
and external linkages. Academic strength encompasses research quality, faculty 
engagement, and integration of entrepreneurship into curricula. Institutional scaffolding 
includes incubators, accelerators, science parks, business schools, entrepreneurship 
centers, and technology transfer offices. External linkages refer to sustained partnerships 
with industry, investors, public agencies, and alumni networks that connect university 
ventures to real market and policy opportunities (Rice et al., 2014).

Governance is central to the effectiveness of these models. Successful university-
based programs are usually aligned with university strategy, supported by hybrid 
advisory structures, and governed by transparent policies on intellectual property, 
equity, and conflicts of interest (Mian et al., 2016). Their financial logic also often differs 
from that of private-sector models. Because universities face legal and mission-related 
constraints, many rely more heavily on non-equity support such as grants, stipends, 
access to facilities, and prototyping resources, while using ecosystem partners and 
external investors to provide follow-on capital. Research further indicates that design 
choices —such as mentoring intensity, peer learning structures, and the balance 
between standardized curriculum and tailored guidance—directly shape venture 
learning and post-program performance (Cohen et al., 2019).

Core building blocks of university 
incubation models

University-based incubation models are most effective when they are designed 
iteratively and adapted to the capacities of the host institution and the realities of the 
surrounding ecosystem rather than copied wholesale from global templates. Ismail 
(2020) emphasizes that universities need to define a clear value proposition, determine 
sectoral priorities, and build modular support systems that fit their local context.

A first building block is entrepreneurial outreach and awareness. Effective university 
programs generate a broad and diverse pipeline of ideas through hackathons, 
bootcamps, student and faculty competitions, entrepreneurship events, and open 
calls. This not only improves deal flow but also helps cultivate an entrepreneurial 
culture before formal venture selection occurs. In contexts where entrepreneurship 
is not yet fully institutionalized, outreach also plays a critical role in expanding access 
and changing mindsets.



Section 2: University-based Incubation and Acceleration Models
20

A second building block is ecosystem partnerships. University incubators rarely 
succeed in isolation. Their effectiveness depends on how well they connect with 
corporations, investors, development agencies, alumni, and public institutions. These 
actors provide pilot opportunities, market access, co-funding, mentorship, and follow-
on finance. Programs such as the KAUST Entrepreneurship Center and the Qatar 
Science and Technology Park illustrate how strong external partnerships can extend 
the capabilities of university-based support structures beyond campus boundaries.

A third building block is program architecture. Rigorous selection, clear milestones, 
mentorship cadence, customer discovery processes, and staged validation are essential 
to program quality. Evidence from incubation and accelerator research suggests that 
concentrated learning environments, transparent peer interactions, and structured yet 
adaptable curricula improve founders’ decision-making and reduce bounded rationality 
(Cohen et al., 2019; Gonzalez-Uribe & Leatherbee, 2018). The experience of AUC Venture 
Lab, with its multi-stage selection and phased support process, illustrates how careful 
program design can enhance venture readiness and learning.

A fourth building block is the services bundle. Effective university programs typically 
combine entrepreneurship education, technical and business mentoring, technology 
transfer support, intellectual property guidance, access to prototyping, regulatory 
advice, supplier and customer connections, and investor readiness. Evidence suggests 
that integrated curriculum-plus-mentoring approaches outperform ad hoc or single-
service interventions because they support both venture learning and execution 
(Cohen et al., 2019).

A fifth building block concerns funding and financial design. University incubators 
often combine grants, sponsorships, philanthropic support, public co-funding, and, in 
some cases, small equity or SAFE investments where permitted. Because universities 
usually face legal and institutional constraints on direct investing, many programs 
function less as investors themselves and more as brokers that prepare ventures to 
access external capital.

Finally, governance and performance management are essential. Strong university 
incubation models align with institutional missions, manage intellectual property and 
faculty participation transparently, and use evidence-based performance systems to 
track outreach, venture selection, graduation, survival, growth, follow-on funding, jobs, 
licensing activity, and collaboration outcomes. Continuous evaluation allows programs 
to refine design over time and respond to ecosystem feedback (Ismail, 2019). Across 
different settings, the strongest university incubators are those that combine research-
based assets and talent with coherent program design, adaptive governance, and 
strong external linkages.
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National innovation systems in the Arab world

In much of the Arab world, universities have historically been oriented more toward teaching 
and credentialing than toward commercialization or venture creation. However, recent 
reforms across the region indicate a gradual shift toward more entrepreneurial university 
models, with institutions such as AUC, King Abdulaziz University, and UAE University 
establishing entrepreneurship centers, incubators, and innovation platforms. This shift 
reflects broader changes in national development thinking, as governments increasingly 
view universities not only as sites of human capital formation but also as contributors to 
innovation, technology transfer, and economic diversification (ESCWA, 2017).

This transformation has unfolded unevenly. Historically, many Arab economies were 
shaped by rentier structures, dependence on low-value-added sectors, and limited 
incentives for sustained investment in research, commercialization, and university–
industry collaboration. Although the importance of knowledge-based development 
has become more widely recognized over the past two decades, institutional capacity 
and policy implementation remain highly variable across the region.

Arab countries differ significantly in the maturity of their innovation systems and in 
the scale of public investment devoted to innovation (World Intellectual Property 
Organization [WIPO], 2025). GCC countries, particularly the United Arab Emirates, 
Saudi Arabia, and Qatar, have developed relatively well-resourced national innovation 
and research and development strategies backed by strong state support (Qatar 
Research, Development and Innovation Council, 2025; UAE Government, 2024). By 
contrast, countries such as Egypt, Jordan, and Tunisia have also integrated innovation 
into national development agendas, but their progress has often been constrained 
by tighter fiscal space, governance and coordination challenges, and weaker private-
sector dynamism (OECD, 2024a, 2024b; World Bank, 2022).

A growing body of policy analysis suggests that innovation governance in many 
Arab states remains top-down and fragmented, with limited coordination among 
universities, firms, and public agencies (El-Mikawy & El Baradei, 2024). These 
institutional weaknesses help explain the region’s generally modest performance in 
international innovation rankings and the persistence of recurring bottlenecks such as 
weak commercialization pathways, limited venture capital, shallow university–industry 
collaboration, and uneven intellectual property support (Hadidi & Kirby, 2016; WIPO, 
2023). Although several countries have introduced innovation agencies, public funds, 
and legal reforms to address these constraints, the performance of university-based 
incubators remains uneven and often dependent on state support, donor funding, or 
broader ecosystem partnerships rather than on self-sustaining market dynamics.
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Drivers of university-based incubation 
in the Arab region

The rise of university-based incubation in the Arab region reflects broader efforts to 
reposition universities within national knowledge economy strategies. As governments 
seek to diversify away from resource dependence and low-value-added growth, 
universities are increasingly expected to contribute to innovation, entrepreneurship, 
and talent development. This trend is particularly evident in long-term national visions 
that link higher education to research excellence, commercialization, and strategic 
sectors such as clean energy, artificial intelligence, health, and advanced manufacturing.

In the GCC, these ambitions are clearly embedded in national strategic visions. 
Saudi Arabia’s Vision 2030 emphasizes globally competitive universities, stronger 
university–industry linkages, and research performance, with institutions such as 
KAUST and King Saud University positioned as key anchors in this transition (Vision 
2030). The UAE’s long-term development agenda similarly places higher education 
and advanced knowledge sectors at the center of national competitiveness linking 
universities to applied research, technology transfer, and frontier industries (UAE 
Government, 2024). Qatar’s National Vision 2030 likewise integrates universities into 
the national innovation system through institutions such as Education City and the 
Qatar Science and Technology Park, which support the commercialization of research 
and entrepreneurship (ESCWA, 2017). Similar orientations can be seen in Bahrain, 
Oman, and Kuwait, where national visions frame innovation, entrepreneurship, human 
capital, and scientific research as pillars of economic diversification and knowledge-
based development (Bahrain National Portal, 2025; Oman Vision 2040; State of Kuwait, 
Sustainability Report 2024).

These strategic visions have been accompanied by policy instruments and funding 
initiatives designed to operationalize university-linked innovation. In the UAE, the 
Mohammed bin Rashid Innovation Fund has supported innovative and high-risk 
ventures, including those emerging from research environments. In Saudi Arabia, 
Monsha’at has developed a range of entrepreneurship and SME support programs 
relevant to student and university ventures. In North Africa, Morocco’s Innov Invest 
Fund has served as one of the more structured early-stage financing mechanisms 
for university-linked entrepreneurship, while Tunisia’s Startup Act has created an 
important regulatory framework that offers start-up leave, grants, and other incentives 
for graduates and researchers seeking to commercialize ideas.

Demographics provide an additional driver. With a large youth population and 
persistent unemployment pressures, the Arab region faces strong incentives to 
use universities as platforms for entrepreneurship, venture creation, and skills 
development. Entrepreneurship education, campus incubators, and innovation centers 
therefore serve not only as economic tools but also as mechanisms for labor market 
integration and social mobility (ESCWA, 2019). The region’s youthful population also 
offers a potential advantage in terms of digital fluency, experimentation, and openness 
to entrepreneurship, especially when universities provide the institutional support 
needed to translate these traits into productive outcomes.



23
Section 3: Overview of University-based Incubators in the Arab Region

Taken together, strategic visions, policy instruments, and demographic pressures have 
created a stronger rationale for university-based incubation across the Arab region. 
Yet these enabling conditions do not automatically translate into effective innovation 
outcomes. Much depends on how universities navigate structural barriers related to 
governance, commercialization, funding, and organizational culture.

Common challenges and systemic barriers

Despite growing policy attention, university-based incubators in the Arab region 
continue to face interconnected structural barriers that limit their effectiveness. These 
constraints vary by country, but several patterns recur across the region.

A first challenge is fragmented governance and weak policy coordination. Innovation-
related responsibilities are often divided across ministries of higher education, 
industry, science, and economic development, with limited horizontal coordination 
and insufficient university participation in policy design. As a result, universities are 
frequently expected to implement innovation agendas that they did not help shape, 
and incubator initiatives may remain poorly integrated into broader national strategies 
(El-Mikawy & El Baradei, 2024).

A second challenge concerns weak commercialization pathways. Although research 
output has expanded in several Arab countries, the mechanisms needed to translate 
academic research into commercially viable products, licenses, and spin-outs remain 
underdeveloped in many settings. Weak technology transfer capacity, insufficient 
translational funding, limited professionalization of commercialization support, 
and inadequate links between research and market demand continue to constrain 
innovation outcomes (UNESCO, 2021; World Bank, 2023). Even where patenting 
activity has increased, many universities still struggle to move inventions beyond the 
prototype stage into scalable ventures or industry adoption.

A third challenge is the low intensity of university–industry collaboration. Across the 
region, many university–private sector relationships remain project-based, donor-
driven, or ad hoc rather than strategic and long-term. This weakens opportunities for 
joint research, co-financing of incubator infrastructure, industry-led mentoring, early 
piloting, and the development of university-linked spin-offs. ESCWA has highlighted the 
broader underutilization of research and innovation capabilities in relation to industrial 
development, while evidence from the UAE suggests that even relatively advanced 
university incubator environments continue to face institutional and ecosystem 
constraints (Yasin & Gilani, 2025).

A fourth challenge is financial sustainability. Many university-based incubators in the 
Arab region rely heavily on short-term donor funding, public grants, or project-specific 
external support. In fiscally constrained contexts such as Jordan and Tunisia, this creates 
vulnerability once initial funding cycles end. Without stable financing mechanisms, 
incubators often struggle to retain staff, maintain program quality, or provide long-term 
support to ventures (ESCWA, 2023).

A fifth challenge relates to institutional culture and incentives. In many Arab universities, 
promotion systems, organizational norms, and academic reward structures are still 
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more closely aligned with conventional research output than with commercialization, 
venture creation, or engagement with incubation programs. Regional scholarship 
points to persistent gaps in entrepreneurship support, university–industry linkages, 
and institutional mechanisms for the translation of innovation (Hojeij, 2024). UNESCO’s 
earlier regional work also emphasized the importance of curriculum reform, educator 
preparation, and stronger institutional support for entrepreneurship education 
(UNESCO, 2010). In this context, entrepreneurial engagement may still be treated as 
secondary rather than integral to academic advancement, limiting both the flow of ideas 
into incubators and the development of entrepreneurial mindsets among students. 
Evidence from the UAE suggests that such tensions persist even in relatively well-
developed systems, where faculty are often expected to prioritize research while spin-
off activity remains comparatively limited (Branine et al., 2015; Yasin & Gilani, 2025).

Overall, the main barriers facing university-based incubation in the Arab region are 
not simply operational. They are systemic and institutional, rooted in how innovation is 
governed, funded, incentivized, and connected to markets. This helps explain why the 
spread of incubators across the region has not always translated into equally strong 
outcomes in commercialization or venture development.
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Section 4: Case Studies of Selected 
Arab University-based Incubators
University-based incubators in the Arab region have developed in diverse ways, 
shaped by national policies, funding mechanisms, and institutional capacities. While 
the overarching goal across countries is to align higher education with innovation-
led growth, the actual design and performance of these incubators differ markedly. 
Examining country experiences reveals not only the enabling policies and institutional 
innovations but also the persistent barriers that limit their impact. The following case 
studies provide an overview of how universities in selected Arab states —Egypt, 
Morocco, Lebanon, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar —are 
engaging with the incubation agenda, highlighting both achievements and challenges 
within their specific contexts.



Egypt
26

Egypt

Overview

Egypt presents an important case of policy progress without an equivalent depth of 
commercialization. In recent years, the country has expanded its innovation support 
architecture through measures such as the National Intellectual Property Strategy 
(2022–2027), the growth of the Technology Innovation and Commercialization Offices 
network, and national initiatives that connect universities to entrepreneurship and 
technology development. This has widened the institutional space for university-based 
incubation and increased the visibility of innovation within higher education. Yet the 
core challenge remains the same: while universities and support platforms are more 
active, the conversion of research and entrepreneurial activity into scalable market 
outcomes remains uneven. Limited licensing, modest industry pull, and academic 
incentive systems still constrain the commercial reach of university-generated 
innovation (WIPO-Lex, 2022; ESCWA, 2023).

The Institutional Landscape in Egypt

Egypt’s university-based incubation landscape is institutionally broad and layered. 
As Table 2 shows, incubation is distributed across public and private universities, 
national programs, and ecosystem-adjacent platforms rather than concentrated in a 
single flagship model. The landscape includes multi-sector accelerators such as AUC 
Venture Lab, university-based incubators such as NilePreneurs and the FEPS Business 
Incubator, specialized platforms such as Alexandria University’s PILOT Incubator and 
Al-Azhar’s Rwaq, and nationally backed mechanisms such as Intilac. This spread 
suggests that incubation in Egypt has become organizationally visible across multiple 
parts of the higher education system.

The map also shows that Egypt’s strength lies in the breadth of entry points rather 
than in a uniform model of venture support. Platforms span ideation, prototyping, pre-
incubation, incubation, and, in fewer cases, acceleration. They also vary in sector logic: 
some are cross-sector, while others are tied to education technology, supply chain, water, 
renewable energy, or broader technology-based entrepreneurship. This indicates that 
Egypt has developed multiple on-ramps for students, researchers, and early founders, 
though support pathways remain uneven across institutions and sectors.

A further insight from the map is that most platforms emphasize mentoring, training, 
technical support, market access, and ecosystem connections more than direct 
investment. Even when national initiatives or external partners are present, the 
dominant support logic remains non-equity and capability-oriented. In practical terms, 
this means that Egypt’s university-linked incubation system is stronger in venture 
preparation and ecosystem activation than in integrated commercialization finance.
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The institutional map suggests that Egypt has succeeded in spreading incubation 
across the university landscape, but that this spread does not automatically translate 
into equal depth of support. The table points to a system with multiple platforms and 
visible entrepreneurial infrastructure, but also to one in which institutional form, sector 
focus, and funding arrangements differ significantly. This makes it necessary to look 
beyond the map itself and examine how these platforms actually function, where the 
evidence converges most strongly, and what kinds of constraints recur across them.

Table 2. Map of university-based incubators in Egypt

Host university or 
platform

Incubator or 
program Focus sectors Venture stage Funding or benefits

The American 
University in Cairo

AUC Venture Lab
Multi-sector, with 
recurring financial-
technology tracks

Incubation and 
acceleration

Structured mentoring, training, 
investor and market access; 
Egypt’s first university-based 
accelerator with 1,000+ 
entrepreneurs supported. 

Cairo University – 
Faculty of Economics 
and Political Science

FEPS Business 
Incubator

General 
technology and 
business

Pre-incubation 
and early 
incubation

Training, workshops, 
mentoring, and a campus 
hub for student and alumni 
founders. 

Nile University
NilePreneurs 
(Incubation Pillar) 
and TechSpace

Cutting-edge 
technologies, 
software as 
a service, 
engineering and 
sustainability, 
creative industries

Pre-incubation 
and incubation

Multiple themed incubators; 
mentorship; technical support; 
access to banking-sector 
partners; national initiative 
powered by the Central Bank 
of Egypt with Nile University. 

