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ABSTRACT

	Student entrepreneurship has become an increasingly significant function within universities, encompassing entrepreneurship education, mentoring, venture development, funding, incubation, networking, and additional institutional support mechanisms. However, universities differ substantially in the organization and integration of these support forms. This study addresses this gap by employing a qualitative comparative documentary research design to examine student entrepreneurship support across ten highly ranked universities and to benchmark documented practices against a focal university. Drawing on Clark's Entrepreneurial University model, the analysis applies five pathways: strengthened steering core, expanded developmental periphery, diversified funding base, stimulated academic heartland, and integrated entrepreneurial culture. The study examines publicly accessible institutional documents, including entrepreneurship center webpages, program descriptions, institutional reports, official news releases, and related materials. The findings indicate that leading universities do not adhere to a single model of student entrepreneurship support. Instead, they combine entrepreneurship education, experiential learning, mentoring, venture development, funding, infrastructure, networking, and external engagement in varied institutional configurations. The comparison further reveals that the focal university has documented elements corresponding to all five Clark pathways, although the breadth and consistency of publicly available evidence differ across pathways. These findings suggest that benchmarking should prioritize transferable institutional functions rather than direct replication of specific university structures. As the analysis relies exclusively on publicly accessible institutional documentation, the findings reflect the breadth and visibility of documented support and may not capture practices that are implemented but not publicly reported. This study contributes to research on entrepreneurial universities and student entrepreneurship by demonstrating how comparative documentary analysis can identify institutional patterns and provide a context-sensitive foundation for strengthening university entrepreneurship ecosystems.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Universities are increasingly expected to contribute not only to knowledge creation and dissemination but also to the development of entrepreneurial capabilities among students. Entrepreneurship education provides students with the knowledge and skills required to identify opportunities, develop business ideas, and pursue entrepreneurship as a viable career path. Recent empirical evidence demonstrates a positive relationship between entrepreneurship education and students' entrepreneurial intentions (Al-Omar et al., 2024). Nevertheless, entrepreneurship development within universities extends beyond classroom instruction. Educators facilitate this process through teaching, mentoring, experiential learning, and fostering entrepreneurial mindsets, while institutional support creates the environment necessary for these activities (Syed et al., 2024).
As students advance from entrepreneurial awareness and idea generation to venture development, they require mentoring, concept development, business development, competitions, internships, seed funding, incubation, and access to entrepreneurial networks. Amao-Taiwo et al. (2023), in their study of student entrepreneurship support services across Nigerian universities, identified a positive relationship between student support and entrepreneurship skills development, highlighting the necessity for support that addresses the diverse needs of student entrepreneurs. Similarly, Song and Lu (2024), analyzing data from 5,468 college graduates in China, found that university entrepreneurship support was significantly associated with entrepreneurial intention through mechanisms such as entrepreneurial attitude, self-efficacy, and fear of entrepreneurial failure. These findings suggest that entrepreneurship support encompasses multiple institutional mechanisms that extend beyond formal entrepreneurship education.
The effects of university support vary depending on the type of support provided and students' characteristics. Anjum et al. (2023) found that perceived university support moderated the relationship between students' attitudes toward entrepreneurship and their entrepreneurial intentions, while Gonzalez-Tamayo et al. (2024) examined perceived institutional support alongside entrepreneurial self-efficacy and parental role models in explaining university students' entrepreneurial intentions. The institutional environment also influences entrepreneurship directed toward emerging and societal challenges. Bharti et al. (2024) examined university support and entrepreneurial culture in relation to solar entrepreneurial intentions among Indian students, while Srivastava et al. (2024) investigated sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial intentions among Indian youth and developed a multidimensional measure based on identified antecedents. Collectively, these studies reinforce the perspective that student entrepreneurship is shaped not only by individual characteristics or entrepreneurship courses but also by the broader institutional environment.
This broader institutional perspective prompts a critical question: how should universities organize student entrepreneurship support to ensure that different forms of assistance function as a coherent system? Universities utilize varied organizational arrangements. Some centralize activities within dedicated entrepreneurship centers, while others distribute support across academic programs, incubators, innovation units, enterprise offices, and external partnerships. Therefore, the existence of an entrepreneurship center alone is insufficient for institutional comparison. Relevant considerations include the breadth, configuration, and integration of support across institutional functions.
Clark's (1998) concept of the entrepreneurial university provides a valuable analytical framework for examining this institutional dimension. Clark identified five organizational pathways associated with entrepreneurial transformation: a strengthened steering core, expanded developmental periphery, diversified funding base, stimulated academic heartland, and integrated entrepreneurial culture. Although originally developed to explain broader organizational transformation in universities, these pathways offer a framework for assessing whether student entrepreneurship is supported through institutional leadership, developmental structures, resources, academic activity, and entrepreneurial culture. This framework also enables comparison without assuming that universities must adopt identical organizational structures.
Recent research highlights the importance of examining university entrepreneurship through multiple dimensions. Galvão et al. (2025) found that perceived educational support and entrepreneurial education positively influenced students' entrepreneurial self-efficacy, emphasizing the significance of the educational environment in shaping entrepreneurial development. Alongside the findings of Song and Lu (2024), this research suggests that university entrepreneurship should be conceptualized as a broader institutional phenomenon rather than as a single educational intervention.
Despite the expanding empirical literature on entrepreneurship education, entrepreneurial intention, and university support, a comparative institutional perspective on student entrepreneurship support remains underdeveloped. Much of the recent research examines relationships between specific forms of support and student-level outcomes, such as entrepreneurial intention, attitude, or self-efficacy (Al-Omar et al., 2024; Anjum et al., 2023; Galvão et al., 2025), while other studies focus on particular university support services or institutional contexts (Amao-Taiwo et al., 2023; Song & Lu, 2024). Although these studies establish the importance of university support, they offer limited comparative insight into how leading universities configure multiple forms of student entrepreneurship support within their institutional structures. A documentary benchmarking approach can address this gap by analyzing publicly documented structures and practices across universities using common analytical categories.
Accordingly, this study aims to comparatively examine student entrepreneurship support across ten highly ranked universities and benchmark the documented practices against those of a focal university, utilizing Clark's (1998) Entrepreneurial University model as the analytical framework. Specifically, the study seeks to:
1. Identify and examine the student entrepreneurship support practices documented across the ten benchmark universities;
2. Determine the common and distinctive patterns characterizing student entrepreneurship support across the benchmark universities; and
3. Benchmark the focal university's documented student entrepreneurship support against the practices identified across the benchmark universities.
The study addresses three research questions:
RQ1. What student entrepreneurship support practices are documented across the ten benchmark universities?
RQ2. What common and distinctive patterns characterize student entrepreneurship support across the benchmark universities?
RQ3. How does the focal university's documented student entrepreneurship support compare with the practices identified across the benchmark universities?
The study focuses specifically on student-facing entrepreneurship support and examines publicly accessible institutional documentation. It does not evaluate entrepreneurial performance, student entrepreneurial intentions, or the effectiveness of individual programs. Instead, it analyzes how student entrepreneurship support is institutionally configured and employs international benchmarking to identify practices that may inform the ongoing development of the focal university's student entrepreneurship ecosystem.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1 Research Design

