
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
*Corresponding author: E-mail: h.a.abhyankar@cranfield.ac.uk, gavin.j.zhu@gmail.com; 
 

Journal of Scientific Research & Reports 
4(1): 40-46, 2015; Article no.JSRR.2015.006 

ISSN: 2320–0227 

 
SCIENCEDOMAIN international 

            www.sciencedomain.org 

 

 

Innovation and Incubators: A Qualitative 
Description of St. John’s Innovation Centre  

 
Hanadi Mubarak AL-Mubaraki1*, Ali Husain Muhammad2 and Michael Busler3 

 
1
Department of Civil Engineering, College of Engineering, Kuwait University, Kuwait. 

2
College of Business Administration, Kuwait University, Kuwait. 

3
Richard Stockton College, USA.  

 
Authors’ contributions 

 
 This work was carried out in collaboration between all authors. All authors read and approved the 

final manuscript. 
 

Article Information 
 

DOI: 10.9734/JSRR/2015/11373 
Editor(s): 

(1) Nidal Rashid Sabri, Professor Dean  of  College of Economics (2005-2011) Birzeit University, Palestine. 
Reviewers: 

(1) Anonymous, Selcuk University, Turkey. 
(2) Rich Lee, Institute of Service Science, National Tsin-Hua University, Taiwan. 

Complete Peer review History: http://www.sciencedomain.org/review-history.php?iid=689&id=22&aid=6265 

 

 
 

Received 27
th

 June 2014 
Accepted 18

th
 August 2014 

Published 29
th

 September 2014 

 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

Aims: The aim of this paper was to describe and identify key indicators of St. John’s Innovation 
Centre located in Cambridge, United Kingdom (UK). 
Methodology: The methodology was mainly qualitative based on a literature review and one 
semi-structured interview in the UK, along with a review of organizational documents. Sixteen 
key indicators, arranged into four categories, were used to assess the work of the innovation 
centre. Each indicator and each category were given ratings of Low, Medium, or High to signify 
their importance in describing the centre. 
Results: The research revealed ratings in the High range for all four categories. The Culture and 
Economy categories received ratings of 95%, while the Policy and Industry categories received 
ratings of 80%. None of the sixteen key indicators received low ratings. This study supports the 
importance of indicators in all four areas as measures to accurately describe the innovation 
centre studied.  
Conclusion: The research adds value to academicians and practitioners in government, funded 
organizations, institutions, and policy makers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

In recent years, innovation center and business 
incubation programs have been successfully 
implemented internationally as strategies for 
increasing job creation, accelerating innovation, 
providing physical places to foster 
entrepreneurship and start-up companies, 
technology transfer, and commercialization. In 
addition, incubation practitioners, stakeholders, 
and policy makers agree on the potential impact 
of incubators as powerful economic 
development tools for long term investment 
[1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8]. 

 

The objective of this paper is to describe and 
identify key indicators of St. John’s Innovation 
Centre located in Cambridge, United Kingdom 
(UK). The identification will focus on the four 
categories: Policy, Culture, Economy and 
Industry, and each of the categories will use 
four indicators for a total of 16 indicators. 

 

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 
2 provides a literature review. Section 3 gives 
the research methodology including the 
evidence from the literature review and an 
interview with St. John's Innovation Program. In 
section 4, the authors briefly discuss the 
findings of the study. Section 5 briefly presents 
the study conclusions. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

Al-Mubaraki [9] indicated that business 
incubators are vital tools in economic 
development and economic diversification. Al-
Mubaraki and Busler [10] argued that the 
adaptation of a business incubator model leads 
to: (1) the support of diverse economies, (2) the 
commercialization of new technologies, (3) job 
creation, and (4) increases in wealth, given that 
weaknesses can be overcome. 

 

Al-Mubarakiand Busler [11] examined ten 
international case studies chosen on the basis 
of their well-known success and a sample of 
105 surveys. The results of the survey and case 
studies indicate the value-added of job creation, 
technology transfer, commercialization, 

reduction of indirect start-up costs for 
companies, and graduation companies in the 
market. Moreover, the lessons learned from the 
case studies indicate that the success of 
incubatees to sustainable graduation is reliant 
upon: (1) clear objectives, (2) incubator’s 
location, (3) access to services, (4) employment 
creation, and (5) economic development 
strategy. 