Nile University
Nile University 
Innovation Hub

Cross-disciplinary 
innovation, 
prototyping and 
maker activities

Ideation and 
prototyping

Bootcamps, courses, co-
working and maker support for 
students and researchers. 

Alexandria University

PILOT Incubator 
(Educational 
Innovation 
and Education 
Technology)

Education 
technology and 
pedagogical 
innovation

Pre-incubation 
and incubation

Intensive training and 
mentoring; part of the National 
Program for Technological 
Incubators (Intilac) under 
the Academy of Scientific 
Research and Technology. 

Nile University

Innovation, 
Entrepreneurship 
and 
Competitiveness 
Center (IECC)

Cross-sector 
venture building 
and incubation 
services

Ideation and 
incubation

Programs, prototyping, 
industry links, incubation 
space and training for 
incubator management. 

Academy of 
Scientific Research 
and Technology 
national network 
(across universities 
and research 
centers)

Intilac National 
Program for 
Technological 
Incubators

Multi-sector 
technology, with 
streams such as 
clean and green 
technologies and 
women-focused 
cohorts

Ideation, 
incubation and 
early growth

National program financing 
and services for incubators; 
around EGP 70 million 
provided to 28 incubators, 
supporting 180+ companies 
since 2016. 

Arab Academy for 
Science, Technology 
and Maritime 
Transport

AAST 
Entrepreneurship 
Center 
incubators (for 
example, Supply 
Chain Incubator 
and Rally 
Incubator)

Supply chain and 
logistics; student-
led ventures 
across sectors

Pre-incubation 
and incubation

Structured training, mentoring, 
venture-development 
programming, and access 
to facilities in Cairo and 
Alexandria. 
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Universities of 
Canada in Egypt 
(independent 
campus hosting 
Canadian programs)

DMZ Cairo

Sector-agnostic 
technology (for 
example, travel, 
legal, advertising, 
construction, 
health, and 
e-commerce)

Incubation

Eight-month program with 
mentorship, programming, 
workspace, and North 
American ecosystem access; 
established with Universities of 
Canada in Egypt in partnership 
with Toronto Metropolitan 
University’s DMZ; supported 
by the Academy of Scientific 
Research and Technology and 
the Intilac program. 

Al-Azhar University
Rwaq Business 
Incubator

Water, 
agricultural-waste 
management and 
renewable energy

Incubation

Guidance and support 
to convert innovations 
into marketable products; 
university-run platform. 

Independent 
platform adjacent 
to AUC (ecosystem 
hub, not a university-
run incubator)

The GrEEK 
Campus

Cross-sector 
technology 
startups

Community 
and 
workspace

Co-working, events, and 
community programming 
that serve university-linked 
founders; included here as an 
ecosystem connector rather 
than a university incubator. 

Evidence matrix for Egypt

The matrix points to three main insights. First, Egypt’s incubators operate under 
constrained financial and governance conditions. The strongest evidence indicates 
that some host universities do not permit equity participation or broad fee-based 
commercialization, thereby narrowing revenue options and increasing reliance on 
sponsorships, grants, and externally supported initiatives. Financial sustainability 
is therefore shaped not only by resource scarcity, but by the rules that define what 
incubators are permitted to do.

Second, the evidence shows that stronger programs rely more on professionalized 
delivery teams than on systematic faculty participation. Faculty engagement appears 
limited because academic evaluation continues to prioritize teaching and publication 
over commercialization or support for innovation. As a result, incubators compensate 
by building internal teams of coaches, designers, engineers, and mentors. This is 
a central feature of the Egypt case, because it shows that effective incubation has 
developed by working around incentive gaps rather than by resolving them.

Third, the matrix indicates that Egypt’s university incubators make their clearest 
contribution through venture readiness and ecosystem intermediation. High-
convergence themes around partnerships, validation-oriented program design, 
innovation culture, and national-system impact all point in the same direction: 
incubators are helping ventures refine products, navigate regulatory environments, 
connect with firms, and prepare for market entry. By contrast, the evidence is more 
cautious regarding strong licensing outcomes, deep research commercialization, and 
durable financial returns. Egypt, therefore, appears as a case in which university-based 
incubation is institutionally active and nationally relevant, but its main current value lies 
in building pipelines and connecting actors rather than consistently producing strong 
commercialization outcomes.
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Table 3. Integrated evidence matrix for Egypt

Theme Core observation / 
synthesized finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews and 
documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

University governance 
rules restrict revenue 
diversification, making 
incubators dependent on 
sponsorships, grants, and 
development programs 
rather than self-sustaining 
financial models.

EG—Uni-based Incubator 1 reported that 
external grants supporting operations between 
2018 and 2022 ended, prompting a shift toward 
mentorship and technical assistance, with 
limited fee-for-service income. EG—Uni-based 
Incubator 2 noted that the host university does 
not permit equity or paid consulting. Regional 
assessments similarly show that many Arab 
university incubators rely on time-bound 
external support. Illustrative quote: “External 
grants that funded operations between 
2018 and 2022 stopped; we shifted toward 
mentorship and technical assistance.”

High

Operating 
model and 
incentives

Effective delivery depends 
on dedicated professional 
teams rather than on routine 
academic participation, 
but retaining such teams 
becomes difficult when 
funding narrows.

EG—Uni-based Incubator 1 described a team 
of around forty full-time specialists delivering 
hands-on technical support. EG—Uni-based 
Incubator 2 referred to internal procedural 
frictions and constraints on fundraising visibility.

Moderate

Faculty 
integration 
and academic 
incentives

Faculty engagement 
remains limited because 
academic evaluation 
systems do not meaningfully 
reward innovation, 
commercialization, or 
incubator participation.

EG—Uni-based Incubator 1 explained that 
faculty evaluation emphasizes teaching and 
research, leading the incubator to rely on 
in-house coaches, designers, and engineers. 
EG—Uni-based Incubator 2 described 
faculty involvement as largely ad hoc. Desk 
evidence also indicates that universities 
continue to prioritize publications over 
entrepreneurship. Illustrative quote: “We built a 
team of approximately forty full-time specialists 
because faculty evaluation does not recognize 
innovation.”

High

Partnerships 
and policy 
interface

Incubators compensate for 
internal limits by brokering 
relationships with firms, 
regulators, and external 
partners, which helps 
ventures access markets, 
compliance knowledge, and 
ecosystem legitimacy.

EG—Uni-based Incubator 2 emphasized 
corporate partnerships and roundtables with 
regulators for financial-technology ventures. 
EG—Uni-based Incubator 1 highlighted 
efforts to expand corporate and international 
partnerships and explore internal product 
licensing. Policy initiatives such as the National 
Intellectual Property Strategy, the TICO/TTO 
network, and TIEC provide national support, 
although licensing outcomes remain modest. 
Illustrative quote: “Roundtables with regulators 
help our financial-technology ventures interpret 
and navigate requirements.”

High

Program 
architecture

Stronger programs 
are distinguished by 
structured, validation-
oriented models that focus 
on technical refinement, 
experimentation, and 
market readiness rather 
than awareness alone.

EG—Uni-based Incubator 1 stressed hands-
on technical support that helps close product 
gaps for start-ups and SMEs. EG—Uni-based 
Incubator 2 described short acceleration cycles 
at the minimum viable product and early go-to-
market stages. AUC Venture Lab materials also 
show a structured multi-sector pipeline built 
around mentorship and validation. Illustrative 
quote: “Short cycles at minimum viable product 
and early go-to-market stages force disciplined 
validation.”

High
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Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

Practical mentoring and 
industry-facing project work 
play an important role in 
developing entrepreneurial 
capabilities among students 
and founders.

Interviewees emphasized the value of 
embedded mentors and practical project work. 
Institutional materials also show increasing 
student participation in entrepreneurship-
related activities and capability-building.

High

Venture 
patterns

Ventures with clearer 
market demand and early 
validation tend to progress 
faster, while concept-stage 
ideas without customer 
clarity often stall.

EG—Uni-based Incubator 2 observed that 
ventures with evidence of problem–solution fit 
benefit most from validation-oriented programs, 
whereas concept-only ideas struggle to 
advance. Illustrative quote: “Ideas without a 
clear market need usually struggle even with 
access to training.”

Moderate

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

The most consistent 
contribution of university 
incubators lies in pipeline 
development, venture 
readiness, ecosystem 
networking, and policy 
learning rather than direct 
financial returns.

Interviewees pointed to expanded 
entrepreneurial pipelines, improved venture 
readiness, stronger ties between universities, 
firms, and regulators, and repeated policy 
learning through engagement with anchor 
agencies. Desk sources also note stronger 
policy scaffolding but continued unevenness in 
licensing and research commercialization.

High

Policy and program context

Egypt’s incubator landscape is shaped by three layers of support: national strategy, 
institutional platforms, and ecosystem connectors. At the national level, the National 
Intellectual Property Strategy and the ASRT technology transfer office network provide 
policy scaffolding for technology transfer and commercialization. At the ecosystem 
level, TIEC and related national initiatives connect universities to entrepreneurship 
and sectoral priorities, particularly in ICT. At the institutional level, programs such 
as AUC Venture Lab and Nile University’s incubation models illustrate different 
organizational responses to the same structural environment: one leaning more heavily 
on ecosystem partnerships and validation pathways, the other on technical assistance 
and professionalized delivery teams. Table 4 stabilizes the interpretation of interview 
findings by anchoring them in the policy and program context.

Table 4. Policy and program fact box in Egypt

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

National Intellectual Property 
Strategy (2022–2027)

Establishes a national framework for intellectual-
property management and technology transfer across 
higher education institutions; documented licensing 
outcomes remain modest so far.

National strategy

Academy of Scientific Research 
and Technology transfer office 
network

Expands technology transfer capacity within universities 
and public research centers; supports disclosure and 
licensing processes.

Government 
program

Technology Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship Center

Connects universities with the information and 
communication technology sector; facilitates 
entrepreneurship programs and challenges.

National program

American University in Cairo 
Venture Lab (illustrative 
institutional program)

Multi-sector acceleration with structured mentorship 
and validation pathways; influences campus capability-
building and culture.

Institutional 
program

Nile University technical-
assistance-centric model 
(illustrative institutional program)

Emphasizes hands-on engineering and design support 
for start-ups and small and medium-sized enterprises 
when faculty incentives do not recognize innovation.

Institutional 
program
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Country takeaways for Egypt

	o Financial sustainability is constrained by university rules that limit equity holding 
and some forms of revenue generation, leaving incubators more dependent on 
sponsorships and externally supported programs.

	o Faculty engagement in commercialization remains limited, so stronger incubators 
rely heavily on full-time professional teams rather than routine academic participation.

	o The clearest contribution of incubators lies in venture readiness, entrepreneurial 
pipeline development, and brokering links with regulators, firms, and other 
ecosystem actors.

Country synthesis and implications for 
the national innovation system in Egypt

Egypt’s university-based incubation landscape operates within a more supportive 
policy environment than before, but the evidence suggests that commercialization 
outcomes remain constrained by internal university rules, weak faculty incentives, 
and uneven market pull. Incubators appear to be most effective when they combine 
professional delivery teams with strong external linkages to regulators, corporates, 
and sector partners. Their contribution to the national innovation system is therefore 
most evident in pipeline building, venture readiness, and ecosystem intermediation. 
The Egyptian case suggests that further progress will depend less on adding new 
initiatives and more on strengthening institutional incentives, revenue flexibility, and 
commercialization pathways within universities.
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Morocco

Overview 

Morocco represents a case of expanding university-based incubation, supported 
by relatively strong policy ambition but constrained by uneven capacity for 
commercialization. Over the past decade, the country has combined national financing 
instruments, most notably the Innov Invest Fund managed by Tamwilcom, with growing 
institutional efforts to embed entrepreneurship within universities. This has enabled 
the emergence of university-linked platforms such as StartGate at UM6P and other 
specialized incubators that support venture development through mentoring, technical 
training, and, in some cases, early-stage financing.

Yet the overall picture remains mixed. While Morocco has strengthened its support 
architecture for university entrepreneurship, persistent weaknesses in university–industry 
linkages, intellectual property valorization, and the regional distribution of innovation 
resources continue to limit the depth and consistency of outcomes. The case, therefore, 
illustrates both the progress and the continuing constraints of building a university-centered 
innovation ecosystem in the region (Marzougui et al., 2024; WIPO, 2023).

The Institutional Landscape in Morocco 

Morocco’s university-based incubation landscape is notable not simply for the number 
of platforms identified, but for the way they are organized around a small set of strong 
institutional anchors. As Table 5 shows, a significant share of the visible activity is 
concentrated around University Mohammed VI Polytechnic and its affiliated or 
partnered initiatives, including StartGate, Explorer, and the Agri-Food Tech Incubator. 
This concentration is important because it indicates that the Moroccan case is driven 
less by a uniformly distributed university ecosystem and more by a set of institutionally 
powerful hubs that combine incubation, testing environments, sectoral specialization, 
and external partnerships. 

A second notable feature of the map is the prominence of applied and prototyping-
oriented support. Several platforms are not limited to generic entrepreneurship 
training; rather, they are tied to agritech, food technology, Industry 4.0, ICT, or 
fabrication-intensive venture development. The presence of facilities such as the 
Fez Smart Factory and the FabLab at the International University of Rabat suggests 
that Moroccan incubation is closely linked to experimentation, technical refinement, 
and the valorization of research. This gives the landscape a more technology- and 
infrastructure-oriented character than a system built primarily around awareness 
activities or general business support. 

The map also suggests that Morocco’s incubation landscape spans both elite 
institutional platforms and a wider spread of university centers across cities such 
as Marrakech, Rabat, El Jadida, Oujda, and Settat. This gives the system a broader 
geographic footprint than a single-campus model would imply. At the same time, 
the depth of support appears uneven. The stronger platforms combine dedicated 
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campuses, research linkages, testing spaces, and external partnerships, while several 
other university incubators function more as support or accompaniment centers. 
The table, therefore, points to a national landscape in which institutional presence is 
relatively broad, but where the quality and intensity of incubation capacity are likely 
concentrated in a smaller number of leading platforms. 

The institutional map suggests that Morocco has built a visible and multi-layered university 
incubation landscape, but one characterized by unequal institutional weight. Its most 
developed nodes are not only incubators; they are broader entrepreneurial environments 
that combine training, testing, partnerships, and valorization. This distinguishes Morocco 
from cases where incubation is present but thinly resourced. At the same time, the map 
alone cannot show whether these strong institutional platforms are sufficient to overcome 
wider national bottlenecks in commercialization and university–industry integration. That 
deeper question emerges more clearly in the evidence matrix.

 Table 5. Map of university-based incubators in Morocco

Host university or 
platform

Incubator or 
program Focus sectors Venture 

stage Funding or benefits

University 
Mohammed VI 
Polytechnic (UM6P)

StartGate – 
Startup Campus

Multi-sector; 
includes technology, 
agritech/foodtech; 
access to living-lab 
testbeds

Ideation to 
acceleration

Multi-program pipeline on a 
dedicated startup campus 
with mentoring, market 
access activities, demo days, 
and real-environment testing 
in Benguerir. 

UM6P with Hassan 
II Agronomy and 
Veterinary Institute 
(IAV Hassan II)

Agri-Food Tech 
Incubator

Agritech and agri-
food

Incubation

Joint UM6P–IAV program 
providing training, mentoring, 
and research valorization for 
agri-food startups.

UM6P

Explorer (in 
collaboration with 
Massachusetts 
Institute of 
Technology 
Sandbox)

Multi-sector student 
and researcher 
ventures

Ideation 
to early 
validation

Training and mentoring 
delivered through UM6P’s 
entrepreneurship pillar; 
bidirectional collaboration 
with Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology Sandbox. 

Euromed University 
of Fez (UEMF)

Fez Smart Factory 
– Incubator 4.0

Industry 4.0 
and enabling 
technologies

Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

Incubation and 
industrialization support 
within the Fez Smart Factory 
zone; access to pilot-scale 
equipment; managed via 
CVTIT structure. 

Cadi Ayyad 
University 
(Marrakesh)

Incubation and 
Entrepreneurship 
Hub (Marrakech 
Innovation City)

Multi-sector Incubation

Personalized support, space, 
and guidance for startup 
creation integrated with 
Marrakech Innovation City. 

Cadi Ayyad 
University 
(Marrakesh)

INMA – Incubateur 
Universitaire de 
Marrakech

University-wide 
(student, doctoral 
and faculty projects)

Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

Awareness, selection, 
coaching and project 
maturation services for 
academic entrepreneurs. 

Mohammed V 
University (Rabat)

InnoVal-UM5 
network and 
university 
entrepreneurship 
centers

Multi-sector; 
university-wide 
valorization

Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

Network of innovation/
valorization spaces with 
accompaniment by the 
University Entrepreneurship 
Center; linked to Rabat’s 
innovation ecosystem. 
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International 
University of Rabat 
(UIR)

UIR Incubators 
and Accelerators; 
UIR FabLab 
(Technopolis)

Prototyping-
intensive technology 
ventures

Ideation to 
incubation

Prototyping facilities, 
mentoring and venture-
support services on 
Technopolis campus; FabLab 
established to speed 
concept-to-prototype. 