A qualitative comparative documentary research design was utilized to examine university organization and support for student entrepreneurship. Documentary analysis was chosen because the study investigates publicly available institutional structures, programs, services, facilities, and support mechanisms, rather than participant perceptions. This method enables systematic examination of pre-existing institutional texts and records as qualitative evidence (Sheard, 2022). Comparative documentary analysis facilitates the identification of similarities and differences across cases using common analytical criteria (Santos et al., 2024). Institutional benchmarking further enables structured comparison among higher education institutions and assists in identifying differences in organizational practices and areas for potential improvement (Mendonça et al., 2023; Peschl et al., 2023). Additionally, this approach circumvents the practical and ethical constraints associated with primary data collection (Morgan, 2022).
A multiple-case comparative approach was adopted, incorporating ten benchmark universities and the focal university. The analysis proceeded in two stages: first, a cross-case examination of student entrepreneurship practices among the benchmark universities; second, a comparison of the focal university's documented practices with the identified patterns. Clark's Entrepreneurial University model was employed as the analytical framework, serving as a qualitative guide rather than a quantitative measurement scale.

2.2 Benchmark University Selection

Benchmark universities were purposively selected from the QS World University Rankings 2027 (Quacquarelli Symonds, 2026) based on three criteria: high ranking, the existence of a distinct student entrepreneurship center, program, or institutional structure, and the availability of sufficient publicly accessible documentation for systematic comparison. 
The final benchmark cases comprised the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Imperial College London, Stanford University, the University of Oxford, Harvard University, the University of Cambridge, the California Institute of Technology, ETH Zurich, University College London, and the National University of Singapore. This purposive selection was guided by the aim of conducting analytical benchmarking of information-rich cases rather than by the goal of achieving statistical generalization.

2.3 Documentary Data Sources and Selection

Data were collected solely from publicly accessible official institutional sources, such as entrepreneurship center webpages, program descriptions, institutional reports, official university news releases, and program documentation. For each university, institutional websites were systematically reviewed to identify evidence of student entrepreneurship structures, programs, services, resources, and activities. The search used combinations of terms related to student entrepreneurship, including entrepreneurship, student entrepreneurship, entrepreneurship center, incubation, acceleration, venture development, funding, mentoring, and entrepreneurial programs. Relevant pages and documents were reviewed across connected institutional units to provide evidence related to student entrepreneurship. When entrepreneurship support was distributed across multiple university units, sources from those units were included if their activities were demonstrably related to student entrepreneurship.
Sources were included if they (1) originated from an official university source, (2) contained information relevant to student entrepreneurship, (3) described an identifiable structure, program, service, resource, or activity, and (4) provided sufficient evidence for classification under one or more of Clark's five pathways. Sources that were third-party, unrelated to student entrepreneurship, or insufficiently informative for pathway classification were excluded.
The final documentary corpus consisted of 47 official institutional sources from the ten benchmark universities and six official sources from Xavier University. The number of sources examined per benchmark institution was as follows: Massachusetts Institute of Technology (3), Imperial College London (3), Stanford University (4), University of Oxford (3), Harvard University (5), University of Cambridge (5), California Institute of Technology (7), ETH Zurich (6), University College London (5), and National University of Singapore (6). Six sources were examined for Xavier University. All web-based institutional sources were reviewed and accessed in August 2026.
Historical sources were retained if they provided evidence of institutional development. However, historical evidence was not considered indicative of current implementation unless supported by contemporary documentation. This distinction is critical in documentary research because institutional sources reflect specific organizational and temporal contexts (Morgan, 2022).
The documentary corpus and the institutional sources examined for each case are reflected in the documentary evidence matrix presented in Section 3.1.

2.4 Analytical Procedure

Clark's five pathways—strengthened steering core, expanded developmental periphery, diversified funding base, stimulated academic heartland, and integrated entrepreneurial culture—served as deductive coding categories. The analysis proceeded in four stages: familiarization with institutional sources, extraction of relevant evidence, deductive coding based on the five pathways, and cross-case comparison to identify common, distinctive, and less extensively documented practices.
Each relevant institutional statement, program, structure, service, resource, or activity was considered a unit of documentary evidence and coded according to the Clark pathway or pathways it supported. Multiple coding was used when a documented practice aligned with more than one pathway. As this was a single-author study, the researcher acted as the sole coder and consistently applied the predefined coding categories and criteria across all cases. The analysis focused on the presence, breadth, and configuration of documented support, rather than program effectiveness. Therefore, universities were not assigned numerical scores or ranked by the strength of their entrepreneurship support.

2.5 Xavier University Benchmarking

Xavier University was evaluated using the same five Clark pathways and documentary criteria as those applied to the benchmark institutions. Evidence from the Student Entrepreneurship Center and other official university sources was systematically compared to the identified benchmark practices.
Three documentary assessment categories were established to characterize the extent of available institutional evidence: strongly documented, documented, and partially documented. These categories were determined based on the breadth and consistency of publicly accessible evidence. Strongly documented refers to multiple forms of support relevant to a pathway, consistently documented in current institutional sources. Documented denotes clear institutional evidence of the pathway, but with a narrower range or less extensive documentation of related practices. Partially documented indicates that some evidence relevant to the pathway was identified, but the available documentation was limited or insufficient to establish its broader scope. These classifications reflect the strength and breadth of documentary evidence, rather than institutional performance or effectiveness. Therefore, "partially documented" does not imply the absence of a practice; rather, it indicates that sufficient public evidence was unavailable to confirm its broader scope.