 

Al-Mubarakiand Busler [12] concluded that 
entrepreneurship, incubators, and innovation 
contribute to the international economy and play 
a vital role not only in economic recovery but 
also in smart growth and economic 
development. 

 

AL-Mubaraki and Busler [13] demonstrated that 
innovation centers or science parks act as 
powerful models for fostering technological 
innovation, technological entrepreneurship, 
commercialization, and technology transfer. 

 

Al-Mubarakiand Busler [14] argued that 
business incubators aim at promoting economic 
development of their community by supporting 
start-up companies and their business 
development and offering services to support 
the establishment and development of new as 
well as existing small and medium companies.  

 

In another study, Al-Mubaraki and Hamad [15] 
argued that business incubation programs are 
designed to accelerate the successful 
development of entrepreneurial companies 
through an array of business support resources 
and services, developed by incubator 
management. The study concluded that 
business incubators are model accelerator tools 
for the 21

st
 century. 

 

Anderson and Al-Mubaraki [16] found that a 
business incubator can be successful if there is 
appropriate understanding of the requirements 
for success including clear planning with 
appropriate resources and required skills and 
knowledge to run a successful operation. 

 

Al-Mubarakiand Schrödl [17,18] discussed four 
measured indicators including: (1) graduation of 
incubated businesses, (2) success of 
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businesses incubated, (3) jobs created by 
incubation, and (4) salaries paid by incubator 
clients. The study indicated business incubators 
as best practice models for economic 
development worldwide and in the GCC. 

 

Al-Mubaraki, Sharp and Busler [19] indicated 
that innovation is a long-term investment to 
establish self-sustaining technology to 
accelerate the successful development of 
innovation and commercialization of technology 
through an array of support resources and 
services, such as the improvement of R&D to 
foster high quality products. 

 

Al-Mubaraki, Busler, and Al-Ajmei [20,21] and 
Al-Mubaraki, Busler, Al-Ajmeiand Aruna [22] 
indicated that business incubators support 
economic diversification, technologies 
commercialization, fostering entrepreneurship, 
and job creation. 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

The research was undertaken using an in-depth 
literature review and an interview as part of a 
qualitative research methodology. This 
methodological approach is most appropriate 
because it allows the researcher to observe the 
information and focus on understanding the 
dynamics present [23]. Semi-structured 
interviews are valuable tools for gathering 
qualitative data [2,24,25]. Furthermore, the 
semi-structured interview is a good technique 
as open-ended questions encourage the 
respondents to answer in their own words and 
because it uses questions whose content and 
sequence are not fully specified in advance [2]. 
The interview was conducted with the Director 
of the St. John Innovation Center located in 
University of Cambridge, UK, to assist in the 
development of relevant questions and the 
protocol used to guide the research. 

 

The in-depth interview design is based on two 
charts. First, the radar chart consists of four 
categories: (1) Culture; (2) Policy; (3) Industry; 
and (4) Economy. In addition, each category is 
measured by four indicators and each of the 16 
indicators is rank-ordered as an independent 
variable. Second, each indicator may be rated 

as Low (10%), Medium (20%), or High (25%), 
which will yield a maximum score for each 
category of 100%. Category scores range from 
80% to 100% (High), 60% to 79% (Medium), 
and below 60% (Low). 

 

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

 

United Kingdom Business Incubation defines 
business incubation as a combination of 
business development processes, 
infrastructure, and people designed to assist 
new businesses to survive and grow through 
the different incubation development phases 
[26].  Business incubation offers many activities 
for client companies including infrastructure, 
business assistance, and networking 
[27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35]. Furthermore, 
many studies discussed the success of 
business incubation programs 
[36,37,38,39,40,34]. 

 

Chart 1, St. John’s Innovation Centre Radar 
Chart, shows the responses to the interview. 
The category of Culture received a rating of 
High, with only one the four indicators in the 
Culture category receiving less than a High 
rating--the Training program indictor was rated 
as Medium. The Policy and Industry categories 
received ratings of Medium for all indicators, 
and the Economy category received a rating of 
High, with only the indicator Number of patents 
receiving a rating of Medium.  