National Institute 
of Posts and 
Telecommunications 
(INPT), Rabat

RESIN Incubator 
(INPT in 
partnership with 
ENSIAS)

Information and 
communication 
technology / digital

Incubation

University-based ICT 
incubator referenced 
in national analyses of 
Morocco’s innovation system.

Université Chouaib 
Doukkali (El Jadida)

CUDI – Centre 
Universitaire 
Doukkala 
Incubation

Multi-sector Incubation

University incubation center 
documented in United 
Nations Economic and Social 
Commission for Western Asia 
and national press overviews. 

Université 
Mohammed Premier 
(Oujda)

Incubateur 
Dynamique Est

Multi-sector
Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

University incubator cited 
in national STI landscape 
analyses.

Université Hassan 
Premier (Settat)

Incubateur 
MaroBtikar

Multi-sector
Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

University incubator cited 
in national STI landscape 
analyses. 

Evidence matrix for Morocco

Table 6 adds an important layer of interpretation by showing that the Moroccan case is 
not defined primarily by institutional scarcity or weak organizational capacity. Instead, the 
evidence converges most clearly around continuity, embedded entrepreneurship, staged 
program design, and practical testing conditions. This is significant because it suggests 
that the Moroccan case is one in which some incubators are operating from a position of 
relative institutional strength rather than simply compensating for absence or instability. 

What is especially striking in the matrix is the high convergence across financing, 
partnerships, program architecture, innovation culture, and national-system impact. 
This pattern indicates that the case is not only about the existence of well-funded 
incubators but also about how stable institutional support translates into structured 
delivery, student demand, and visible ecosystem influence. At the same time, the matrix 
also shows that faculty integration, operating model, and venture progression sit at 
moderate rather than high convergence, which is analytically important: it suggests that 
even in stronger institutional settings, the internal academic and venture-development 
mechanisms are still evolving rather than fully consolidated. 

Three insights stand out from the evidence matrix. First, the strongest Moroccan 
platforms appear to benefit from unusually stable institutional backing. The evidence 
regarding the OCP Foundation, performance-linked budgeting, and large-cohort 
continuity suggests that some incubators can operate without the funding interruptions 
or short-term volatility observed in other contexts. This matters because it changes the 
operational horizon: rather than focusing primarily on survival, these incubators can 
invest in scale, staged programming, and organizational specialization. 
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Second, the matrix shows that campus-based experimentation is not a marginal 
feature of the Morocco case; it is central to how ventures progress. The evidence from 
StartGate, living-lab testing, and talent matchmaking indicates that universities are 
serving as practical validation environments where teams can test, iterate, and address 
technical gaps before full market entry. This gives the Moroccan case a distinctly 
application-oriented logic, in which incubation is closely tied to experimentation rather 
than limited to mentoring and general training. 

Third, the evidence suggests that Morocco’s strongest institutional gains do not fully 
resolve wider system-level weaknesses. High convergence around national-system 
impact coexists with explicit recognition of persistent gaps in intellectual property 
valorization and university–industry depth. This means that Morocco’s case should not 
be read as one of complete system maturity. Rather, it is a case where strong university-
linked platforms are generating entrepreneurial pipelines, attracting investor attention, 
and densifying networks, while still operating within a national environment where 
broader commercialization channels remain incomplete. 

Table 6. Integrated evidence matrix for Morocco

Theme Core observation / 
synthesized finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews and 
documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

Stable, performance-linked 
institutional financing 
provides continuity and 
allows incubators to operate 
at scale without the funding 
interruptions seen in many 
other contexts.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 2 reported 
institutional financing through the Office 
Chérifien des Phosphates Foundation with 
annual budget submissions and no funding 
gaps due to a strong partnership and clear 
indicators; cohorts exceed two hundred 
teams. National instruments such as the 
Innov Invest Fund managed by Tamwilcom 
complement campus platforms by providing 
early-stage capital, mentoring, and training. 
Illustrative quote: “We submit our yearly 
budget to the OCP Foundation and we 
have not faced funding gaps because the 
partnership is strong and the indicators are 
clear. Since March 2020, we have supported 
more than one thousand entrepreneurial 
projects, and the current cohort has more 
than two hundred teams.”

High

Operating model 
and incentives

Large-scale incubation 
requires specialized 
teams, clear boundaries 
with academic units, 
and disciplined internal 
processes to manage 
execution pressures.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 2 described 
the operational challenges of running 
large cohorts and explained that these 
are managed through a dedicated 
entrepreneurship department and defined 
boundaries with academic units. A related 
interview insight emphasized that large 
cohorts create logistical and disbursement 
pressures that are handled through 
specialized teams and structured processes.

Moderate

Faculty 
integration 
and academic 
incentives

Entrepreneurship is more 
institutionally embedded 
than in several other cases, 
with curricular pathways and 
academic structures feeding 
participants into incubation 
programs.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 2 stated that 
entrepreneurship is one of three pillars 
alongside education and research; curricular 
modules feed applicants into Explorer and 
faculty frequently refer students onward. 
Illustrative quote: “Entrepreneurship is one 
of three pillars at the university; curricular 
modules feed applicants into Explorer, with 
a dedicated entrepreneurship department 
coordinating with academic units.”

Moderate
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Partnerships and 
policy interface

International partnerships 
can strengthen local 
incubators when they 
operate as co-development 
relationships rather than 
symbolic affiliations.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 2 emphasized a 
bidirectional partnership with Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology Sandbox, involving 
day-to-day collaboration and shared mentors. 
Illustrative quote: “From our experience 
with MIT Sandbox, it is a bidirectional 
partnership… we work day-to-day together. 
We have mentors from MIT, and they have 
some of our mentors supporting their 
program as well. We learn from each other.”

High

Program 
architecture

Morocco’s stronger 
platforms rely on staged 
pipelines that combine 
testing, mentoring, technical 
support, and access to 
complementary talent and 
infrastructure.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 1 highlighted 
StartGate’s staged pipeline, campus-based 
testing, and talent matchmaking through 
the 1337 coding school and cloud services. 
Desk materials also describe multi-program 
pipelines spanning ideation to acceleration. 
A related interview insight noted that 
matchmaking with the 1337 coding school 
and cloud resources helps resolve technical 
capacity gaps.

High

Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

Strong student demand, 
open access beyond a 
single institution, and the 
combination of curricular 
and co-curricular support 
help build a broader 
entrepreneurial culture.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 2 reported 
strong student appetite; Explorer is open 
to students, researchers, faculty, and 
postdoctoral researchers from Mohammed VI 
Polytechnic University and other Moroccan 
universities, complementing curricular 
modules. Desk materials describe campuses 
as testbeds that combine training, mentoring, 
and early financing.

High

Venture patterns

Ventures progress faster 
when they can test in 
real settings and access 
structured support to 
address technical gaps.

MA—Uni-based Incubator 1 noted that 
teams able to test in real settings iterate 
faster toward market fit, while structured 
matchmaking helps resolve technical talent 
shortages. Illustrative quote: “Entrepreneurs 
can try or operate their solutions on campus 
before going to market. A mobility startup 
tested here first and now operates in more 
than four cities in Morocco.”

Moderate

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

University incubators 
contribute to entrepreneurial 
pipeline expansion, 
venture readiness, and 
investor attention, but 
these gains coexist with 
ongoing national gaps in IP 
valorization and university–
industry depth.

Interviewees attributed system-level effects 
to expanded entrepreneurial pipelines, 
increased investor attention, and denser 
university–industry–government networks. 
Desk sources note ecosystem density gains 
but also persistent weaknesses in intellectual 
property valorization and the depth of 
university–industry collaboration.

High

Policy and program context in Morocco

The fact box shows that Morocco’s university-based incubation system is shaped 
by a combination of national financing support and a small number of institutionally 
strong platforms. The Innov Invest Fund provides an important layer of early-stage 
finance and mentoring beyond the university level, while leading university-linked 
programs such as StartGate, the Agri-Food Tech Incubator, and the Fez Smart Factory 
translate that support into sectoral experimentation, venture development, and 
applied commercialization. This suggests that Morocco’s progress in university-based 
incubation depends not only on the presence of incubators but also on the alignment 
between national instruments and well-resourced institutional platforms. At the same 
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time, the concentration of these examples in a limited number of strong nodes also 
reinforces the earlier finding that incubation capacity is visible and promising, but not 
yet evenly distributed across the wider university system.

Table 7. Policy and program fact box in Morocco

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

Innov Invest Fund managed by Tamwilcom
Provides seed and early-stage capital with 
mentoring and training, complementing 
campus pipelines and early experimentation. 

National 
program

StartGate – Startup Campus at Mohammed 
VI Polytechnic University

Multi-program pipeline with staged testing, 
mentoring, market access, and talent 
matchmaking. 

Institutional 
program

Agri-Food Tech Incubator at Mohammed 
VI Polytechnic University with Hassan II 
Agronomy and Veterinary Institute

Sector-focused incubation that valorizes 
agritech and food technology research. 

Joint institutional 
program

Euromed Innovation Center and Fez Smart 
Factory at Université Euro-Méditerranéenne 
de Fès UEMF

Industry 4.0 incubation and industrialization 
support linking university assets to 
production contexts. 

Institutional 
program

Country takeaways for Morocco

	o Stable institutional backing is a defining strength in some Moroccan university 
incubators, allowing continuity, larger cohorts, and more structured delivery.

	o Campus-based experimentation is an important advantage, helping ventures 
test and refine solutions before entering the wider market.

	o Broader system-level constraints remain visible in limited intellectual property 
valorization and uneven university–industry collaboration.

Country synthesis and implications for the 
national innovation system in Morocco

Morocco’s university-based incubation landscape is supported by strong institutional 
platforms and national financing instruments, and the evidence suggests that this has 
enabled continuity, practical experimentation, and structured venture support in some 
settings. The case is especially notable for the way some universities function not only 
as hosts for incubators but also as testing environments for entrepreneurial solutions. 
At the same time, the evidence continues to point to broader gaps in intellectual 
property valorization and the depth of university–industry collaboration. Morocco, 
therefore, illustrates a case where visible institutional progress in incubation coexists 
with ongoing limits in the depth of wider commercialization.
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Lebanon

Overview 

Lebanon’s higher education sector has long been a source of entrepreneurial talent, 
and the introduction of Circular 331 in 2013 briefly transformed the ecosystem by 
unlocking unprecedented levels of capital for start-ups. Universities quickly became 
focal points for channeling this momentum, with institutions like the American University 
of Beirut (AUB), Université Saint-Joseph (USJ), and Lebanese American University (LAU) 
establishing new incubators and partnering with platforms such as Berytech to provide 
integrated support for student and faculty ventures. Programs ranged from early-stage 
mentoring to acceleration pathways, with international donors and diaspora networks 
further amplifying the ecosystem’s reach.

The severe economic crisis of the past decade, however, has reshaped the landscape. 
Many incubators now face financial uncertainty, relying heavily on donor projects and 
external partnerships to sustain operations. Despite this, universities’ commitment to 
nurturing entrepreneurship remains strong. Institutions such as USEK and Beirut Arab 
University (BAU) have established their own incubation centers, while newer initiatives, 
like the Momentum Incubator, demonstrate that, even in the midst of a crisis, Lebanese 
universities continue to create entrepreneurial spaces for their students and researchers. 

The Institutional Landscape in Lebanon

Lebanon’s university-based incubation landscape is relatively compact, yet Table 8 
shows that it is anchored in a set of established university-linked platforms that continue 
to provide entrepreneurial pathways despite prolonged national instability. What stands 
out is not the sheer number of incubators, but the fact that they are distributed across 
major higher education institutions and linked to a broader ecosystem actor, Berytech, 
which originated in the university environment but now operates at a broader system 
level. This gives the Lebanese case a layered structure, where campus-based centers 
support early entrepreneurial formation, while intermediary platforms ensure continuity 
beyond the university. 

A second important feature of the map is that most platforms are multi-sector 
and focused on general venture development rather than narrow technological 
specialization. While some deep-tech and proof-of-concept elements are visible, 
especially at AUB and in partner-supported centers, the overall landscape appears 
less infrastructure-heavy than the Morocco case and less state-backed than the Gulf 
cases. The emphasis is more on mentoring, competitions, grants, partner-supported 
programs, and facilities that help ventures progress from the idea stage to incubation 
or acceleration. This suggests that Lebanese university incubation is shaped more by 
adaptive support mechanisms than by large-scale institutional infrastructure. 

The map also shows that the system relies on a combination of university-hosted 
centers, affiliated platforms, and ecosystem-linked incubators. This is important because 
it indicates that the Lebanese pipeline is not confined to the university alone. Instead, it 
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relies on relational continuity between campus spaces and broader ecosystem actors. 
The presence of Berytech, in particular, signals that the national incubation landscape 
is sustained not simply by individual university programs but by bridging organizations 
that can carry more mature ventures beyond campus-level support. 

The map suggests that Lebanon’s university-linked incubation system is less about 
institutional expansion and more about maintaining entrepreneurial pathways in 
fragmented, resource-constrained settings. Its structure is significant not because it 
reflects a dense or highly specialized landscape, but because it demonstrates how 
universities and intermediary actors manage to keep entrepreneurial spaces active 
despite difficult national conditions.

Table 8. Map of university-based incubators in Lebanon

Host university 
or platform

Incubator or 
program Focus sectors Stage Funding or benefits

American 
University of 
Beirut

Talal and Madiha 
Zein AUB Innovation 
Park (Zein AUB iPark)

Multi-sector; deep-
tech leaning

Incubation to 
acceleration

Mentoring, investor access, 
demo days; program 
admission pathways via 
the President’s Innovation 
Challenge. 

Université 
Saint-Joseph–
affiliated

Berytech (originated 
at Université Saint-
Joseph)

Multi-sector 
(information and 
communication 
technology, agri-food, 
clean/green, social)

Idea to 
incubation to 
acceleration

Programs, grants, European-
funded tracks, and facilities. 

Lebanese 
American 
University

Fouad Makhzoumi 
Innovation Center 
(LAU Innovation 
Center)

Multi-sector student 
and faculty ventures

Idea to 
incubation

University incubator with 
competitions and partner 
programs, including SPARK 
and INNOVATUS. 

Holy Spirit 
University of 
Kaslik (USEK)

Asher Center for 
Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship

Multi-sector
Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

Mentoring, proof-of-concept 
support, funding and 
acceleration options. 

Beirut Arab 
University

Innovation Hub 
(via BAU Center for 
Entrepreneurship)

Student and faculty 
ventures

Pre-
incubation to 
incubation

Laboratories, training zones, 
and European-funded 
ELEGANT support. 

Lebanese 
University 
(ecosystem link)

Momentum Incubator Multi-sector Incubation
University-linked incubator 
launched in 2023. 

Evidence matrix for Lebanon

Table 9 clearly shows that the Lebanon case is characterized more by adaptation 
than by scale. The most consistent pattern across the matrix is not strong institutional 
convergence on funding, research commercialization, or sectoral specialization, 
but rather moderate convergence on survival, coordination, and continuity. This is 
analytically important because it suggests that the key question in Lebanon is not 
whether incubators exist, but how they continue to operate amid donor volatility, 
macroeconomic disruption, and weakened institutional capacity. 

A second striking feature of the matrix is that most themes converge at a moderate, 
rather than high, level, while faculty integration and venture patterns remain emerging. 
This distribution  is meaningful because it suggests that the Lebanese case is 
characterized by active effort and visible institutional work, but not yet by strong 
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consolidation. The system is functioning, but many of its core processes remain 
contingent, dependent on partnerships, and influenced by external instability rather 
than by deeply institutionalized internal capacity. 

Three insights emerge from the matrix. First, financial and operational sustainability 
are closely tied to national instability. The evidence shows that even incubators with 
historically sustainable models are being forced to rethink their business models due to 
donor volatility and the broader economic environment. This indicates that sustainability 
in Lebanon cannot be interpreted as solely an internal management issue ; it is inextricably 
tied to the country’s broader political and macroeconomic conditions. 

Second, the matrix highlights a distributed incubation pathway in which universities and 
ecosystem intermediaries play distinct yet connected roles. Campus-based centers 
appear to support early-stage formation, awareness, and project development, while 
broader platforms receive ventures once they are ready to transition toward start-up 
formation and scaling. This is one of the clearest findings in the Lebanon case, as it 
demonstrates that entrepreneurial support is sustained through relational sequencing, 
rather than a single integrated institutional model. 

Third, the matrix suggests that the primary contribution of university-linked incubation 
in Lebanon lies in ecosystem maintenance rather than in substantial commercialization 
outcomes. Moderate convergence around partnerships, innovation culture, and 
national-system impact indicates that these platforms help sustain collaboration, policy 
engagement, researcher support, and pipeline continuity even during times of crisis. 
In contrast, faculty incentives for commercialization and stronger venture progression 
remain underdeveloped. Lebanon, therefore, serves as a case where incubation is 
crucial not because it demonstrates strong system maturity, but because it keeps 
entrepreneurial and commercialization pathways alive in a fragile environment.