2.6 Trustworthiness

Trustworthiness was established by addressing credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, which are widely recognized as criteria for rigor in qualitative research (Ahmed, 2024; Novak & Jen, 2024). According to Ahmed (2024), triangulation, detailed contextual description, documentation and audit trails, and reflexive practices serve as mechanisms to strengthen these dimensions.
Credibility was enhanced by triangulating multiple official sources within cases and comparing evidence across institutional sources. Dependability was ensured through consistent application of source-selection criteria, coding categories, and assessment definitions in all cases. Because the study was conducted by a single researcher, consistency was further maintained through predefined coding categories, explicit assessment rules, and systematic documentary evidence trails. Confirmability was achieved by linking interpretations to explicit documentary evidence and clearly distinguishing documented information from researcher interpretation. Transferability was facilitated by providing clear descriptions of case-selection criteria, data sources, analytical categories, and institutional contexts, allowing readers to assess the applicability of findings to other university settings.
Because the study relied exclusively on publicly available documents and did not involve human participants, member checking was not applicable. Instead, methodological rigor was strengthened through source triangulation, consistent analytical procedures, documentary evidence trails, and transparent assessment criteria.

3. results and discussion

3.1 Cross-Case Findings from the Ten Benchmark Universities

Ten benchmark universities were selected from the QS World University Rankings 2027 and analyzed based on their publicly documented student entrepreneurship support structures. The sample included both universities with dedicated entrepreneurship centers and those where support was distributed across multiple formally connected units. This distinction was maintained because the analysis focused on the student entrepreneurship support structure itself, rather than the existence of a single entrepreneurship center. This methodological choice aligns with recent scholarship that conceptualizes university entrepreneurship as an ecosystem comprising interconnected institutional, educational, financial, infrastructural, and relational elements, rather than as a single program or organizational unit (Astuty et al., 2022; Correia et al., 2024; Ismail et al., 2024; Meyskens et al., 2022).

Table 1. Benchmark universities and focal university entrepreneurship support structures

	Case
	University
	QS 2027 Rank
	Primary student entrepreneurship structure

	1
	Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)
	1
	Martin Trust Center for MIT Entrepreneurship (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a)

	2
	Imperial College London
	2
	Imperial Enterprise Lab (Imperial Enterprise Lab, n.d.)

	3
	Stanford University
	2
	Stanford Technology Ventures Program (STVP) (Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.)

	4
	University of Oxford
	4
	EnSpire Oxford (University of Oxford, n.d.)

	5
	Harvard University
	5
	Harvard Innovation Labs – Student i‑lab (Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.)

	6
	University of Cambridge
	6
	Cambridge Judge Entrepreneurship Centre (University of Cambridge, n.d.)

	7
	California Institute of Technology (Caltech)
	7
	Caltech entrepreneurship programs / OTTCP (California Institute of Technology, n.d.)

	8
	ETH Zurich
	8
	ETH Entrepreneurship (ETH Zurich, n.d.)

	9
	University College London (UCL)
	9
	UCL Innovation & Enterprise (University College London, n.d.)

	10
	National University of Singapore (NUS)
	10
	NUS Enterprise (National University of Singapore, n.d.)

	Focal case
	Xavier University
	Not applicable
	Student Entrepreneurship Center (Xavier University, n.d.-a)


Note. QS World University Rankings 2027 positions are from Quacquarelli Symonds (2026). Primary entrepreneurship structures are identified from official university webpages cited in the final column.

To enhance the transparency of the documentary basis for the cross-case findings, Table 2 presents representative documentary evidence identified for each of the ten benchmark universities across Clark's five pathways. This matrix links institutional structures, programs, services, resources, and activities identified in the documentary analysis to the analytical pathways employed in the study. It provides an evidence trail that demonstrates how the practices discussed in the subsequent cross-case analysis were derived from publicly accessible institutional sources. The table offers representative, rather than exhaustive, evidence because multiple institutional sources were examined for each university, and individual practices may correspond to more than one Clark pathway. The matrix is designed to support the transparency and auditability of the comparative analysis, rather than to rank the universities or evaluate the effectiveness of their entrepreneurship support.

Table 2. Documentary Evidence Matrix Across the Five Clark Pathways

	University
	Strengthened Steering Core
	Expanded Developmental Periphery
	Diversified Funding Base
	Stimulated Academic Heartland
	Integrated Entrepreneurial Culture

	Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)
	Martin Trust Center for MIT Entrepreneurship; formal institutional entrepreneurship support (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a)
	Venture-development programs, mentoring, coworking, and student venture support (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a)
	MIT Sandbox and related venture funding support (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a)
	Entrepreneurship education and experiential venture development (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a)
	Student entrepreneurship organizations, events, and entrepreneurial community (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a)

	Imperial College London
	Imperial Enterprise Lab as a dedicated entrepreneurship structure (Imperial Enterprise Lab, n.d.)
	Mentoring, venture-development programs, workspace, and related support (Imperial Enterprise Lab, n.d.)
	Competitions, prizes, and venture-development funding opportunities (Imperial Enterprise Lab, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship education and venture-building activities (Imperial Enterprise Lab, n.d.)
	Student entrepreneurship forums, events, and networking (Imperial Enterprise Lab, n.d.)

	Stanford University
	Stanford Technology Ventures Program (STVP) and dedicated entrepreneurship education structure (Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.)
	Fellows, mentoring, entrepreneurial networks, and venture-related support (Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.)
	Fellowships and other documented funding opportunities (Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship courses and experiential entrepreneurship programs (Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurial Thought Leaders, eCorner, fellows, and entrepreneurial networks (Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.)