 

Table 1 presents the average of indicators from 
the radar chart as 88%, which indicated High 
outcomes. Each category from the radar chart 
received outcomes of High; the categories of 
Culture, Policy, Industry, and Economy were 
rated at 95%, 80%, 80%, and 95% respectively. 
See chart 2 for a summary of the category 
ratings. 

 

Chart 3 presents the total indicators for St. 
John’s Innovation Centre includes four 
categories, and 16 indicators indicated 87.5%, 
which divided into high and medium outcomes, 
37.5% and 50% respectively. In addition, this 
chart reflects vertical analysis of four categories 
include culture, policy, industry and economy, 
where the 16 indicators combine and overlaps. 

 



 
Chart 1. St. John’s innovation centre radar chart

 
Chart 2. Horizontal analysis of percentage of total outcomes from radar chart

 

Chart 3. Vertical analysis of indicators
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St. John’s innovation centre radar chart 
 

 

Chart 2. Horizontal analysis of percentage of total outcomes from radar chart

 
Chart 3. Vertical analysis of indicators 
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Chart 2. Horizontal analysis of percentage of total outcomes from radar chart 
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Table 1. Result of average indicators of St. John’s innovation centre 
 

 % 
100 

Scale Indicators 
% 

Total 
categories* 
% 

High 
(25%) 

Medium 
(20%) 

Low 
(10%) 

Culture      100 
1. Training program 25  20  20 95 
2. Creativity 25 25   25 
3. Innovation 25 25   25 
4. Entrepreneurship 25 25   25 

Policy     100 
1. Government role 25  20  20 80 
2. Role of university 25  20  20 
3. Strategic focus 25  20  20 
4. Incubator funding 25  20  20 
Industry     100 
1. Incubators type 25  20  20 80 
2. Incubators services 25  20  20 
3. Incubators size 25  20  20 
4. New product 25  20  20 

Economy     100 
1. Survival rate 25 25   25 95 
2. Jobs creation 25 25   25 
3. Startup companies 25 25   25 
4. Number of patents 25  20  20 

Total  400  350 

Average  100% 37.5% 50%   87.5% 
*High = 80% - 100% 
Medium = 79% - 60% 
Low = less than 60% 

 

5. CONCLUSION AND REFLECTION 
 

In summary, the results of qualitative research 
of St. John’s Innovation Center provide ratings 
for 16 key indicators used to describe 
innovation centers, incubators, and similar types 
of business development programs. The 16 
indicators were rated on a scale where Low = 
10%, Medium = 20%, and High = 25%, for a 
maximum rating of 25% for each indicator. The 
indicators were grouped into four categories—
Economy, Culture, Policy, and Industry—that 
combined the ratings of the indicators so that 
each category had a maximum rating of 100%. 
For St. John’s Innovation Centre, all four 
categories had ratings in the High range, with 
two at the lowest point of the High range and 
two at the upper end of the High range. 
Specifically, the categories of Policy and 
Industry received ratings of 80%, with each of 
the four indicators in those two categories also 
receiving ratings of Medium. The categories of 
Culture and Economy both received ratings of 
95%. For each of those categories, three 
indicators received ratings of High and one 
received a rating of Medium. None of the 

indicators received a rating of Low. Therefore, 
the program at St. John’s Innovation Centre can 
be described with the highest emphasis on the 
indicators: Creativity, Innovation, 
Entrepreneurship, Survival Rate, Jobs Creation, 
and Startup Companies. Of secondary 
importance, but still significant, were the 
indicators: Training Program, Government Role, 
Role of University, Strategic Focus, Incubators 
Funding, Incubators Type, Incubators Services, 
Incubators Size, New Products, and Number of 
Patents. Thus, while significant levels of 
attention are given to the development of Policy 
to support innovation and efforts to track the 
progress of innovation efforts by means of 
Industry variables, even greater attention is 
given to the creation of a Culture to support 
innovation and measures of the overall impact 
of innovation on the Economy. Future work can 
be continued for other regions such as the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC), the United States, 
and other European countries to learn more 
about the similarities and differences in the 
descriptions of business development programs 
among the countries. 
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