Table 9. Integrated evidence matrix for Lebanon

Theme Core observation / 
synthesized finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews  
and documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

Financial sustainability is 
increasingly challenged 
by donor volatility and 
macroeconomic instability, 
pushing incubators to 
diversify services and 
rethink their business 
models.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 described historically 
sustainable operations but noted that the 
donor and economic landscape has become 
more difficult, prompting a reconsideration 
of the business model and diversification of 
services. Desk analysis also points to funding 
unpredictability and dependence on external 
partnerships. Illustrative quote: “We have been 
sustainable… but the donor world and economic 
landscape are challenging… we are rethinking our 
business model and diversifying our services.”

Moderate

Operating 
model and 
incentives

Program delivery is shaped 
by political and economic 
instability, requiring 
continuous adaptation and 
reliance on partnerships to 
maintain continuity.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 reported operating 
challenges linked to political and economic 
instability, managed through program 
adaptation and partnership-building. A 
related interview insight noted benchmarking 
with European incubators through EBN 
membership as a way of maintaining quality 
despite difficult local conditions.

Moderate
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Faculty 
integration 
and academic 
incentives

Cross-university 
programming helps bridge 
gaps in commercialization 
capacity, but formal 
incentives for academic 
engagement in 
commercialization remain 
limited.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 described 
collaboration with several universities 
through programs for intellectual-property 
and technology-transfer officers, as well as 
accelerators tailored for researchers. Illustrative 
quote: “We work with many universities… 
programs for intellectual-property and 
technology-transfer officers… accelerators 
tailored for researchers.”

Emerging

Partnerships 
and policy 
interface

Partnerships with ministries, 
universities, and industry 
are active and potentially 
promising, but their impact is 
still constrained by instability 
and resource limitations.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 reported 
engagement with ministries and work on 
policy recommendations while also stressing 
the need for greater stability and resources. 
Desk evidence highlights the continuing role 
of cross-university platforms in sustaining the 
pipeline. Illustrative quote: “Industries are more 
open for collaboration; the public sector is 
supportive but needs stability and resources… 
we are working on policy recommendations.”

Moderate

Program 
architecture

The Lebanese system 
functions through a 
distributed pipeline in which 
campus centers support 
early-stage formation and 
more mature projects move 
into broader ecosystem 
platforms.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 described the 
platform as a post-university engine: when 
projects are ready to become start-ups, they 
transition from campus-based entrepreneurship 
centers into its programs. Desk sources 
similarly show campus incubators feeding 
more advanced teams into ecosystem hubs. 
Illustrative quote: “Inside universities there are 
entrepreneurship centers; once a project is 
ready to become a start-up, they come to us.”

Moderate

Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

Entrepreneurial interest 
remains active despite 
the crisis, supported 
by awareness-building, 
researcher engagement, and 
ongoing university activity.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 observed rising 
appetite for entrepreneurship and growing 
researcher interest in commercialization. Desk 
analysis also indicates continued campus 
entrepreneurship activity despite crisis 
conditions.

Moderate

Venture 
patterns

Venture success depends 
heavily on team quality and 
market discipline, while failure 
is often shaped by both 
weak teams and adverse 
macroeconomic conditions.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 attributed stronger 
outcomes to capable teams and market 
discipline, and weaker outcomes to macro-
conditions and internal team weaknesses.

Emerging

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

The most important 
contribution of university-
linked incubation lies in 
ecosystem maintenance, 
policy engagement, and 
keeping entrepreneurial 
pathways functioning under 
crisis conditions.

LB—Uni-based Incubator 1 described 
ecosystem building, support for universities 
and other stakeholders, and national advocacy, 
with impact tracked through a theory-of-change 
framework and public reporting. Desk evidence 
likewise positions these hubs as essential to 
preserving pipeline continuity.

Moderate

Policy and Program Context in Lebanon

The table below anchors the Lebanon findings in the policy and program environment 
that shapes university-based incubation. Taken together, these instruments and 
platforms suggest that Lebanon’s innovation support architecture has evolved through 
a combination of past financial stimuli, university-level entrepreneurship activity, and 
intermediary organizations that help bridge fragmented institutional spaces. Circular 331 
played a catalytic role in expanding risk capital and encouraging broader engagement 
among start-ups, while university incubator networks continue to sustain campus-level 
entrepreneurial activity. Within this landscape, intermediary platforms such as Berytech 
are particularly important because they connect university-based initiatives to broader 
ecosystem development, policy advocacy, and post-university venture support.
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The policy and program context also helps explain why Lebanon’s incubation model 
is more distributed than centralized. Instead of relying on a single, integrated national 
system, the country depends on overlapping campus-based centers, ecosystem 
intermediaries, and partnership-driven pathways. While this arrangement has enabled 
continuity under difficult conditions,  it also leaves the system vulnerable to volatility in 
donor support, macroeconomic shocks, and uneven institutional capacity.

Table 10. Policy and program fact box for Lebanon

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

Central Bank Circular 331 (2013)
Temporarily expanded risk capital and catalyzed 
university engagement with start-up pipelines.

Lebanon Desk 
Research

University incubator network 
(AUB, USJ, LAU, USEK, BAU, 
Lebanese University)

Sustains campus-to-ecosystem pathways under 
crisis conditions, feeding advanced teams to 
Berytech.

Desk research 

Berytech ecosystem role
Post-university engine; ecosystem building, 
national advocacy; publishes impact reports based 
on a theory-of-change framework.

Interview and program 
evidence  
Lebanon - Berytech 
Transcription

Country takeaways for Lebanon

	o Donor volatility and macroeconomic instability are reshaping sustainability, 
prompting incubators to diversify services and rethink their business models.

	o The incubation pathway is distributed, with campus-based centers supporting early-
stage formation and broader ecosystem platforms supporting more mature ventures.

	o The most important current contribution of university-linked incubation lies in 
maintaining ecosystem continuity, providing bridging support, and engaging in 
policy advocacy under crisis conditions.

Country synthesis and implications for the 
national innovation system in Lebanon

Lebanon’s university-based incubation landscape continues to function despite severe 
macroeconomic disruption, but it does so through adaptation rather than stability. 
Campus centers at major universities help generate early entrepreneurial activity, while 
broader ecosystem actors provide post-university progression, policy engagement, 
and ecosystem coordination. This distributed structure has kept entrepreneurial 
pathways open and maintained a degree of institutional continuity under crisis. At the 
same time, the case makes clear that resilience should not be mistaken for structural 
strength. The system remains heavily exposed to donor volatility, constrained public 
capacity, and limited formal incentives for research commercialization. For Lebanon’s 
national innovation system, the central implication is that university-linked incubation is 
currently most valuable as an ecosystem-preserving and bridging function. Its longer-
term contribution will depend on whether financing becomes more stable and whether 
commercialization incentives can be more firmly institutionalized across universities.
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Jordan

Overview 

Jordan illustrates a case of relatively coherent innovation policy combined with 
persistent commercialization constraints. Through the National Innovation Policy 
(2021–2025), universities have been positioned as key actors in entrepreneurship, 
incubation, and technology transfer, with institutions such as the University of Jordan, 
Jordan University of Science and Technology, and Princess Sumaya University for 
Technology playing visible roles in this agenda. Compared with some regional cases, 
Jordan benefits from a clearer policy framework linking higher education to innovation.

However, the system remains constrained by limited research and development 
expenditure, modest private investment in university-linked start-ups, and an ongoing 
gap between institutional capacity and commercialization outcomes. This helps 
explain why stronger educational and organizational inputs have not yet translated 
into equally strong outputs in patents, spin-offs, and scalable technology ventures 
(WIPO, 2023; ESCWA, 2023).

What makes the Jordanian case especially important is the growing emphasis on 
sustainability-oriented institutional design. Rather than relying solely on donor-funded 
incubation, some leading platforms are experimenting with earned-income models 
and broader venturing systems. The Queen Rania Center for Entrepreneurship has 
expanded fee-based partnerships with corporations and ecosystem actors, while Al 
Hussein Technical University’s Core platform is evolving toward a more integrated 
model that links skills pipelines, venture development, and embedded innovation 
capacity. Jordan, therefore, offers an example of a system that remains constrained 
yet increasingly focused on the long-term sustainability of university-based incubation.

The Institutional Landscape in Jordan

Jordan’s university-based incubation landscape is notable for its combination of 
conventional university entrepreneurship centers with more externally connected and 
revenue-conscious models. As Table 11 shows, the system includes public and private 
universities, specialized technical institutions, and platforms that differ not only in sector 
focus but also in organizational ambition. Some centers, such as those at the University 
of Jordan and Jordan University of Science and Technology, offer familiar incubation 
functions, including prototype support, mentoring, intellectual property guidance, and 
co-working. Others, especially the Queen Rania Center for Entrepreneurship and The 
Core at Al Hussein Technical University, seem to move beyond standard incubation by 
linking entrepreneurship to broader institutional and ecosystem roles. This suggests 
that Jordan’s landscape is not only broad but also internally differentiated in how 
incubation is conceived and delivered.

A second important feature of the map is the strong presence of partnership-based 
support. Several platforms do not operate purely as internal university units but rather 
through collaboration with external actors such as Orange, Zain Innovation Campus, 
iPARK, and other national partners. This indicates that university-linked incubation 
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in Jordan is closely tied to external actors and often designed to bridge campus 
entrepreneurship with broader market or ecosystem opportunities. Compared with 
cases where incubation remains largely campus-bound, Jordan’s map suggests a 
more outward-facing support structure, where university centers are embedded within 
broader entrepreneurial and corporate networks.

The map also shows that much of the Jordanian landscape remains concentrated 
in early stages such as ideation, pre-incubation, and incubation, with only a smaller 
number of platforms extending more explicitly into acceleration, revenue generation, 
or structured venture scaling. This is analytically significant. It suggests that Jordan has 
built multiple institutional entry points for entrepreneurship, but that deeper scaling 
capacity is concentrated in a limited number of more robust platforms. The inclusion of 
The Core is particularly significant here because it points to a model in which incubation 
is linked directly to validation, revenue logic, and larger innovation-system functions 
rather than to training alone.

The institutional map suggests that Jordan’s university-based incubation system is 
evolving in two directions simultaneously. On one hand, it has expanded entrepreneurial 
entry points across the higher education system. On the other hand, it is beginning to 
generate more ambitious models that link university entrepreneurship to employability, 
external partnerships, and financially sustainable venture support. This makes the 
Jordanian landscape structurally distinct from cases in which incubation is either 
narrowly donor-dependent or primarily symbolic. The deeper question, which the 
evidence matrix helps address, is whether these stronger institutional designs are 
beginning to shift the system’s underlying logic.

Table 11. Map of university-based incubators in Jordan

Host 
University / 
College

Incubator / Program Focus 
Sectors

Venture 
Stage Funding / Benefits

University of 
Jordan

University of Jordan Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship Center 
(UJIEC)

Multi-sector
Ideation, Pre-
incubation, 
Incubation

Prototype funding, mentorship, 
intellectual property support, 
training, co-working. 

Jordan 
University of 
Science and 
Technology

Center of Excellence for 
Innovative Projects – 
Technology Incubator

Technology, 
engineering

Incubation

Workspace and equipment, 
technology transfer office and 
intellectual property support, 
incubator regulations. 

Princess 
Sumaya 
University for 
Technology

Queen Rania Center for 
Entrepreneurship; Venture Lab

Digital, 
technology

Ideation, Pre-
incubation, 
Incubation

Bootcamps, mentorship, 
competitions, pathways to iPARK. 

Yarmouk 
University

Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation Center (with 
Orange Lab)

Multi-sector, 
digital

Pre-
incubination, 
Incubation

Training, mentoring, industry-
linked labs (Orange partnership). 

Al-Quds 
College 
(Luminus)

Al-Quds College Business 
Incubator

Student 
micro-
ventures

Pre-
incubation

Mentoring, training, links to 
national partners. 

Al-Balqa’ 
Applied 
University

Innovation, Creativity and 
Entrepreneurship Center (with 
Zain Innovation Campus hub)

Student 
startups

Pre-
incubation

Space, activities, and partner 
programs with Zain Innovation 
Campus. 

Al Hussein 
Technical 
University

The Core (university 
innovation platform and 
accelerator)

Multi-sector; 
product–
market 
validation

Incubation, 
Acceleration

Revenue-supported model 
(retainers, success fees, optional 
royalties), bespoke bootcamps 
and hackathons; 97 graduates with 
more than USD 19 million raised. 
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Evidence matrix for Jordan

Table 12 shows that the Jordan case is characterized by unusually strong convergence 
across most themes. This is one of the clearest signs that the country is not simply 
experimenting with isolated programs, but rather exhibiting a more coherent pattern 
in how university-linked incubation is evolving. High convergence is evident across 
financing, operating model, faculty incentives, partnerships, program architecture, 
innovation culture, and national-system impact. This is significant because it suggests 
that the strongest features of the Jordan case are not anecdotal; they consistently 
recur across the evidence. 

What is particularly striking in the matrix is that sustainability, organizational redesign, 
and external problem-solving are all central rather than peripheral. The case is not 
framed by simple dependence on donor support or by generic incubation functions. 
Instead, the evidence points to a more deliberate reworking of what university-based 
incubation is meant to achieve: generate revenue, connect education to venturing, 
support public-sector innovation, and create stronger pathways from idea formation 
to market engagement. In that sense, Jordan stands out not because it has more 
incubators than other cases and more because some of its leading platforms are 
redefining incubation as a broader institutional and ecosystem function. 

Three main insights emerge from the matrix. First, the evidence suggests that 
financial sustainability is being treated as a core design principle. High convergence 
on earned-income models, service sales, and revenue-oriented performance 
indicators suggests that some Jordanian incubators are actively working to reduce 
donor dependence and anchor their operations in repeatable market activities. This 
is a substantive finding because it shows that sustainability is not being left to external 
factors; it is being built into the institutional model itself. 

Second, the matrix shows that some Jordanian platforms are no longer operating 
as stand-alone incubators. Instead, they are being integrated into wider university 
systems that connect entrepreneurship teaching, apprenticeships, venture studios, 
external labs, and policy-facing innovation work. The evidence surrounding The 
Core is particularly significant here, as it points to a more systemic redesign in which 
incubation becomes part of how the university organizes learning, venturing, and 
problem-solving, rather than simply an add-on support service. 

Third, the evidence suggests that Jordan’s strongest contribution to the national 
innovation system lies in its role as an intermediary and in applied research. High 
convergence around partnerships, public-sector labs, employability, and national-
system impact indicates that incubators are not only supporting founders but also 
linking universities to ministries, corporate actors, and applied policy challenges. At the 
same time, the matrix remains more cautious regarding venture patterns and confirms 
that faculty incentive reform is still incomplete. This suggests that Jordan’s system is 
advancing through organizational and partnership innovations, even as some deeper 
academic and financial constraints remain unresolved.
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Table 12. Integrated evidence matrix for Jordan

Theme Core observation / 
synthesized finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews  
and documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

Leading Jordanian 
incubators are moving 
toward earned-income and 
revenue-based models, 
reducing dependence on 
donor funding and linking 
sustainability more directly 
to market activity.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 2 reported that 80–85 
percent of its budget is covered by revenue 
from services such as training, accelerators, and 
corporate innovation programs. JO—Uni-based 
Incubator 1 described a strategic shift toward using 
revenue as the main performance indicator, with 
greater emphasis on client revenue and exports 
rather than fundraising. Desk evidence also points 
to limited national R&D spending and ongoing 
dependence on donors and regional accelerators. 
Illustrative quotes include: “More than eighty 
percent of our budget comes from services we 
sell to corporates and partners… this is what 
keeps the center sustainable.” “Our main key 
performance indicator is shifting to revenue, not 
fundraising… focus on export revenue because 
the domestic market is tight.”

High

Operating 
model and 
incentives

Some Jordanian platforms 
are redesigning incubation 
as part of a broader 
university venturing system 
rather than as a standalone 
accelerator.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 1 described 
an integrated model linking mandatory 
entrepreneurship courses, apprenticeships, a 
venture studio, and a general partner–limited 
partner fund to connect idea generation with 
investment pathways. Documentary evidence 
indicates that universities have been encouraged 
to institutionalize entrepreneurship, although 
resources remain unevenly distributed. An 
illustrative quote is: “We are transforming the 
Core from a space with an accelerator into 
the core of the university… a pipeline with a 
venture studio, a venturing arm, and CoreX labs 
embedded in government.”

High

Faculty 
integration 
and 
academic 
incentives

Incentive reform is 
underway in some 
institutions, but 
publication-centered 
promotion systems 
still constrain broader 
faculty engagement in 
commercialization and 
entrepreneurship.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 1 is piloting industry 
sabbaticals and giving greater weight to 
application-oriented research in promotion 
decisions. JO—Uni-based Incubator 2 noted that 
faculty time and promotion rules still prioritize 
publications, which limits entrepreneurial 
participation. Desk evidence suggests that 
while commercialization is encouraged in 
policy,  incentive reform remains incomplete. 
An illustrative quote is: “Faculty promotion still 
revolves around publications… Venture Lab 
funding is making some of them more interested 
in commercialization, but it remains limited.”