	University of Oxford
	EnSpire Oxford as a university entrepreneurship hub (University of Oxford, n.d.)
	Mentoring, entrepreneurship programs, and venture-development resources (University of Oxford, n.d.)
	Competitions, prizes, and funding-related opportunities (University of Oxford, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship education, skills development, and experiential learning (University of Oxford, n.d.)
	Events, mentoring, networking, and entrepreneurial community activities (University of Oxford, n.d.)

	Harvard University
	Harvard Innovation Labs and Student i-lab as dedicated entrepreneurship structures (Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.)
	Advising, mentoring, coworking, studios, and stage-based venture support (Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.)
	Fellowships, innovation challenges, prizes, and funding opportunities (Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.)
	Venture-development stages involving exploration, testing, and development (Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.)
	Founder events, cohorts, mentoring, networking, and entrepreneurial community (Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.)

	University of Cambridge
	Cambridge Judge Entrepreneurship Centre as a formal entrepreneurship structure (University of Cambridge, n.d.)
	EnterpriseTECH, Ignite, Accelerate Cambridge, coaching, and mentoring (University of Cambridge, n.d.)
	Investment-readiness and venture-capital-related support (University of Cambridge, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship education, practical projects, and venture-development activities (University of Cambridge, n.d.)
	Mentoring, coaching, workshops, pitch activities, and entrepreneurial networks (University of Cambridge, n.d.)

	California Institute of Technology (Caltech)
	Entrepreneurship programs and Office of Technology Transfer and Corporate Partnerships (California Institute of Technology, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurs-in-Residence, innovation facilities, internships, and mentoring (California Institute of Technology, n.d.)
	Bill Gross Prize, Timothy Ryan Program, and other funding mechanisms (California Institute of Technology, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship courses, internships, and venture-development activities (California Institute of Technology, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship clubs, speaker events, hackathons, pitch activities, and mentoring (California Institute of Technology, n.d.)

	ETH Zurich
	ETH Entrepreneurship as a formal institutional entrepreneurship structure (ETH Zurich, n.d.)
	Student Project House, UPortunity, Pioneer Fellowship, and mentoring (ETH Zurich, n.d.)
	Pioneer Fellowship, grants, and other funding opportunities (ETH Zurich, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship courses, project-based experimentation, and venture development (ETH Zurich, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurial organizations, events, pitch activities, and peer interaction (ETH Zurich, n.d.)

	University College London (UCL)
	UCL Innovation & Enterprise as a dedicated entrepreneurship structure (University College London, n.d.)
	Venture Builder, Hatchery, coworking, advisers, and mentoring (University College London, n.d.)
	Prizes, investor networks, and access to external investment opportunities (University College London, n.d.)
	Idea-development programs, customer discovery, business-model development, and pitching (University College London, n.d.)
	Workshops, networking, founder interaction, and entrepreneurial community (University College London, n.d.)

	National University of Singapore (NUS)
	NUS Enterprise as the university's formal entrepreneurial arm (National University of Singapore, n.d.)
	NUS Overseas Colleges, N-House, startup internships, and ecosystem exposure (National University of Singapore, n.d.)
	Funding opportunities, awards, scholarships, and entrepreneurship-related financial support (National University of Singapore, n.d.)
	Entrepreneurship education, NUS Overseas Colleges, and experiential learning (National University of Singapore, n.d.)
	Student and alumni networks, N-House, founders, and investor interaction (National University of Singapore, n.d.)


Note. The matrix presents representative documentary evidence identified from official institutional sources examined in the study. Individual practices may correspond to more than one Clark pathway. The evidence reflects publicly documented institutional practices and does not constitute a ranking or evaluation of institutional effectiveness.

The cross-case analysis revealed evidence corresponding to all five pathways of Clark's Entrepreneurial University Model: strengthened steering core, expanded developmental periphery, diversified funding base, stimulated academic heartland, and integrated entrepreneurial culture (Clark, 1998). While these pathways were present across the ten cases, they differed in organizational configuration, breadth of support, and emphasis. Contemporary research on university entrepreneurial ecosystems also indicates that entrepreneurship support is most accurately understood as a configuration of interconnected components, rather than as a uniform institutional structure (Correia et al., 2024; Meyskens et al., 2022).

Table 3. Cross-case patterns in student entrepreneurship support through Clark's five pathways

	Clark Pathway
	Cross-case Finding
	Illustrative benchmark cases

	Strengthened Steering Core
	Formal institutional responsibility for student entrepreneurship was evident across the cases, ranging from dedicated centers to distributed institutional ecosystems.
	MIT, Harvard, ETH Zurich, NUS

	Expanded Developmental Periphery
	Support extended beyond classroom instruction through mentoring, coaching, incubation, venture-development programs, workspace, competitions, and ecosystem connections.
	Harvard, MIT, ETH Zurich, UCL

	Diversified Funding Base
	This was the most variable pathway. Some universities provided direct student funding, while others emphasized competitions, investor access, or funding-readiness support.
	MIT, Harvard, Caltech, ETH Zurich, NUS

	Stimulated Academic Heartland
	Entrepreneurship was connected to experiential learning through courses, projects, startup internships, pitching, business-model development, and venture creation.
	MIT, Cambridge, Caltech, NUS

	Integrated Entrepreneurial Culture
	Entrepreneurial communities were cultivated through events, student organizations, mentoring, alumni, founders, investors, and shared entrepreneurial spaces.
	ETH Zurich, Harvard, UCL, NUS



3.1.1 Strengthened Steering Core

A primary finding was the institutionalization of responsibility for student entrepreneurship. All ten universities possessed an identifiable organizational structure that formally supported entrepreneurship. However, the organizational arrangements varied. MIT, Harvard, Cambridge, and Oxford maintained dedicated entrepreneurship centers or hubs, whereas Caltech, ETH Zurich, and NUS coordinated entrepreneurship through broader portfolios of interconnected programs and units (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a; National University of Singapore, n.d.; University of Cambridge, n.d.; University of Oxford, n.d.).
This finding aligns with Clark's (1998) concept of a strengthened steering core, which emphasizes the development of institutional capacity to coordinate entrepreneurial transformation. Notably, the benchmark cases indicate that this pathway does not necessitate a standardized organizational form. Instead, the defining characteristic is formal institutional ownership and coordination of entrepreneurship support.
Recent evidence reinforces this interpretation. Ismail et al. (2024), using a multiple-case study of eight South African public universities, found that top management support was an important component of effective student entrepreneurship support and emphasized the need for institutional commitment and coordination across ecosystem elements. Astuty et al. (2022), examining 18 universities in Indonesia, similarly found that the internal and external university environments interact with students' entrepreneurial orientation, intentions, and activities.
The benchmark cases suggest that a strengthened steering core is more accurately conceptualized as institutionalized responsibility rather than as a specific organizational structure. In the context of student entrepreneurship, this institutionalization ensures continuity and coordination across programs, facilities, funding mechanisms, mentoring, and external relationships. This interpretation is consistent with Correia et al. (2024), whose systematic review identifies higher education institutions as key components of entrepreneurial ecosystems and underscores the need for integrated approaches to university entrepreneurship.

3.1.2 Expanded Developmental Periphery

The most prominent recurring pattern was the extension of entrepreneurship support beyond traditional academic activities. Across the ten cases, students accessed a range of resources, including mentoring, coaching, workshops, venture-development programs, incubation or acceleration, workspace, competitions, and external entrepreneurial networks (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a; National University of Singapore, n.d.; University College London, n.d.; University of Cambridge, n.d.; University of Oxford, n.d.).
This finding closely corresponds with contemporary research on student entrepreneurship ecosystems. Meyskens et al. (2022), in their qualitative examination of student entrepreneurship ecosystems in Australian higher education institutions, emphasized the integration of entrepreneurship education, university entrepreneurial ecosystems, and startup initiatives such as accelerators. Their findings suggest that student startups benefit when different ecosystem components operate in combination rather than in isolation.
Similarly, Ismail et al. (2024) found that effective student entrepreneurship support involved several interconnected elements, including creative spaces, expert business advice, top-management support, funding, and external collaboration. Their multiple-case study is particularly relevant to the present research because it treats student entrepreneurship support itself as an ecosystem, rather than examining entrepreneurship education alone.
Harvard, ETH Zurich, MIT, and UCL illustrate particularly extensive documented developmental structures in the present study. Their documented support extends beyond entrepreneurship education to include mentoring, venture development, incubation, community building, and connections with external entrepreneurial actors (ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a; University College London, n.d.).
The defining feature is not merely the presence of an entrepreneurship center, but its role as a developmental interface connecting students with the broader entrepreneurial ecosystem. This interpretation aligns with Clark's (1998) expanded developmental periphery, wherein universities establish organizational structures and external relationships that extend beyond conventional academic boundaries.
Another cross-case pattern was the provision of support across multiple stages of entrepreneurial development. For instance, Oxford and UCL offer explicit progression from entrepreneurial skills and idea development to venture launch and growth (University of Oxford, n.d.; University College London, n.d.). This staged support is consistent with the ecosystem perspective described by Meyskens et al. (2022), in which various support components are aligned to facilitate students' progression toward sustainable entrepreneurial activity.

3.1.3 Diversified Funding Base

The diversified funding base emerged as the most unevenly implemented of the five pathways. Some universities demonstrated explicit student-oriented funding mechanisms, whereas others emphasized competitions, investor connections, or preparation for external fundraising (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a; National University of Singapore, n.d.).
MIT, Harvard, Caltech, ETH Zurich, and NUS provided particularly clear evidence of direct financial mechanisms in the documentary analysis (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a; National University of Singapore, n.d.). These included grants, prizes, fellowships, awards, or venture-oriented funding. Other institutions appeared to rely more heavily on competitions, investor connections, or funding-readiness activities, although the extent of these mechanisms varied in the publicly available documentation.
Recent research supports treating funding as an important component of a broader student entrepreneurship support system. Ismail et al. (2024) identified funding alongside creative spaces, expert advice, management support, and external collaboration as important elements of university-based student entrepreneurship support. Their findings further emphasized that financial backing needs to operate together with other forms of institutional and external support.
Astuty et al. (2022) likewise demonstrated that student entrepreneurial activities are influenced by the interaction of internal institutional conditions and external environmental support. This reinforces the interpretation that financial resources should not be viewed independently from the wider university entrepreneurial ecosystem.
The cross-case evidence indicates that Clark's diversified funding base manifests in various forms within the student entrepreneurship context. This may include direct institutional financing or funding intermediation, in which universities prepare students for external investment or facilitate connections with investors and funding opportunities. As a result, universities differ not only in the availability of funding but also in their institutional roles within the financing process.
This distinction is significant for the present study, as the analysis does not equate the existence of competitions or investor connections with university-funded venture mechanisms. Instead, the documentary evidence differentiates between direct financial provision and facilitated access to external finance.

3.1.4 Stimulated Academic Heartland

The fourth pathway was evident in the strong linkage between entrepreneurship and experiential student learning. Although the extent of curricular integration varied among universities, all ten cases offered some combination of project-based learning, venture development, startup exposure, practical training, or entrepreneurial education.
This finding is strongly supported by recent entrepreneurship education literature. Carpenter and Wilson (2022), in a systematic review of higher education entrepreneurship education, found evidence supporting experiential and extracurricular programs while also noting methodological limitations in the existing evidence base. Their findings reinforce the importance of distinguishing entrepreneurship education that involves active student participation from approaches based primarily on conventional instruction.
Motta and Galina (2023), through a systematic literature review specifically focused on experiential learning in entrepreneurship education, likewise identify learning-by-doing as an increasingly prominent pedagogical approach. Their review associates experiential approaches with the development of entrepreneurial skills and competencies, while noting that different experiential activities yield distinct learning benefits and challenges.
Sofiullah et al. (2023) provide additional empirical support through a quasi-experimental study of an interactive startup simulation involving university students. Their findings demonstrate the relevance of interactive approaches for developing entrepreneurial competence, self-efficacy, knowledge, and entrepreneurial intentions.
Cambridge, Caltech, and NUS provide particularly clear examples in the present cases. Their documented activities connect entrepreneurship education to practical projects, venture development, internships, competitions, and other entrepreneurial activities (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; National University of Singapore, n.d.; University of Cambridge, n.d.).
The findings indicate that stimulating the academic heartland requires more than the addition of entrepreneurship courses. Across the benchmark cases, students were encouraged to apply entrepreneurial knowledge through practical activities such as idea development, business-model development, pitching, prototyping, startup internships, and venture creation (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; National University of Singapore, n.d.; Stanford Technology Ventures Program, n.d.; University of Cambridge, n.d.; University of Oxford, n.d.; University College London, n.d.). This approach offers a student-centered interpretation of Clark's (1998) academic heartland, wherein entrepreneurship is more deeply integrated when academic learning and entrepreneurial practice are connected rather than treated as separate activities.
This interpretation also aligns with more recent evidence that university support and student interaction with faculty and entrepreneurs can contribute to entrepreneurial activity within the broader university ecosystem (Moraes et al., 2025). In their large-scale study of students and faculty across 70 Brazilian universities, Moraes et al. found that university support and interaction among students, faculty, and entrepreneurs were important in explaining entrepreneurial activity and related ecosystem dynamics.