High

Partnerships 
and policy 
interface

Jordanian incubators play 
an active intermediation 
role with ministries 
and public actors, but 
procurement and scaling 
pathways for start-ups 
remain underdeveloped.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 1 described CoreX as a 
model of embedded government innovation labs 
operating through retainers, success fees, and 
potential royalties. JO—Uni-based Incubator 2 
reported co-designing programs with ministries and 
participating in policy committees, including those 
focused on social enterprise policy. Desk evidence 
suggests improved national policy alignment but 
ongoing limits in procurement pathways for start-
ups. Illustrative quote: “CoreX contracts include 
retainers, success fees, and optional royalties; five 
such contracts would cover our overheads.”

High
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Program 
architecture

Stronger Jordanian 
platforms combine 
education, challenge-
based entry points, 
venture development, and 
external program delivery 
into coherent pipelines.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 1 described a pipeline 
that moves from problem statements and 
hackathons to a venture studio and fund. JO—
Uni-based Incubator 2 combines paid program 
design and delivery for corporates with national 
competitions and incubation. Desk sources 
indicate that university centers often integrate 
training, prototype support, and technology 
transfer functions.

High

Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

Entrepreneurship is being 
linked more directly to 
employability, applied 
learning, and long-term 
alumni and mentor 
networks.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 1 emphasized project-
based learning, flipped classrooms, and a 
university-wide key performance indicator of 
100 percent employability within six months. 
JO—Uni-based Incubator 2 highlighted long-
term alumni ties maintained through regular 
networking and mentorship. Documentary 
evidence positions universities as engines of 
entrepreneurship and employment.

High

Venture 
patterns

Founders with domain 
expertise and industry 
experience progress 
faster than teams entering 
unfamiliar sectors without 
clear sectoral grounding.

JO—Uni-based Incubator 2 observed that 
founders with prior industry experience and 
domain knowledge scale more effectively, citing 
photovoltaic-cleaning robotics as an example, 
while teams building in unfamiliar sectors, such as 
cosmetics face greater difficulty. Illustrative quote: 
“Founders with industry experience scale faster; 
the PV-cleaning robotics team is exporting to the 
region and the United States.”

Moderate

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

The main contribution lies 
in entrepreneurial pipeline 
expansion, public-sector 
problem-solving, and 
more export-oriented 
venturing models, although 
procurement and finance 
gaps remain.

Interviews pointed to expanded entrepreneurial 
pathways, government problem-solving through 
embedded labs, and export-oriented revenue 
strategies designed to overcome the limits of a 
small domestic market. Desk evidence confirms 
stronger alignment but continuing weaknesses 
in research outputs and the depth of private-
sector finance.

High

Policy and program context in Jordan

The table below anchors the Jordan findings in the policy and program environment 
that shapes university-based incubation. Taken together, these instruments and 
institutional models suggest that Jordan has moved beyond viewing university 
entrepreneurship primarily as a student-support activity and is increasingly treating it 
as part of a broader innovation and economic development agenda. National policy 
has provided a clearer framework for positioning universities within the innovation 
system, while leading institutional platforms have begun experimenting with revenue-
oriented and more integrated models of support.

This context is particularly important for interpreting the Jordan case because it helps 
explain why issues of financial sustainability, employability, and external partnership-
building are so central. The national environment has encouraged institutional 
entrepreneurship, but the limited scale of domestic markets, modest R&D expenditure, 
and incomplete commercialization reforms mean that university incubators must create 
value through hybrid strategies that combine service revenue, venture support, and 
policy engagement.
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Table 13. Policy and program fact box for Jordan

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

National Innovation Policy (2021–2025) 
coordinated by the Higher Council for 
Science and Technology

Establishes coordination and commercialization 
emphasis across universities; policy alignment has 
improved though procurement remains a gap. 

National 
policy

University centers and technology 
transfer efforts at the University of Jordan 
and Jordan University of Science and 
Technology

Provide prototype funding, mentorship, and 
intellectual-property processes within public 
universities. 

Institutional 
programs

Queen Rania Center for Entrepreneurship 
and Venture Lab (Princess Sumaya 
University for Technology)

National competition, Global Entrepreneurship 
Week host, fee-for-service sustainability; Venture 
Lab grants for early commercialization. 

Institutional 
program

The Core platform at Al Hussein Technical 
University (accelerator, venture studio, 
fund, CoreX)

University-wide pipeline linking teaching, 
apprenticeships, government challenges, 
and investment mechanisms; export-oriented 
revenue model. 

Institutional 
program

Country takeaways for Jordan

	o Some leading platforms have moved toward earned-income models, using service 
revenue and corporate innovation work to strengthen financial sustainability.

	o In some cases, incubation is being integrated into a broader, university-wide model 
that links entrepreneurship education, apprenticeships, venture development, 
and external partnerships.

	o Academic incentive reform remains incomplete, as publication-centered promotion 
systems continue to limit wider faculty engagement in commercialization.

	o University-linked incubators also play a broader role in public-sector and  
policy-facing innovation through embedded labs, collaboration with ministries, 
and applied problem-solving.

Country synthesis and implications for 
the national innovation system in Jordan

Jordan’s university-based incubation landscape is characterized by a strong concern 
with sustainability and organizational redesign. The evidence suggests that some 
platforms are no longer treating incubation as a stand-alone support activity but as 
part of a broader institutional model that links education, venturing, employability, and 
external partnerships. This makes the Jordanian case significant not only for policy 
coherence but also for active experimentation with more durable organizational and 
financial models. At the same time, the evidence also shows continued limitations in 
commercialization depth, faculty incentive reform, and broader ecosystem finance. 
Therefore, Jordan’s contribution to the national innovation system lies in combining 
structured institutional experimentation with wider public- and market-facing roles.
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Saudi Arabia

Overview 

Saudi Arabia represents one of the strongest examples in the region of state-
backed university entrepreneurship aligned with a national transformation agenda. 
Under Vision 2030, universities have been positioned as key actors in innovation, 
venture creation, and technology commercialization. Flagship institutions such as King 
Abdullah University of Science and Technology, King Saud University, and King Fahd 
University of Petroleum and Minerals have developed incubators, science parks, and 
entrepreneurship programs that integrate research, talent development, and early-
stage venture support. Programs such as TAQADAM combine structured mentorship, 
non-dilutive grants, and access to follow-on funding, while other university-linked 
platforms are closely aligned with national priority sectors such as energy, advanced 
manufacturing, and financial technology. Private universities, including Prince 
Mohammad Bin Fahd University and Prince Sultan University, further broaden the 
reach of incubation beyond the major research-intensive institutions.

At the same time, the Saudi case remains shaped by the strengths and limitations of a 
state-led model. University-based incubators benefit from strong public support, clear 
national direction, and relatively well-resourced institutional platforms. However, the 
ecosystem continues to depend heavily on government initiatives and public funding, 
raising questions about the long-term depth of private-sector participation, market-led 
partnerships, and autonomous university–industry collaboration. Saudi Arabia, therefore, 
illustrates a high-capacity but still predominantly state-driven model of university-based 
incubation, in which scale and ambition are evident, but the long-term balance between 
public leadership and ecosystem self-sustainability remains an important issue.

The Institutional Landscape in Saudi Arabia 

Saudi Arabia’s university-based incubation landscape is notable for its scale, 
institutional spread, and formal linkage to commercialization structures. As Table 14 
shows, incubation is not confined to a few entrepreneurial campuses. It is distributed 
across major public universities, women-focused institutions, regional universities, and 
university-owned commercialization entities such as Wadi Makkah, Taibah Valley, and 
Riyadh Valley Company. This matters because it suggests that incubation in Saudi 
Arabia has been institutionalized within the wider higher education system rather than 
remaining a peripheral or experimental activity.

A second important feature of the map is the close relationship between incubation 
and formal commercialization vehicles. Several entries are not simply incubators in the 
narrow sense, but are embedded in science parks, techno valleys, innovation centers, 
and university-owned companies. This indicates that the Saudi model places greater 
emphasis on organized commercialization infrastructure than on stand-alone support 
for entrepreneurship. In practice, this gives university-linked incubation a stronger 
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connection to intellectual property support, venture funding, industry access, and 
go-to-market structures than would be expected in a system based only on student 
entrepreneurship centers.

The map also shows a relatively broad stage coverage. Some platforms focus on pre-
incubation and ideation, while several extend into incubation, acceleration, and in some 
cases venture funding or industry-linked market access. This is important analytically 
because it suggests that Saudi Arabia has moved beyond creating early entrepreneurial 
entry points and is attempting to build fuller pathways from idea generation to 
commercialization. At the same time, the landscape remains strongly shaped by national 
priorities and public institutions. The dominant pattern is not one of market-led diversity 
but of structured expansion under a state-backed university entrepreneurship agenda.

The institutional map suggests that Saudi Arabia has built one of the most systematized 
university-based incubation landscapes in the sample. Its distinctive feature is not 
simply the number of platforms, but the way incubation is tied to formal university 
commercialization structures, national policy priorities, and sectoral opportunity 
areas. The deeper question, which the evidence matrix helps answer, is how these 
institutional strengths operate in practice and what kinds of constraints remain even in 
a well-resourced and highly formalized system.

Table 14. Map of university-based incubators in Saudi Arabia 

Host university Incubator / program Focus sectors Venture stage Funding / benefits

King Abdullah 
University of 
Science and 
Technology 
(KAUST)

TAQADAM Accelerator 
(KAUST + SABB); KAUST 
Entrepreneurship 
Center

Multi-sector, 
deep tech, 
digital, health, 
climate

Incubation, 
acceleration

Cohort mentoring and equity-
free grants; multi-university 
pipeline operated by KAUST; 
showcase and investor 
access. 

King Fahd 
University of 
Petroleum 
and Minerals 
(KFUPM)

Entrepreneurship 
Institute; Dhahran 
Techno Valley 
incubation facilities

Energy, 
industrial tech, 
digital

Ideation, 
incubation, go-
to-market

Education & incubation 
centers; access to seed/
co-funding and industry via 
Dhahran Techno Valley. 

King Saud 
University (KSU)

Riyadh Technology 
Incubation Center; 
Innovation Center / 
Riyadh Techno Valley

High-tech, multi-
disciplinary

Incubation

On-campus incubator 
established in 2008; space, 
mentoring, IP/TT support; links 
via Riyadh Valley Company. 

King Abdulaziz 
University (KAU)

Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship 
Center; university 
business incubators

Multi-sector
Pre-incubation, 
incubation

Training, consultations, co-
working, incubator services 
under university portfolio. 

Umm Al-Qura 
University 
(UQU)

Institute of Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship; 
Wadi Makkah (UQU-
owned) incubation/
acceleration

Multi-sector; 
IP/TT

Pre-incubation, 
incubation, 
acceleration

University institute with an 
incubator; Wadi Makkah 
company (wholly owned by 
UQU) provides incubation, 
acceleration, and venture 
funding. 

Princess 
Nourah bint 
Abdulrahman 
University (PNU)

Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship 
Center (Wadi PNU 
ecosystem)

Women-led 
ventures; multi-
sector

Pre-incubation, 
incubation

University center supporting 
IP, training, and incubation 
for students and staff; 
partnerships with national 
agencies. 
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Imam 
Abdulrahman 
bin Faisal 
University (IAU)

Institute of Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship

Multi-sector
Pre-incubation, 
incubation

University institute with 
innovation, entrepreneurship, 
and incubation units and 
programs. 

Taibah 
University 
(Madinah)

Entrepreneurship 
Center; Taibah Valley 
innovation hub

Multi-sector; 
digital

Pre-incubation, 
incubation, 
acceleration

Co-working, events, and a 
business incubator/accelerator 
via Taibah Valley; Monsha’at 
listing confirms incubation 
metrics. 

King Khalid 
University (KKU)

Entrepreneurship 
Center (Business 
Incubators Department)

Multi-sector; 
IT-enabled

Pre-incubation, 
incubation

Structured units for incubators, 
projects/start-ups, IT support, 
education and training. 

Qassim 
University (QU)

Center for Innovation 
and Intellectual 
Property; QU CODE Lab

Multi-sector; 
digital

Pre-incubation, 
incubation

IP support and two incubators 
operating on campus; CODE 
Lab supports digital venture 
incubation. 

Jazan University
Center for Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship 
(business incubator)

Multi-sector
Pre-incubation, 
incubation

University business incubator 
functions under innovation 
center; WIPO TISC listing 
confirms university innovation/
entrepreneurship center. 

Evidence matrix for Saudi Arabia

Table 15 shows that the Saudi Arabia case is defined by strong convergence around 
financing structure, partnerships, program architecture, innovation culture, and national-
system impact, with moderate convergence around operating model, faculty integration, 
and venture patterns. This distribution is analytically meaningful. It suggests that the core 
strength of the Saudi case lies in how university incubation is organized and aligned 
with national commercialization goals, while some of the internal organizational and 
academic adjustments needed to support that model remain works in progress. 

What stands out most in the matrix is that the Saudi case is not simply a story of generous 
public support. The evidence repeatedly shows institutions responding to the limits of 
public-sector rules by creating parallel structures, standardizing processes, and redefining 
incubators as commercialization arms rather than conventional academic units. This 
means the case is as much about organizational adaptation as it is about state backing. 
In other words, strong resources do not eliminate constraints; they create incentives to 
engineer more flexible institutional arrangements within a publicly led system. 

Three insights stand out from the matrix. First, the strongest evidence points to financial and 
institutional engineering as a defining feature of the Saudi model. Public support is central, 
but legal restrictions on equity ownership and standard university budgeting cycles do not 
align well with venture logic. The creation of separate tech valleys and university-linked 
investment funds, therefore, appears not to be a marginal innovation but rather a core 
institutional response to make commercialization workable within public-sector constraints. 

Second, the matrix shows that Saudi incubators are strongly shaped by demand-led 
partnership logic. High convergence on partnerships and national-system impact indicates 
that some incubators do not merely support ventures and then seek external relevance 
later. Instead, they begin by identifying government and corporate demand and then 
develop or select ventures that fit those opportunity spaces. This is a distinctive feature of 
the Saudi case because it ties university incubation directly to national sector priorities and 
diversification goals rather than to purely founder-driven venture emergence. 
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Third, the evidence suggests that structured commercialization discipline is central to 
venture progression. High convergence around program architecture and moderate 
convergence around venture patterns indicate that stronger programs rely on explicit 
criteria, piloting frameworks, and rapid validation, while research-heavy teams without 
market readiness are less likely to progress. This means that the Saudi system should not 
be understood only as a resource-rich ecosystem. It is also one in which commercialization 
is increasingly filtered through disciplined selection and market-facing criteria. 

Overall, the matrix suggests that Saudi Arabia’s university-based incubation landscape 
derives its strength from the interaction of scale, formal institutional support, and 
organizational adaptation. Universities are not only hosting incubators; they are 
increasingly serving as structured feeders into national accelerators, funds, and sectoral 
partnerships. The significance of the Saudi case, therefore, lies in showing how a state-
backed university system can build commercialization pathways at scale, while still 
confronting the need for more flexible institutional mechanisms inside that model.

Table 15. Integrated evidence matrix for Saudi Arabia

Theme Core observation / 
synthesized finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews and 
documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

Strong public support 
underpins university 
incubation, but legal 
restrictions on equity 
ownership have pushed 
some institutions to 
create parallel financial 
structures to sustain 
commercialization.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 explained that public 
funds cannot legally own commercial equity, 
creating a gap between investment ambitions and 
annual university budget cycles; to address this, the 
institution established a separate tech valley and 
a university investment fund to sustain operations 
and recycle returns. Documentary evidence shows 
heavy reliance on public funding alongside university 
incubators and accelerators such as TAQADAM and 
Dhahran Techno Valley, with grants and university-
linked funds playing central roles. Illustrative quote: 
“We were fully dependent on university allocations 
and unstable sponsorships; public funds cannot own 
equity, so we established a separate tech valley and 
a dedicated university investment fund to recycle 
returns.”

High

Operating 
model and 
incentives

Bureaucratic and 
timing mismatches 
between universities 
and start-ups require 
semi-independent 
operating structures 
that can deliver at 
entrepreneurial speed.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 reported bureaucracy and 
pace misalignment, noting that universities operate 
in months while start-ups operate in weeks; the 
response was to build an independent operational 
layer through a tech-valley entity and standardize 
service levels with the university. Country-level 
evidence also reflects the centrality of governance 
and formalized university structures in moving 
research toward ventures. Illustrative quote: “We 
standardized facilitation between university and 
incubator and used a parallel operational layer so we 
can execute at start-up speed.”

Moderate

Faculty 
integration 
and 
academic 
incentives

Some incubators have 
strategically separated 
commercialization from 
academic tracks in order 
to avoid mission dilution 
and focus on market-
facing outcomes.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 positioned the incubator 
as the university’s commercialization arm, distinct 
from academic tracks, and emphasized market 
impact as the key measure of success. Policy framing 
under Vision 2030 reinforces the expectation 
that universities contribute to applied outputs and 
entrepreneurship. Illustrative quote: “We deliberately 
positioned the incubator as the commercialization 
arm; success is measured by market impact, not 
academic outputs.”