3.1.5 Integrated Entrepreneurial Culture

The fifth pathway involved the development of entrepreneurial communities. Across the cases, universities fostered entrepreneurial culture through events, student organizations, mentoring, networking, alumni engagement, founder interactions, pitch activities, and shared entrepreneurial spaces (ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; National University of Singapore, n.d.; University College London, n.d.; University of Oxford, n.d.).
ETH Zurich, Harvard, UCL, and NUS provide particularly illustrative examples. Their documented structures provide students with opportunities to interact with peers, entrepreneurs, mentors, alumni, investors, and other entrepreneurial actors (ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; National University of Singapore, n.d.; University College London, n.d.).
A common pattern is the socialization of entrepreneurship. Rather than simply receiving information about entrepreneurship, students are immersed in environments where entrepreneurial interaction is integral to their university experience. This interpretation aligns with Clark's (1998) integrated entrepreneurial culture and the student entrepreneurship ecosystem perspective articulated by Meyskens et al. (2022), whose study emphasizes that student entrepreneurship ecosystems rely on the integration of educational programs, startup initiatives, accelerators, and other ecosystem components.
Astuty et al. (2022) further demonstrate that student entrepreneurial activity is shaped by the synergy between internal institutional and external environmental elements. Their findings support the view that entrepreneurial activity is not generated by education alone but by the interaction of students with the institutional and external ecosystem surrounding them.
The role of university support is also supported by Moraes et al. (2025), whose study found that student entrepreneurship interacts with faculty and entrepreneurial actors and that university support has a significant role in the broader entrepreneurial ecosystem. Although their study addresses faculty intrapreneurship as an outcome, its findings reinforce the importance of interaction and institutional support in university entrepreneurial environments.
Accordingly, entrepreneurial culture in the benchmark cases is not viewed solely as an institutional attitude toward entrepreneurship. Instead, it is manifested through repeated opportunities for interaction, participation, mentoring, networking, and engagement with entrepreneurial actors. This renders entrepreneurial culture observable through institutional practices, rather than as an abstract organizational characteristic.

3.1.6 Cross-Case Interpretation

Collectively, the five pathways demonstrate a consistent pattern across the benchmark universities. Student entrepreneurship is addressed not as a singular educational intervention or isolated service, but through a network of interconnected institutional, developmental, financial, educational, and cultural mechanisms. This observation is consistent with recent scholarship that conceptualizes university entrepreneurship as an ecosystem composed of multiple interacting components and levels of analysis (Astuty et al., 2022; Correia et al., 2024; Ismail et al., 2024; Meyskens et al., 2022).
The five pathways are analytically distinct but practically interconnected. Experiential learning may guide students toward venture development, which often necessitates mentoring and workspace. Venture development, in turn, can create demand for funding and access to external networks. These interactions collectively strengthen the entrepreneurial community. Recent literature on entrepreneurial ecosystems similarly highlights the integration of educational, organizational, relational, and resource-based components within higher education entrepreneurship (Correia et al., 2024; Meyskens et al., 2022). Thus, the recurring pattern across the cases is not the provision of uniform services, but rather the presence of interconnected opportunities that enable students to navigate entrepreneurship education, idea development, mentoring, venture support, funding access, networking, and engagement in the entrepreneurial community.
Clark's (1998) framework offers a theoretically grounded approach for examining how diverse institutional arrangements fulfill related entrepreneurial functions. Rather than prescribing uniform organizational structures for the ten universities, the framework serves as an analytical lens to understand various combinations of institutional, developmental, financial, educational, and cultural mechanisms. Contemporary literature further affirms the relevance of this ecosystem-oriented perspective by demonstrating that student entrepreneurship is increasingly conceptualized through interconnected configurations instead of isolated educational interventions (Astuty et al., 2022; Correia et al., 2024; Ismail et al., 2024).