Moderate
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Partnerships 
and policy 
interface

Partnerships are often 
designed around 
identified corporate and 
government demand, 
making incubator 
activity strongly aligned 
with national opportunity 
areas.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 described a reverse-
engineered partnership model in which corporate 
and government gaps are mapped first and start-ups 
are then developed or selected to fit those needs. 
Desk evidence highlights KAUST, KSU, and KFUPM 
as flagship anchors interfacing with industry through 
programs such as TAQADAM and Dhahran Techno 
Valley. Illustrative quote: “We reverse-engineer 
partnerships by mapping corporate and government 
demand first, then building or selecting start-ups to 
solve those problems.”

High

Program 
architecture

Stronger programs rely 
on structured criteria, 
piloting frameworks, and 
fast validation rather 
than allowing research-
based ventures to 
progress without market 
testing.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 emphasized structured 
criteria and piloting frameworks, noting that 
successful teams validated weekly rather than 
quarterly. Documentary evidence on TAQADAM 
and Dhahran Techno Valley also points to staged 
mentorship, non-dilutive grants, prototyping, and 
industry access as core features of program design.

High

Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

Commercialization is 
increasingly becoming 
normalized within 
universities as it is 
linked to investment, 
jobs, and broader forms 
of societal impact.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 observed a 
cultural inflection point in which start-ups 
attracting investment and creating jobs made 
commercialization more widely accepted as an 
extension of scholarly contribution. National strategy 
likewise positions universities as pillars of innovation 
and capability-building.

High

Venture 
patterns

Teams that combine 
technical depth with 
market competence 
and validate quickly 
progress more 
effectively than 
research-heavy 
teams without clear 
commercial readiness.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 reported that ventures 
combining academic depth with market competence 
and lean validation reached Series A faster, while 
patent-centric teams without validation were 
screened out. Desk evidence on leading Saudi 
programs similarly emphasizes market validation, 
industry pilots, and go-to-market pathways. Illustrative 
quote: “Start-ups that validate early and align with 
national opportunity maps progress; research-heavy 
teams without market readiness are not advanced.”

Moderate

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

University incubators act 
as strategic feeders that 
convert university talent 
into investable ventures 
aligned with national 
accelerators, funds, and 
corporate partnerships.

SA—Uni-based Incubator 1 described the incubator’s 
role as transforming university talent into investable 
start-ups for national accelerators, funds, and 
partnerships, enabled by Vision 2030. The broader 
country profile likewise presents universities as 
central to diversification aims and national pipeline 
development.

High

Policy and program context in Saudi Arabia

The table below anchors the Saudi findings in the policy and program environment that 
shapes university-based incubation. Taken together, these programs and institutional 
platforms show that Saudi Arabia has embedded university entrepreneurship within a 
much broader national transformation strategy. Vision 2030 does not treat incubation 
as an isolated educational activity; rather, it links university-based entrepreneurship to 
diversification, sector development, commercialization, and national competitiveness.

This context is important for interpreting the Saudi case because it explains both the 
scale of ambition and the character of the system. Public support, national legitimacy, and 
institutional infrastructure provide Saudi university incubators with advantages that are 
not always available elsewhere in the region. At the same time, this policy environment 
also reinforces the system’s dependence on public leadership. As a result, the central 
question is less  whether incubators exist or are wellresourced, and more about 
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whether this state-backed model can continue to deepen private-sector engagement, 
autonomous commercialization dynamics, and long-term ecosystem sustainability.

Table 16. Policy and program fact box in Saudi Arabia

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

TAQADAM (King Abdullah University of 
Science and Technology with SABB Bank) 
and the King Abdullah University of Science 
and Technology Innovation Fund

Structured pipeline with non-dilutive grants and 
investment pathways for university-linked ventures

Institutional 
program 

Dhahran Techno Valley and the King Fahd 
University of Petroleum and Minerals 
Entrepreneurship Institute

University-industry connector in energy and 
advanced manufacturing; provides prototyping, 
legal, and market access

Institutional 
program 

Riyadh Technology Incubation Center and 
Riyadh Techno Valley at King Saud University

High-technology incubation with corporate links 
and campus resources

Institutional 
program 

Prince Mohammad Bin Fahd University and 
Prince Sultan University incubation pathways

Extend incubation into private universities with 
structured mentoring and venture-building

Institutional 
program 

BADIR Program for Technology Incubators 
(KACST and BIAC)

National network that integrates university 
incubators with sector platforms in information 
and communications technology, biotechnology, 
and advanced materials

National 
program 

Country takeaways for Saudi Arabia

	o Strong public backing and alignment with Vision 2030 have made universities 
important actors in venture creation and commercialization, but legal and 
budgetary rules still shape what incubators can do in practice.

	o Some institutions have responded by creating separate commercialization 
entities, such as tech valleys and university-linked investment vehicles, to work 
around equity and budgeting constraints.

	o Demand-led partnerships with government and corporate actors are a prominent 
feature of the Saudi model, linking venture support closely to mapped national 
and sectoral needs.

	o University incubators appear to contribute most clearly through venture pipeline 
development, validation support, and their role as feeders into wider national 
entrepreneurship and diversification initiatives.

Country synthesis and implications for the 
national innovation system in Saudi Arabia

Saudi Arabia’s university-based incubation landscape is closely tied to national 
transformation goals and benefits from substantial institutional and public support. The 
evidence suggests that this has enabled universities to take on a more central role in 
commercialization, venture creation, and strategic sector development. At the same 
time, the case also shows that strong state backing does not remove organizational 
constraints. Some of the most important institutional responses involve creating 
separate commercialization structures and more flexible operating arrangements 
to work around public-sector limitations. Saudi Arabia, therefore, represents a case 
in which university-based incubation has become an integral part of the national 
innovation agenda, while the longer-term question remains how far this model can 
deepen commercially flexible mechanisms and broader private-sector participation.
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United Arab Emirates

Overview 

The United Arab Emirates has deliberately positioned higher education as a driver 
of its innovation agenda, embedding incubation and entrepreneurship support within 
university structures. Flagship institutions such as UAE University (UAEU) and Khalifa 
University have established incubation pipelines that connect early-stage ideas to 
commercial ventures, while private universities such as the American University in the 
Emirates (AUE) and Middlesex University Dubai are expanding access to incubation 
opportunities for students. These efforts are reinforced by national platforms, such as 
Hub71 in Abu Dhabi and Area 2071 in Dubai, which connect university ventures with 
global investors and corporate partners.

The country’s universities also benefit from a strong policy framework. The UAE National 
Innovation Strategy (2014) and the Centennial 2071 vision have placed research 
commercialization and start-up growth at the center of national priorities. Universities 
are encouraged to align their incubator activities with priority sectors such as renewable 
energy, AI, health, and space technology. Programs such as the Mohammed bin 
Rashid Innovation Fund complement these efforts by providing financial backing for 
university-linked start-ups. The UAE still faces challenges in scaling start-ups beyond 
the protected space of government-backed initiatives. Ensuring that commercialization 
is driven by genuine market demand, rather than solely by policy incentives remains 
a crucial test of these incubators’ sustainability. The table below presents the leading 
university-based incubators in the UAE, their sectoral focus, intervention stage, and 
available support mechanisms.

The Institutional Landscape in the 
United Arab Emirates

The institutional map suggests that university-based incubation in the United Arab 
Emirates operates within a wider innovation architecture rather than as a purely campus-
bound activity. As Table 17 shows, the landscape includes both university-run centers 
and hybrid or ecosystem-linked platforms such as Sheraa and startAD, which are 
closely connected to universities but also positioned within broader research parks, 
city ecosystems, and public innovation agendas. This matters because it indicates that 
incubation in the UAE is not organized only through internal university entrepreneurship 
offices. Instead, universities are part of a wider system in which campus-based support, 
research parks, public entities, and external partners jointly shape venture development. 

A second notable feature of the map is the coexistence of broad multi-sector support 
with a smaller number of highly specialized niches. Several platforms are explicitly 
multi-sector and designed to support a wide entrepreneurial base, while others are 
more sharply oriented toward artificial intelligence, deep technology, engineering, or 
Sustainable Development Goal-linked innovation. This suggests that the UAE landscape 
combines breadth with selective specialization. In practical terms, this allows the system 
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to support both general entrepreneurial activity and more strategically targeted venture 
development in areas linked to national priorities and advanced-technology agendas. 

The map also shows that many UAE platforms extend beyond ideation and early 
incubation into scale-up support, market access, and external commercialization 
pathways. This is particularly evident in platforms connected to research parks, 
international business school networks, and programs offering scale-up or corporate-
facing functions. The implication is that the UAE’s university-linked incubation system is 
not only focused on generating early ventures; it is also designed to connect selected 
ventures to broader growth channels. The table, therefore, points to a landscape where 
the institutional challenge is less about creating incubators from scratch and more 
about coordinating different types of platforms within a broader innovation ecosystem. 

The institutional map suggests that the UAE has developed a university-linked 
incubation landscape that is diverse, externally connected, and strongly integrated 
with public and city-level innovation infrastructure. Its distinctive feature is not simply 
the presence of many programs, but the way university-affiliated incubators are linked 
to research parks, public platforms, and commercialization-oriented partnerships 
beyond the university itself. The deeper analytical question that the evidence matrix 
helps answer is how these institutional advantages translate into operating models, 
market access, and venture progression. 

Table 17. Map of university-based incubators in the United Arab Emirates

Host university or 
park

Incubator or 
program Focus sectors Venture stage Funding or benefits

United Arab 
Emirates University

Science and 
Innovation Park – 
Business Incubator

Multi-sector; 
Sustainable 
Development 
Goal and low-
carbon, space, 
health

Idea to  
scale-up

Programs spanning Research-
to-Commercialization, Idea-to-
Prototype, Startup, and Scale-
Up; mentoring, prototyping; 
industry links. 

Khalifa University
Khalifa Innovation 
Center

Deep technology 
and engineering

Incubation  
to scale

Licensed incubator; mentoring, 
training, seed support; multi-
agency backing. 

Mohamed bin 
Zayed University 
of Artificial 
Intelligence

Incubation and 
Entrepreneurship 
Center

Artificial 
intelligence 
native ventures

Idea or proof-
of-concept to 
growth

Equity-free grants (up to two 
hundred thousand United 
Arab Emirates dirhams), 
extensive workshops. 

American University 
in the Emirates

Innovation Lab and 
Startup Incubator

Student ventures, 
multi-sector

Pre-incubation 
to incubation

Co-working, prototyping, and 
startup program. 

Middlesex 
University Dubai

Middlesex 
Innovation Hub

Multi-sector
Ideation to 
incubation

On-campus innovation 
ecosystem. 

Heriot-Watt 
University Dubai

Edinburgh 
Business School 
Incubator

Business and 
technology

Incubation
Advisory and access to the 
global Edinburgh Business 
School network. 

Dubai Small and 
Medium Enterprises 
registry (university 
category)

Certified university 
incubators such as 
Amity University 
Dubai

Multi-sector Incubation
Certified services and mentor 
communities under Dubai 
Small and Medium Enterprises. 

American University 
of Sharjah 
ecosystem link

Sharjah Research 
Technology and 
Innovation Park 
programs and 
incubators

Multi-sector
Incubation  
to scale

Free-zone set-up pathways, 
accelerators, and angel 
network within the University 
City ecosystem. 
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New York 
University Abu 
Dhabi

startAD (campus 
incubator 
powered initially 
by Tamkeen 
seed operations 
funding)

Multi-sector; 
external-facing 
market access 
and advisory 
programs

Early 
incubation 
and scale-up 
support via 
programs

Operates as a university 
department with its own 
budget lines; revenue from 
advisory and corporate 
programs that fund operations. 

American University 
of Sharjah and 
University of 
Sharjah (Sharjah 
hubs)

Sheraa hubs 
on campus; 
headquarters at 
Sharjah Research 
Park

Multi-sector; 
zero-to-one 
student and 
recent-graduate 
focus

Pre-incubation 
to incubation

Government-funded 
independent entity 
established by decree; 
sponsorships and corporate-
innovation revenues; deep 
university partnership model. 

Evidence matrix for the United Arab Emirates 

Table 18 shows that the UAE case is characterized by strong convergence across 
financing, operating model, partnerships, program architecture, innovation culture, and 
national-system impact, with moderate convergence around faculty integration and 
venture patterns. This is significant because it suggests that the UAE’s main strengths 
lie in how incubation is organized and connected externally, rather than in deeply 
transformed academic incentive systems. In other words, the case is less about internal 
university reform and more about building flexible, outward-facing incubation models 
that sit at the boundary between universities and the wider innovation ecosystem. 

What is especially striking in the matrix is that the UAE case is driven by external 
orientation. The strongest evidence does not emphasize internal academic incubation 
alone but repeatedly points to public funding combined with sponsorships, advisory 
accelerators, challenge-led partnerships, market-access bridges, and ecosystem 
capability-building. This means that the UAE model should not be understood primarily 
as a campus entrepreneurship model. It is more accurately read as a university-
linked but externally networked model in which incubation works through sustained 
interaction with government, corporates, investors, and city-level innovation platforms. 

Three insights stand out from the matrix. First, the UAE evidence points to a relatively 
flexible financial and governance model. Some incubators operate through independent 
or decree-based arrangements backed by public funding, while also generating revenue 
through sponsorships and corporate or advisory programs. This suggests that financial 
sustainability is being supported not only through state backing but through hybrid operating 
models that give incubators more room to respond to market-facing opportunities. 

Second, the matrix shows that the strongest incubators are outward-facing by design. 
High convergence on the operating model, partnerships, and program architecture 
indicates that these platforms do not focus solely on university-originated ventures. 
They also work with corporates, government clients, scale-ups, and external 
commercialization channels, using these relationships to finance operations and 
expand market access. This gives the UAE case a distinct operating logic: incubation 
is tied closely to ecosystem intermediation and external demand rather than to internal 
academic venture formation alone. 

Third, the evidence suggests that venture outcomes depend heavily on market design 
and scale logic. The matrix indicates that non-technology ventures may generate 
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local revenue relatively quickly, but scale remains more limited, whereas technology 
ventures grow more effectively when built for regional or international markets and 
supported by capital. This means that the UAE system’s contribution is not just to 
generate ventures, but to differentiate which ventures are positioned for wider scale 
and connect them to the right pathways. In this sense, the case points to a more 
selective and market-shaped model of university-linked incubation. 

The matrix suggests that the UAE’s university-linked incubation system derives its 
strength from the interaction of institutional flexibility, ecosystem connectivity, and 
external demand orientation. Universities are important anchors in this system, but 
the case is not primarily about universities acting alone. It is about how university-
affiliated platforms connect research, entrepreneurial talent, investors, corporates, and 
city-level innovation infrastructure in ways that make commercialization more outward-
facing and growth-oriented. 

Table 18. Integrated evidence matrix for the United Arab Emirates

Theme Core observation / synthesized 
finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews 
and documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

Some UAE incubators combine 
public funding with sponsorships 
and earned revenue, creating 
relatively flexible and stable 
operating models.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 1 described an 
independent governance and budget 
model funded primarily by government 
support and complemented by private-
sector sponsorships and paid corporate-
innovation programs. Desk sources also 
point to multiple university incubators, 
including equity-free grants and certified 
university-incubator frameworks. 
Illustrative quote: “We are university-
based but established by a government 
decree; we have hubs at the American 
University of Sharjah and the University 
of Sharjah, and our main headquarters 
is in the Sharjah Research Park. We 
are primarily government-funded and 
complement this with sponsorships and 
corporate-innovation revenues.”

High

Operating 
model and 
incentives

Some platforms are predominantly 
outward-facing and use external 
advisory accelerators to finance 
operations and build external 
demand linkages.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 2 reported that 
most of its work is external-facing and 
financed through advisory accelerators 
for government and industry clients. 
Desk review also describes pipelines 
from idea to scale grounded in structured 
programs and prototyping infrastructure. 
Illustrative quote: “Eighty percent of our 
work is outside-facing; we run advisory 
accelerator programs for government 
and corporations that pay fees, which 
helps fund operations.”

High

Faculty 
integration 
and academic 
incentives

Faculty and postdoctoral 
commercialization support exists, 
but it appears to depend partly 
on channels created through 
external-facing programs rather 
than on deeply embedded 
academic incentive reform.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 2 noted that 
approximately twenty percent of its work 
is inward-facing, supporting faculty and 
postdoctoral commercialization through 
pathways created by external programs. 
Desk review highlights university-
anchored commercialization pathways 
but also cautions against projects driven 
by policy without clear market pull.

Moderate
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Partnerships 
and policy 
interface

Multi-year partner relationships 
and challenge-led collaboration 
with government and corporates 
are important mechanisms for 
commercialization and proof-of-
concept development.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 1 described 
strong partner retention and deep 
corporate collaboration through 
challenge statements and hackathons. 
Government entities provide proof-of-
concept venues, while private partners 
fund proof-of-concept activities. Desk 
materials likewise emphasize national 
platforms that connect universities with 
investors and firms.

High

Program 
architecture

UAE incubators combine multiple 
functions, including market-access 
bridges, early-stage incubation, 
ecosystem capability-building, 
and inward-facing research 
commercialization.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 2 described 
three pillars: market-access bridges 
for international scale-ups, early-stage 
incubation and ecosystem capability-
building, and inward-facing research 
commercialization. Desk mapping also 
shows staged programs from ideation 
through scale.

High

Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

Capability-building is supported 
through targeted initiatives that 
deepen investor readiness 
and participation among 
underrepresented groups.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 2 reported 
investments in investor fellowships and 
women’s entrepreneurship. Desk sources 
also describe campuses as testbeds 
that combine training, mentoring, and 
financing complements.

High

Venture 
patterns

Venture growth depends 
strongly on market design: local 
non-technology ventures may 
earn quickly but tend to remain 
limited in scale, while technology 
ventures scale more effectively 
when built for regional or global 
markets and supported by capital.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 2 observed 
that non-technology local ventures can 
generate early revenue but have limited 
scalability, whereas technology ventures 
scale when designed for wider markets 
and when capital can be mobilized. 
Illustrative quote: “Non-technology local 
ventures can earn quickly but do not 
scale; technology ventures scale when 
designed for regional or global markets 
and can mobilize capital.”

Moderate

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

University-linked incubators 
contribute by attracting 
entrepreneurs, creating 
an entrepreneur-friendly 
environment, and tracking 
measurable outcomes such as 
incorporation, revenue growth, 
jobs, and funding.

AE—Uni-based Incubator 1 highlighted the 
role of a city-level incubator in attracting 
entrepreneurs to Sharjah and building an 
entrepreneur-friendly environment. AE—
Uni-based Incubator 2 reported tracking 
incorporation in the UAE, revenue growth, 
jobs, and funding as core outcomes. 
Desk review frames universities as 
central nodes within national innovation 
policy. Illustrative quote: “We track 
incorporation in the United Arab Emirates, 
revenue growth, jobs, and funding as 
core outcomes, while recognizing many 
intangible effects.”

High

Policy and program context in the 
United Arab Emirates

The table below anchors the UAE findings in the policy and program environment that 
shapes university-based incubation. Taken together, these programs and platforms 
indicate that university-linked incubation in the UAE operates within a wider national 
and city-level innovation architecture rather than as a purely campus-bound activity. 
National innovation strategies, city platforms such as Hub71 and Area 2071, and 
university-linked programs in priority sectors help connect ventures to investors, proof-
of-concept settings, and corporate partners beyond the university. 
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This context is important because it helps explain why external connectivity is such 
a strong feature of the UAE case. Incubators do not operate in isolation; they are 
reinforced by public platforms, recognized institutional programs, and broader market-
access mechanisms. At the same time, the evidence suggests that the key challenge 
is not simply creating more platforms, but ensuring that commercialization remains tied 
to genuine market demand rather than to policy visibility alone. 

Table 19. Policy and program fact box in the United Arab Emirates

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

National innovation strategies and city 
platforms (including Hub71 and Area 2071)

Connect university ventures to investors and 
corporate partners; reinforce commercialization 
pathways beyond campus. 

National and 
city programs

Equity-free grants and structured 
workshops at Mohamed bin Zayed 
University of Artificial Intelligence

Provide non-dilutive resources for artificial-
intelligence ventures at proof-of-concept and 
growth stages. 

Institutional 
program

University-anchored incubators and 
certified university incubators in Dubai 
Small and Medium Enterprises registry

Expand the pipeline from ideation to scale with 
recognized support services. 

Government 
and institutional 
programs

Country takeaways for the  
United Arab Emirates 

	o Some university-linked incubators in the UAE operate under independent or 
semi-independent governance arrangements, are primarily funded by public 
sources, and  generate additional income through sponsorships and corporate 
innovation services.

	o A strongly outward-facing operating model is an important feature of the UAE 
case, with some platforms using advisory accelerators and external client 
programs to finance operations and strengthen market linkages.

	o Venture growth patterns differ by business type: non-technology ventures may 
generate revenue quickly but often remain limited in scale, whereas technology 
ventures are more likely to scale when designed for regional or global markets 
and supported by capital.

	o University incubation in the UAE is reinforced by national and city-level platforms 
that connect ventures to investors, firms, and proof-of-concept opportunities 
beyond the campus environment.

Country synthesis and implications for 
the national innovation system in the 
United Arab Emirates 

The UAE case suggests that university-based incubation benefits from a combination of 
public support, organizational flexibility, and strong external connectivity. The evidence 
indicates that some platforms operate through independent governance models 
and complement public funding with earned revenue from advisory and corporate-
innovation work. This appears to support operational stability while also strengthening 
links between university-based activity and external demand. 
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A second important feature of the UAE case is the outward-facing orientation of 
some incubators. Rather than focusing primarily on internal university ventures, 
these platforms also work with government and industry clients, build market-
access pathways, and leverage external programs to create channels for faculty and 
postdoctoral researchers to commercialize ventures. This gives the UAE model a 
stronger connection to ecosystem demand than a purely campus-based approach. 

The evidence also points to a clear distinction in venture trajectories. Local non-
technology ventures may achieve early revenue, but their scale potential appears 
more limited, whereas technology ventures are more likely to grow when designed 
for regional or international markets and able to mobilize capital. In this sense, the UAE 
case suggests that the national innovation contribution of university-linked incubation 
lies not only in venture creation but also in connecting promising ventures to wider-
scale pathways through city-level platforms, investors, and corporate partnerships.
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Qatar

Overview 

Qatar presents a case of university-based incubation operating within a highly 
coordinated and strongly state-supported innovation system. Anchored by Qatar 
National Vision 2030, the country has placed universities and research institutions at 
the center of its transition toward a knowledge-based economy. Education City and 
the Qatar Science and Technology Park have become central nodes in this strategy, 
linking research, incubation, applied innovation, and commercialization through a 
national infrastructure that connects universities with state-backed funding, free-zone 
benefits, and partner networks. Universities such as Qatar University, Hamad Bin Khalifa 
University, and the University of Doha for Science and Technology have expanded 
their own pre-incubation, incubation, and spin-out pathways, often in connection with 
these wider national platforms. 

At the same time, the evidence suggests that the system remains heavily dependent 
on public support and that private-sector pull is still more limited than the scale of public 
investment might imply. The Qatar case is therefore defined not only by institutional 
diversity and strategic coordination but also by the challenge of ensuring that university-
linked ventures move beyond course-based activity and publicly funded support into 
stronger market-facing commercialization pathways. 

The Institutional Landscape in Qatar

Qatar’s university-based incubation landscape is relatively compact, but Table 20 
shows that it is organized around a highly coordinated set of institutions rather than 
a fragmented collection of isolated campus initiatives. The most important structural 
feature is the central role of Qatar Foundation and the Qatar Science and Technology 
Park, which connect university-originated entrepreneurial activity to a wider national 
infrastructure of incubation, acceleration, free-zone support, and commercialization. 
This matters because it suggests that university incubation in Qatar is not designed to 
function independently at each campus. Instead, universities appear to operate within 
a layered system in which campus-level pre-incubation and early support feed into 
broader national platforms. 

A second important feature of the map is the relatively strong orientation toward 
technology and applied research. Although some programs remain multi-sector, 
the landscape is clearly shaped by sectors such as artificial intelligence, health, 
assistive technologies, education technology, and deep-technology spin-outs. This 
gives Qatar’s university incubation landscape a more strategic and research-linked 
character than cases centered mainly on general entrepreneurship support. In 
particular, the presence of formal spin-out pathways at Hamad Bin Khalifa University 
and the incubation and accelerator functions of the Qatar Science and Technology 
Park indicate that the system is intended to support research commercialization as 
well as student entrepreneurship. 
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A third feature of the map is that the system appears vertically connected but 
institutionally concentrated. Unlike cases where many universities host numerous 
distinct incubators, Qatar’s landscape relies on a smaller number of powerful nodes 
with strong interconnections. This gives the system coherence, but it also means that 
much depends on how effectively these central platforms bridge campus activity and 
real market uptake. The table, therefore, points to a university incubation system with 
strong infrastructure and strategic alignment, but one whose performance hinges less 
on expanding institutional presence and more on converting support into credible 
commercialization pathways. 

Taken together, the institutional map suggests that Qatar has built a coordinated and 
strategically aligned university-based incubation landscape, but one in which central 
platforms carry much of the system’s weight. Its distinctive feature is not institutional 
breadth but the presence of strong national connectors that link universities to 
incubation, spin-out support, and wider innovation infrastructure. The deeper issue, 
which becomes clearer in the evidence matrix, is whether this well-organized 
architecture is translating university-based activity into venture development that is 
sufficiently market-facing. 

Table 20. Map of university-based incubators in Qatar

Host university 
or foundation Incubator or program Focus sectors Venture stage Funding or benefits

Qatar 
Foundation 
(Education City)

Qatar Science and 
Technology Park – 
Incubation Center and 
accelerator pathways

Multi-sector 
technology 
including artificial 
intelligence, 
health, and 
assistive 
technologies

Company 
formation to 
incubation and 
early growth

Free-zone facilities, 
subsidized services, 
mentorship, laboratories, 
structured accelerator and 
investment linkages. 

Qatar University

Center for 
Entrepreneurship 
and the Office of 
Strategic Innovation, 
Entrepreneurship and 
Economic Development 
with the Qatar University 
Business Incubator

Student 
and faculty 
ventures across 
technology and 
business

Pre-incubation 
to incubation

Training, coaching, 
prototype support, 
institutional pathways to 
national programs. 

Hamad 
Bin Khalifa 
University

Office of Innovation and 
Industrial Relations – 
Innovation Center and 
spin-out process

University 
research and 
deep-technology 
ventures

Proof-of-
concept to 
spin-out

Commercialization office, 
templates and processes, 
links into Qatar Science 
and Technology Park. 

University 
of Doha for 
Science and 
Technology

University of Doha for 
Science and Technology 
Business Incubator 
(UHUB) with international 
partner programs

Technology and 
applied research 
ventures

Idea to 
early-stage 
incubation

Mentoring, training, funding 
access, workspace; 
collaboration with 
international partners. 

Qatar 
Foundation 
(Education City)

World Innovation Summit 
for Education Technology 
Accelerator (local track)

Education 
technology

Late validation 
to early scale

Coaching, piloting 
opportunities, visibility 
within Education City and 
partner networks. 
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Evidence matrix for Qatar 

Table 21 shows that the Qatar case is characterized by high convergence around 
financing, operating model, partnerships, program architecture, innovation culture, 
and national-system impact, with moderate convergence around faculty integration 
and venture patterns. This distribution is revealing. It suggests that the Qatar system 
is strongest in its external organization and support architecture, but less settled 
in how entrepreneurial activity is internalized within universities and translated into 
consistently market-oriented venture behavior. 

What stands out most in the matrix is that the core challenge is not the absence 
of support mechanisms but the problem of market access and commercialization 
logic. The strongest evidence does not revolve around missing incubators or weak 
infrastructure. Instead, it repeatedly points to budget dependence, unclear equity 
expectations, barriers to buyer trust, client-vetted selection, and the need for persistent 
local networking. This indicates that the Qatar case is not limited by weak institutional 
architecture; it is more limited by the difficulty of moving university-linked ventures 
from protected support environments into real-world market relationships. 

Three insights stand out from the matrix. First, the evidence suggests that Qatar’s 
university-linked incubation system remains heavily dependent on public and university 
funding, while founder incentives inside university pathways are not always well aligned 
with commercialization. The recurring concern about unclear equity expectations and high 
ownership assumptions is especially important because it indicates that some of the friction 
lies not in the absence of support but in how the terms of participation are structured. 

Second, the matrix shows that Qatar’s strongest capability lies in demand-side 
orchestration. High convergence around the operating model, partnerships, and 
program architecture points to a system that seeks to address commercialization 
challenges by connecting ventures with clients, partners, ministries, mentors, and 
investors rather than relying on incubation support alone. The evidence on client-
vetted entry and ministry-backed market access is particularly significant because it 
suggests that ventures progress not simply through training, but through structured 
exposure to real demand conditions. 

Third, the matrix indicates that Qatar’s university-linked incubation system also 
performs a broader capability-building function. The evidence on student engagement 
with international firms shows that these platforms are not only producing ventures 
but also building commercialization skills, market awareness, and applied experience 
across the university environment. This is meaningful because it suggests that the  
system’s national contribution lies partly in talent formation and ecosystem exposure, 
even where university-based commercialization remains uneven. 

Overall, the matrix suggests that Qatar’s university-based incubation landscape derives 
its strength from coordination, partnership density, and public support, but that its main 
challenge lies in making university-originated entrepreneurial activity more consistently 
market-facing. Universities and QSTP are clearly functioning as central connectors in the 
national innovation system. However, the evidence suggests that stronger commercialization 
outcomes will depend less on adding more structures and more on deepening founder-
friendly pathways, client traction, and market discipline within the existing architecture. 
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Table 21. Integrated evidence matrix for Qatar

Theme Core observation / 
synthesized finding

Illustrative evidence from interviews and 
documents Convergence

Financing 
model and 
sustainability

Most university-linked 
incubators still depend heavily 
on government or university 
budgets, while unclear equity 
expectations inside universities 
may discourage founders from 
using campus pathways.

QA—National Accelerator 1 emphasized 
that most university incubators rely on 
government or university budgets and 
lack a clear revenue model; unclear equity 
expectations and high university ownership 
assumptions may push students and faculty 
toward external programs. Desk evidence 
similarly shows that national platforms 
are state-funded and that university 
programs connect to QSTP and partner 
funds rather than operating through clearly 
independent revenue models. Illustrative 
quote: “University incubators depend on 
government or university budgets, and 
the equity split is unclear; high university 
ownership expectations push students and 
faculty to external programs.”

High

Operating 
model and 
incentives

The main operating challenge 
is not simply incubation 
delivery, but helping ventures 
enter the market, generate 
sales, and build buyer trust.

QA—National Accelerator 1 reported that 
market entry, sales generation, and trust with 
buyers are the core operating challenges, 
addressed through soft-landing, investment 
facilitation, and revenue-generation support. 
Desk review also shows staged pathways 
from campus pre-incubation into QSTP 
accelerators and incubation. Illustrative quote: 
“The main challenge is market access and 
trust; buyers prefer established brands. We 
use ministry backing, investment facilitation, 
and sales generation to bridge this gap.”

High

Faculty 
integration 
and academic 
incentives

Universities have formal 
commercialization channels, 
but many student and 
academic projects remain 
insufficiently market-oriented.

QA—National Accelerator 1 observed limited 
focus on commercialization within university 
incubators and noted that many student 
projects remain course-bound rather than 
market-facing. Desk evidence indicates 
that HBKU and Qatar University have formal 
commercialization and pre-incubation 
structures, but stronger market pull is still 
needed.

Moderate

Partnerships 
and policy 
interface

Qatar’s system benefits 
from dense partnership 
infrastructure and ministry 
support that help connect 
ventures to investors, 
accelerators, and market 
opportunities.

QA—National Accelerator 1 described 
more than one hundred partnerships with 
incubators and accelerators, more than fifty 
venture-capital partners, and one hundred 
and fifty executive-level mentors, with 
ministry backing helping to open doors. 
Desk evidence likewise presents Education 
City and QSTP as partnership hubs linking 
universities, firms, and investors.

High

Program 
architecture

Stronger programs use client-
vetted selection and require 
real commitment to the Qatar 
market in order to improve 
revenue and commercialization 
outcomes.

QA—National Accelerator 1 reported that 
applicants are vetted with potential clients 
before acceptance and are expected to 
demonstrate commitment to the Qatar 
market. Desk evidence also shows distinct 
tracks including campus pre-incubation, 
accelerator cohorts, free-zone incubation, 
and spin-out processes. Illustrative quote: 
“Our model vets applicants with potential 
clients before acceptance and requires 
commitment to the Qatar market to raise the 
odds of revenue.”

High
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Innovation 
culture and 
capability-
building

University-linked incubation 
also functions as a capability-
building mechanism by 
connecting students with 
applied work alongside 
international growth-stage 
firms.

QA—National Accelerator 1 explained that 
international firms are linked with hundreds 
of Qatar-based students for market research, 
business development, and technical work, 
building both capabilities and exposure. 
Desk sources similarly highlight Education 
City events and university centers as 
expanding student pipelines into national 
programs. Illustrative quote: “We connect 
international startups with hundreds of 
university students for real project work, 
which lifts student capabilities and exposes 
campuses to global innovation.”

High

Venture 
patterns

Teams that combine persistent 
local networking with early 
client vetting are more likely 
to generate revenue and 
investment, while lightly 
engaged teams struggle to 
enter the market.

QA—National Accelerator 1 noted that 
ventures with sustained on-the-ground 
networking and early client validation 
generate stronger revenue and investment 
outcomes, whereas unvetted or weakly 
engaged teams struggle to penetrate the 
market. Public reporting also points to 
stronger outcomes where ventures leverage 
testing opportunities and investor access.

Moderate

Impact on 
the national 
innovation 
system

The system acts as a feeder 
into wider national goals 
related to diversification, job 
creation, and competitiveness, 
with universities and QSTP 
serving as central connecting 
nodes.

QA—National Accelerator 1 framed the 
program as contributing to diversification, 
job creation, and competitiveness in 
line with national digital transformation 
strategies. Desk evidence similarly positions 
universities and the park as central nodes in 
commercialization and ecosystem density.