3.2 Common and Distinctive Practices

The cross-case comparison identified five recurring practices among the ten benchmark universities: formal institutional ownership, developmental support beyond the classroom, experiential learning, entrepreneurial networking, and community-building. Although organizational structures varied, these functions consistently appeared across the cases. This observation is consistent with recent scholarship that conceptualizes university entrepreneurship as an ecosystem in which educational, institutional, relational, infrastructural, and financial elements interact, rather than operate as isolated interventions (Astuty et al., 2022; Correia et al., 2024; Ismail et al., 2024; Meyskens et al., 2022).
The first common practice was formal institutional ownership. Each benchmark university maintained an identifiable structure responsible for entrepreneurship, with these structures ranging from dedicated centers to broader institutional portfolios involving multiple units. This finding aligns with Clark's (1998) concept of a strengthened steering core and recent research indicating that entrepreneurial universities may organize strategies, resources, policies, and support mechanisms through several organizational units rather than a single entrepreneurship office (Abreu & Grinevich, 2024). Analysis of UK higher education institutions demonstrates that entrepreneurial university activity involves multiple strategies, resources, capabilities, and sometimes competing organizational goals.
The second common practice was the provision of developmental support extending beyond formal entrepreneurship education. In the benchmark cases, students accessed various forms of support, including mentoring, coaching, incubation, acceleration, competitions, workspaces, venture-development programs, and connections with external entrepreneurial actors. Maritz et al. (2022) similarly observed that entrepreneurship education programs in higher education are increasingly integrated with accelerators, incubators, student entrepreneurship initiatives, and other support services. Meyskens et al. (2022) conceptualized student entrepreneurship ecosystems as systems comprising multiple integrative components that support student startups, while Ismail et al. (2024) identified creative spaces, expert advice, funding, institutional support, and external collaboration as key elements. Consequently, the benchmark evidence indicates that analytical attention should focus on the range and connectivity of services available to students, rather than solely on the existence of an entrepreneurship center.
The third common practice was experiential entrepreneurship learning. Benchmark universities did not rely solely on classroom-based entrepreneurship education. Students were offered opportunities to develop ideas, work on projects, participate in startup programs, pitch ventures, undertake internships, and engage in venture development activities. This approach aligns with recent research indicating that experiential and interactive methods can complement conventional classroom instruction. Carpenter and Wilson (2022) identified experiential and extracurricular approaches as approaches for developing students' entrepreneurial capabilities. Motta and Galina (2023) also emphasized experiential learning as a significant approach in entrepreneurship education, while Sofiullah et al. (2023) provided empirical evidence from an interactive startup simulation involving undergraduate students.
The fourth common practice was entrepreneurial networking. Mentoring, alumni engagement, founder interactions, investor access, and external ecosystem connections were consistently present across the cases. This observation aligns with the student entrepreneurship ecosystem perspective of Meyskens et al. (2022), which emphasizes interaction among ecosystem actors and support mechanisms. Astuty et al. (2022) similarly found that the interplay between internal university conditions and external environmental support contributes to student entrepreneurial activity. Recent research further suggests that university support can shape how students perceive and engage with entrepreneurship. For example, Liu et al. (2022) found that perceived university support was associated with students' entrepreneurial attitudes, subjective norms, and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Mustafa et al. (2023) found that university support for entrepreneurship was associated with entrepreneurial intentions among students in Ghana and Malaysia, with effects varying according to students' proactive personality. Collectively, these findings underscore the importance of making entrepreneurial support visible and accessible, rather than relying solely on the formal existence of support structures.
The fifth common practice was community-building. Benchmark universities fostered environments where entrepreneurship was experienced socially through events, student organizations, shared spaces, mentoring, peer interaction, and relationships with entrepreneurs and alumni. This finding broadens the concept of entrepreneurial culture beyond an institutional attitude, reflecting it in repeated opportunities for students to engage in entrepreneurial relationships and activities. The student-university-ecosystem framework proposed by Rocha et al. (2024) similarly highlights the synergetic relationship between students, universities, and the broader entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Despite these commonalities, the depth and configuration of support varied significantly. The most notable differentiation concerned funding. MIT, Harvard, Caltech, ETH Zurich, and NUS offered explicit, direct student-oriented funding mechanisms, whereas other universities prioritized competitions, investor connections, or funding-readiness activities (California Institute of Technology, n.d.; ETH Zurich, n.d.; Harvard Innovation Labs, n.d.; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, n.d.-a; National University of Singapore, n.d.). This distinction is important because entrepreneurial universities do not organize resources uniformly. Abreu and Grinevich (2024) demonstrate that entrepreneurial universities combine diverse strategies, resources, and capabilities, and that these combinations can generate both synergies and tensions.
Several universities also exhibited distinctive approaches. NUS integrates entrepreneurship education with international exposure to startups through its Overseas Colleges (National University of Singapore, n.d.). ETH Zurich combines student project development, entrepreneurship organizations, acceleration, and fellowship funding (ETH Zurich, n.d.). Oxford and UCL offer explicit progression through the stages of entrepreneurial development (University of Oxford, n.d.; University College London, n.d.), while Cambridge links entrepreneurship education with venture development activities (University of Cambridge, n.d.). Caltech implements a structured combination of entrepreneurship education, mentoring, competitions, funding, and venture development (California Institute of Technology, n.d.). These differences demonstrate that universities may pursue similar entrepreneurial functions through varied institutional configurations.
This variation precludes reducing the benchmark analysis to a search for a single optimal entrepreneurship center. Maritz et al. (2022) identified substantial variation in the distribution of entrepreneurship education programs, accelerators, and support services across Indonesian higher education institutions. Abreu and Grinevich (2024) similarly show that entrepreneurial universities differ in their strategies, resources, organizational arrangements, and competing institutional goals. The ten cases thus illustrate a shift from viewing the entrepreneurship center primarily as a training provider to understanding it as part of a broader student entrepreneurship support ecosystem. Education, idea development, mentoring, venture support, funding access, networking, and entrepreneurial community can function as interconnected components rather than isolated services. This interpretation is consistent with Ismail et al. (2024), whose multiple-case study concluded that effective student entrepreneurship support requires interaction and collaboration among various elements of the university entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Therefore, the principal distinction among the benchmark universities lies not in the simple provision of entrepreneurship support, but in the extent and coherence with which they integrate various forms of support into a student entrepreneurial pathway. This distinction provides the foundation for the subsequent comparison with Xavier University.

3.3 Benchmarking the Focal University

The comparison with Xavier University employed the same five Clark pathways and relied on publicly available institutional documentation. The primary sources comprised the Student Entrepreneurship Center (SEC) webpage, which describes the SEC’s institutional position, pillars, and experiential programs (Xavier University, n.d.-a), and the Student Entrepreneurship Program page, which outlines the program’s components including the Entrepreneurship Loan Fund (ELF) (Xavier University, n.d.-b). Historical university news announcements regarding the planned and subsequent opening of the Xavier University–Pryce Center for Entrepreneurship were also consulted to contextualize the development of student enterprise infrastructure (Xavier University, 2011, 2012). The objective was not to rank Xavier against the ten benchmark universities, but to identify which benchmark practices are already documented at Xavier, which are less evident in the available evidence, and which practices may represent relevant areas for enhancement.
Xavier University's current Student Entrepreneurship Center (SEC) is identified as a college-based Research and Social Outreach unit of the School of Business and Management. Its current institutional description identifies three pillars—entrepreneurship, research, and outreach—and states that the SEC provides undergraduate students with academic knowledge, practical experience, facilities, and networks. It also explicitly describes its approach as integrating "learning and doing" and identifies experiential entrepreneurship programs as part of its entrepreneurship pillar (Xavier University, n.d.-a).