High

Policy and program context in Qatar

The table below anchors the Qatar findings in the policy and program environment 
that shapes university-based incubation. Taken together, these institutions suggest that 
Qatar has developed a layered system in which campus-based pre-incubation and 
spin-out structures feed into broader national platforms for acceleration, market access, 
and commercialization. In particular, the Qatar Science and Technology Park serves 
as a bridge between university-originated activity and a broader national innovation 
infrastructure, including funding bodies, accelerators, and strategic sector priorities. 

This context is important because it explains both the strengths and limitations of the 
Qatar case. The country has built a strong institutional infrastructure for university-
linked entrepreneurship, and national platforms provide access to facilities, grants, 
mentors, and partner networks. At the same time, the evidence suggests that the next 
stage of system development depends less on adding new structures and more on 
strengthening founder-friendly commercialization pathways inside universities and 
deepening market pull beyond public-sector backing.
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Table 22. Policy and program fact box in Qatar

Item Relevance to university-based incubation Source type

Qatar Science and Technology Park

National free-zone for applied research, incubation, 
and acceleration with facilities, grants, and investor 
linkages; gateway for university spin-outs and student 
ventures progressing beyond campus. 

National and 
institutional 
program

TASMU Accelerator (Ministry of 
Communications and Information 
Technology)

National accelerator supporting Smart Qatar; 
collaborates with universities for talent placements and 
pilots; focuses on soft-landing, investment facilitation, 
and sales generation for post-revenue firms.

National 
program

Qatar Research, Development and 
Innovation Council and Qatar National 
Research Fund

Agenda-setting and grant mechanisms that align 
academic research with national priorities and 
commercialization pathways. 

National 
programs

University commercialization and pre-
incubation structures (Qatar University, 
Hamad Bin Khalifa University, University 
of Doha for Science and Technology)

Campus on-ramps and spin-out processes that feed 
the national park and partner accelerators. 

Institutional 
programs

Country Takeaways for Qatar

	o University-based incubation in Qatar is expanding, but it remains heavily dependent 
on government and university budgets, and unclear equity expectations inside 
universities may discourage some founders from using campus pathways.

	o The strongest feature of the Qatar model is demand-side support: ministry 
backing, partner networks, and client-vetted entry help ventures address market-
access and sales challenges.

	o Universities provide important on-ramps into entrepreneurship, but many projects 
remain course-bound, making national platforms such as QSTP especially 
important for bridging campus activity and commercialization.

	o The system also contributes through capability-building, particularly by linking 
students with applied work alongside firms and growth-stage ventures.

Country synthesis and implications for 
the national innovation system in Qatar 

Qatar’s university-based incubation landscape is supported by a dense national 
infrastructure linking universities, Education City, QSTP, and public funding bodies. The 
evidence suggests that this system is strongest when it works as a coordinated bridge 
between research, pre-incubation, acceleration, partner access, and commercialization. 
In particular, the case highlights the importance of demand-side orchestration: ventures 
appear more likely to progress when they are vetted with potential clients, connected to 
ministry-backed pathways, and supported in overcoming market-entry and trust barriers. 

At the same time, the evidence also points to continuing internal frictions in university-
based commercialization. Many projects remain course-bound, and unclear 
expectations around equity or ownership may push some founders away from campus 
pathways. Qatar, therefore, represents a case with strong infrastructure and strategic 
coordination, but where the longer-term effectiveness of university-based incubation 
will depend on making campus-based commercialization more founder-friendly and 
more consistently connected to real market demand.
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Comparative Salience of Innovation-
Ecosystem Themes Across Countries

Table 23 makes clear that university-based incubation across the seven countries 
does not vary simply in scale but also in the concentration of institutional strength. 
Three comparative patterns stand out.

First, the most consistent areas of strength across the sample are partnerships and 
policy interface, program architecture, and innovation culture and capability-building. 
These themes are highly salient in Egypt, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab 
Emirates, and remain at least moderately salient in the other cases. This suggests that 
university-based incubation in the region has developed most visibly as a relational 
and organizational phenomenon: incubators are increasingly able to build partnership 
networks, structure venture-support pathways, and cultivate entrepreneurial capability 
even where deeper commercialization outcomes remain uneven. In other words, the 
institutionalization of incubation appears more advanced than the institutionalization 
of commercialization itself.

Second, financing patterns differ more sharply across countries and reveal distinct 
models of sustainability. High salience in Egypt, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, and the United 
Arab Emirates points to systems in which funding arrangements are a central and 
clearly articulated part of incubator operations, although the underlying models differ. In 
Morocco, the evidence points to relatively stable institutional backing; in Saudi Arabia, 
to strong public support combined with parallel commercialization vehicles; in the 
United Arab Emirates, to hybrid models that combine public support with sponsorships 
and advisory or corporate revenues; and in Egypt, to financing constraints that are 
highly visible because they shape what incubators can and cannot do. By contrast, 
Lebanon and Qatar show only moderate salience, reflecting continuee dependence on 
donor, university, or government budgets without equally strong evidence of financially 
flexible operating models. Jordan sits somewhat differently: financing is moderate 
rather than high, not because sustainability is absent, but because the evidence points 
to active experimentation with earned-income models that are significant but not yet 
fully generalized across the system.

Third, the weakest and least evenly developed themes across the sample are faculty 
integration and venture patterns. Faculty integration is highly salient only in Egypt, 
remains moderate in most other countries, and is emerging in Qatar. Venture patterns 
are moderate in nearly all cases and are emerging in Qatar. This is analytically important 
because it points to two persistent limits across the region. The first is that academic 
incentive systems still do not consistently reward commercialization or incubator 
engagement on par with teaching and publication. The second is that ventures continue 
to struggle when market validation is weak, even where incubator infrastructure is 
strong. Together, these two themes suggest that many systems have made visible 
progress in building incubators, partnerships, and support architecture, but have been 
less successful in embedding commercialization deeply within academic work or in 
reliably translating early-stage support into robust venture progression.
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Viewed together, the matrix suggests that the region’s university-based incubation 
systems are strongest where they can organize support, build partnerships, and create 
entrepreneurial pathways, but less consistent where success depends on changing faculty 
incentives, generating sustainable commercialization finance, or producing predictable 
venture growth. The variation across countries is therefore not simply between “strong” 
and “weak” ecosystems. Rather, it reflects different combinations of institutional breadth, 
financial design, partnership density, and commercialization maturity.

Table 23. Theme salience across Countries

Theme Egypt Morocco Lebanon Jordan Saudi 
Arabia

United Arab 
Emirates Qatar

1) Financing model 
and sustainability

High High Moderate Moderate High High Moderate

2) Operating model 
and incentives

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate High Moderate Moderate

3) Faculty integration 
and academic 
incentives

High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Emerging

4) Partnerships and 
policy interface

High High High Moderate High High Moderate

5) Program 
architecture (how 
incubation is 
delivered)

High High High Moderate High High Moderate

6) Innovation culture 
and capability-
building

High High High Moderate Moderate High Moderate

7) Venture patterns 
(who thrives and who 
struggles)

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Emerging

8) Impact on the 
national innovation 
system

High High Moderate Moderate Moderate High Moderate
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Policy Recommendations

Purpose and Basis

These recommendations translate the comparative findings into practical actions for 
ministries, university leaders, incubator managers, and ecosystem partners. They 
are organized around the main bottlenecks identified in the evidence: financing and 
sustainability, operating rules, academic incentives, intellectual property and equity, 
delivery architecture, partnerships, venture readiness, capability building, and system-
level monitoring. The aim is not to propose a single model for all countries, but to identify 
reforms that would make university-based incubation more durable, more founder-
friendly, and more capable of producing stronger commercialization outcomes. 

Build blended and durable financing for 
university-based incubation 

Rationale. Across the cases, the strongest programs did not rely on a single source of 
finance. They combined public or institutional anchors with complementary revenue 
streams, non-dilutive support, or dedicated commercialization vehicles. Where equity 
recycling, earned income, or reinvestment rules were unclear, incubators remained 
small, vulnerable, or overly dependent on external grants.

Actions. Establish multi-year public operating support tied to transparent performance 
indicators rather than annual discretionary allocations. Allow universities to retain and 
reinvest income generated through corporate innovation programs, executive education, 
technical assistance, and sponsored venture services. Introduce founder-friendly, non-
dilutive micro-grants to support early validation and proof-of-concept work. Where feasible, 
create ring-fenced university innovation funds that can co-invest with development 
partners, corporate foundations, or university-owned commercialization entities.

Actors and timing. Ministries, funding councils, and university leadership should 
complete the design phase within six months and pilot the model within twelve months.

Indicators. Share of incubator budgets coming from earned revenue and non-
dilutive instruments; number of ventures supported per cohort; survival and follow-on 
progression rates; amount of income reinvested into subsequent cohorts. 

Align university operating rules with the 
time demands of venture creation 

Rationale. A recurring problem across the cases is not simply “pace” in the abstract, 
but a structural mismatch between how universities make decisions and how early-
stage ventures develop. University procedures often assume long approval cycles, 
rigid procurement rules, fixed staffing arrangements, and slow contracting processes. 
Start-ups, by contrast, need quick decisions on mentor assignment, small purchases, 
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pilot approvals, partnership agreements, and hiring support. When incubators are 
forced to operate through standard university administrative routines, ventures lose 
momentum and programs become less responsive.

Actions. Create a dedicated operating framework for university-based incubators with 
faster approval timelines for admissions, procurement, contracting, and partnership 
activation. Establish service-level standards, such as maximum turnaround times for 
onboarding ventures, issuing small pilot contracts, approving prototype expenses, 
or matching mentors. Allow incubators to use simplified contracting and short-cycle 
procurement for low-value experimentation and early pilots. Document these rules in an 
operational playbook that also specifies milestone reviews, validation checkpoints, and 
graduation criteria.

Actors and timing. University councils, legal offices, and incubator leadership should 
approve these arrangements within one academic term.

Indicators. Time from application to admission decision; time from proof of concept to 
first pilot; time required to approve small experimental spending; mentor assignment 
turnaround time; founder satisfaction with administrative responsiveness. 

Reform academic incentives to 
recognize innovation activity 

Rationale. The evidence repeatedly shows that commercialization remains marginal 
when promotion and workload systems recognize only teaching and publication. 
Faculty and staff are more likely to participate when innovation outputs are treated as 
legitimate academic contributions rather than side activities.

Actions. Revise promotion and workload criteria to recognize commercialization outputs 
such as validated prototypes, licensed technologies, venture supervision, industry-
engaged problem-solving, and spin-out support. Introduce protected time allocations 
for faculty who supervise entrepreneurial projects or collaborate with incubators. Create 
innovation fellowships for faculty and professional staff who contribute substantively to 
venture support, technology transfer, or sectoral challenge programs.

Actors and timing. National quality bodies, university senates, and academic councils 
should adopt revised criteria for the next promotion cycle.

Indicators. Number of faculty engaged in incubation or venture supervision; number 
of promotion cases including innovation outputs; faculty hours formally allocated to 
commercialization-related work. 

Clarify intellectual property and equity 
rules with founder-friendly defaults 

Rationale. Unclear, slow, or overly extractive intellectual-property and equity 
arrangements discourage student and faculty founders from using university pathways. 
In several cases, the bottleneck was not the absence of a policy, but the absence of 
simple and credible terms that founders could understand and trust.
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Actions. Publish standard intellectual-property and spin-out templates with clear 
default positions on equity, royalties, and licensing options for different venture types. 
Designate a single point of contact for disclosure, licensing, and spin-out processing. 
Introduce time-limited option agreements that allow founders to validate demand 
before entering into full licensing arrangements. Ensure that university ownership 
expectations do not discourage participation in campus-based pathways.

Actors and timing. Technology transfer offices, university legal departments, and 
relevant ministries should release standard templates within six months.

Indicators. Time from disclosure to licensing or option agreement; number of spin-
outs formed; founder satisfaction with intellectual-property processes; rate of founders 
staying within university pathways rather than exiting to external structures. 

Institutionalize staged delivery pathways 
and access to real testing environments 

Rationale. The evidence suggests that incubators are most effective when support is 
not delivered as a single generic package. Stronger systems move ventures through 
defined stages such as ideation, proof of concept, incubation, and acceleration, while 
also providing teams with access to laboratories, campus testbeds, industrial pilot 
sites, or regulated sandboxes.

Actions. Adopt a staged support pathway across participating universities with clear 
entry and progression criteria. Reserve campus living labs, municipal pilot sites, and 
sectoral test environments for ventures in areas such as health, mobility, water, energy, 
and digital services. Add structured talent matching to help ventures close technical 
and commercial skill gaps as they move through the pipeline.

Actors and timing. University networks, regulators, and municipal or sectoral partners 
should agree on a common framework within six months and launch pilots within 
twelve months.

Indicators. Share of ventures progressing through at least two stages; number of 
pilots conducted in campus or partner testbeds; time from prototype to pilot launch; 
number of ventures matched with technical or commercial specialists. 

Convert partnerships into formal 
implementation compacts 

Rationale. The strongest ecosystems are not defined simply by having many partners, 
but by having partners who commit to concrete roles in problem definition, pilot access, 
mentoring, procurement, and regulation. Informal partnerships may generate visibility, 
but they do not reliably move ventures into markets.

Actions. Develop structured partnership compacts among universities, firms, and 
public agencies that specify challenge statements, data access, pilot sites, procurement 
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routes, and expected timelines. Institutionalize regulatory roundtables in priority 
sectors and link corporate sponsorship to measurable outputs, such as completed 
pilots, mentored founder hours, or contracts won.

Actors and timing. University leadership, industry associations, and sectoral authorities 
should negotiate and sign partnership compacts each semester.

Indicators. Number of challenge statements converted into pilots; share of pilots 
that lead to paid contracts; regulatory turnaround times for ventures participating in 
formalized partnership tracks. 

Raise venture readiness before and at entry 

Rationale. One of the clearest patterns in the evidence is that idea-stage enthusiasm 
alone is not enough. Ventures progress more effectively when they enter with some 
evidence of demand, early user engagement, or a clear problem–solution logic. 
Programs that admit weakly defined teams without customer discovery often spend 
too much time correcting basic assumptions.

Actions. Require a minimum threshold of external validation at entry, such as customer 
interviews, pilot interest, letters of intent, or proof of access to a relevant sandbox or 
testing partner. Use a standardized intake diagnostic to assess team readiness, technical 
maturity, and market assumptions. Build milestone plans around external progress 
markers, not only internal training completion. Support very early-stage teams through 
separate pre-incubation tracks rather than moving all applicants into the same program.

Actors and timing. Incubation managers and selection committees should implement 
revised entry diagnostics in the next admissions cycle.

Indicators. Conversion from admission to first pilot or first revenue; share of ventures 
entering with customer evidence; reasons for drop-off during the program; investor-
readiness or commercialization-readiness scores at exit. 

Invest in capabilities that improve venture 
quality, not just participation volume 

Rationale. Capability-building matters most when it improves venture quality and 
strengthens commercial pathways. The evidence points to the importance of 
experienced mentors, sector-specific guidance, investor familiarity, and inclusive 
pathways that widen access without diluting standards.

Actions. Build national and regional mentor pools that include product builders, 
sector specialists, regulatory experts, and founders with scaling experience. Introduce 
investor-in-residence schemes and sectoral commercialization clinics. Expand targeted 
pathways for women entrepreneurs and underrepresented groups, but tie these to 
concrete venture outcomes rather than symbolic participation targets. Offer cross-
campus modules on validation, procurement, pricing, and regulated-market sales.
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Actors and timing. Ministries, university alliances, ecosystem intermediaries, and 
development partners should launch these programs within nine to twelve months.

Indicators. Mentor-to-venture ratio; venture use of specialist mentoring; share of 
women-led and underrepresented ventures progressing to pilots or revenue; follow-
on funding and jobs created. 

Make system-level impact visible 
through a small common dashboard 

Rationale. A recurrent weakness in many systems is that impact is discussed broadly 
but measured inconsistently. Without a small set of shared indicators, it is difficult to 
compare programs, identify what works, or make the case for reform.

Actions. Adopt a common monitoring framework across participating universities and 
incubators that covers a limited set of outcomes: venture incorporation, first pilot, first 
revenue, paid contracts, follow-on funding, jobs created, and selected knowledge-
transfer outcomes, such as licensing or industry collaboration. Publish an annual 
comparative learning brief that reports outcomes and highlights operational lessons 
rather than only promotional success stories.

Actors and timing. National councils, university networks, and incubator coalitions 
should agree on common indicators within three months and publish the first 
comparative brief within twelve months.

Indicators. Coverage of the dashboard across institutions; regularity of reporting; use 
of findings in policy revision, funding decisions, and program redesign. 

Implementation and sequencing

Implementation is more likely to be effective if staged across two horizons. The 
first twelve months should focus on operational reforms that quickly reduce friction: 
standardizing intellectual property and equity templates, approving streamlined 
incubator operating rules, introducing intake diagnostics, and launching at least one 
living lab or pilot access mechanism in each priority sector. The following twenty-
four months should focus on deeper institutional reforms: embedding innovation in 
promotion criteria, scaling blended-finance models, formalizing challenge-driven 
partnerships, and adopting shared outcome dashboards across university networks. 
This sequencing matters because some reforms can generate early gains in 
responsiveness, while others require slower negotiation and institutional change.
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