Table 4. Comparison of benchmark practices with Xavier University's documented student entrepreneurship support
	Clark pathway
	Benchmark pattern
	Xavier University evidence
	Assessment

	Strengthened Steering Core
	Formal institutional responsibility for entrepreneurship
	SEC is formally established as a college-based Research and Social Outreach unit of the School of Business and Management (Xavier University, n.d.-a).
	Documented

	Expanded Developmental Periphery
	Incubation, mentoring, venture development, facilities, networking, and ecosystem connections
	SEC documents experiential enterprise activities, facilities, networks, training, incubation, and industry/business connections (Xavier University, n.d.-a; Xavier University, 2012).
	Strongly documented

	Diversified Funding Base
	Direct grants, prizes, fellowships, venture funding, or structured access to external finance
	Entrepreneurship Loan Fund (ELF) is documented in Xavier’s Student Entrepreneurship Program materials (Xavier University, n.d.-b).
	Partially documented

	Stimulated Academic Heartland
	Experiential learning integrated with venture development
	SEC explicitly connects academic knowledge with practical experience and learning-by-doing; entrepreneurship programs provide experiential learning (Xavier University, n.d.-a).
	Strongly documented

	Integrated Entrepreneurial Culture
	Entrepreneurial communities, networks, interaction, and enterprise spaces
	SEC describes itself as a “hub of innovation and creativity” and emphasizes networks, entrepreneurial activities, and collaboration (Xavier University, n.d.-a).
	Documented


Note. Assessments indicate the extent of publicly documented evidence and do not represent institutional performance ratings. Evidence was drawn from Xavier University’s Student Entrepreneurship Center webpage, Student Entrepreneurship Program webpage, and official historical announcements (Xavier University, 2011, 2012, n.d.-a, n.d.-b).

The comparison shows that Xavier has publicly documented evidence corresponding to all five Clark pathways. This is consistent with recent research emphasizing that student entrepreneurship support is best understood as a combination of interconnected institutional, educational, financial, spatial, and relational mechanisms rather than a single intervention (Astuty et al., 2022; Ismail et al., 2024).
The strengthened steering core is documented by the SEC's formal institutional position within the School of Business and Management. The current SEC description also identifies collaboration with curricular departments, other university units, industry partners, communities, and other higher education institutions (Xavier University, n.d.-a). This provides evidence of institutional ownership and coordination. The finding corresponds with Clark's (1998) steering-core pathway and with Abreu and Grinevich's (2024) observation that entrepreneurial university activity can be organized through multiple strategies and institutional arrangements rather than a single organizational structure.
The expanded developmental periphery is the most strongly documented area in the Xavier documentary evidence. The current SEC description identifies practical experience, enterprising activities, facilities, networks, experiential entrepreneurship programs, and opportunities to develop entrepreneurial capabilities (Xavier University, n.d.-a). Earlier Student Entrepreneurship Program documentation further identifies business incubation, physical store spaces, the Entrepreneurship Loan Fund, marketing and managerial assistance, industry exposure, business opportunities, and entrepreneurship training (Xavier University, n.d.-b).
The classification of this pathway as strongly documented is therefore based on the breadth of mechanisms documented across Xavier's institutional materials rather than on an assessment of their effectiveness. This distinction is important because recent research similarly emphasizes that support for student entrepreneurship is multidimensional. Ismail et al. (2024), for example, identified creative spaces, expert advice, top-management support, funding, and external collaboration as important components of a university entrepreneurship support ecosystem.
The stimulated academic heartland is also strongly documented. Xavier's current SEC description explicitly connects academic knowledge with practical experience and states that its entrepreneurship programs provide experiential learning for undergraduate students. It further emphasizes integrating learning and doing and developing actual skills needed to plan, build, and develop enterprises (Xavier University, n.d.-a).
This evidence is consistent with contemporary entrepreneurship education research. Carpenter and Wilson (2022) identify experiential and extracurricular approaches as important components of entrepreneurship education in higher education, while Motta and Galina (2023) emphasize learning-by-doing as an important approach to developing entrepreneurial skills and competencies. Sofiullah et al. (2023) provide empirical support for interactive entrepreneurial learning through their quasi-experimental study of a startup simulation. These studies help explain why Xavier's documented emphasis on practical experience and experiential learning is analytically relevant rather than merely descriptive.
The integrated entrepreneurial culture is documented in the SEC's description of itself as a "hub of innovation and creativity" that brings together young entrepreneurs, develops networks, and collaborates with industry, communities, other university units, and other higher education institutions. These features correspond with the broader student entrepreneurship ecosystem perspective, in which relationships and interaction among students, universities, and external entrepreneurial actors are important components of entrepreneurship support (Meyskens et al., 2022; Rocha et al., 2024).
The diversified funding base requires the most cautious interpretation. Xavier's Student Entrepreneurship Program documentation explicitly identifies the Entrepreneurship Loan Fund (ELF) as one component of its business-incubation platform (Xavier University, n.d.-b). This provides clear evidence of a student-oriented financial mechanism. However, the public documentation examined for this study does not establish a broader portfolio of grants, prototype funds, fellowships, venture awards, or comparable financing mechanisms, as observed at some benchmark universities.
The pathway is therefore classified as partially documented. This classification does not mean that Xavier lacks additional funding mechanisms. Rather, it means that the available public documentary evidence is insufficient to establish their broader scope. This distinction is particularly important in documentary research because the absence of publicly accessible evidence cannot be treated as proof of institutional absence.
The historical record provides additional evidence that Xavier has previously integrated financial support with practical enterprise development. In 2011, Xavier University reported that its planned Xavier University–Pryce Center for Entrepreneurship would operate as a student business incubator and that accepted student business ideas would receive seed capital, consultancy and advisory services, marketing assistance, technology development, and business linkages (Xavier University, 2011). The university subsequently reported in 2012 that the center had opened as a student-run shopping and business center, with student-operated stalls and a training and incubation center (Xavier University, 2012).
These historical records are useful for understanding Xavier's institutional trajectory, but they should not be treated as evidence of current implementation without contemporary confirmation. Accordingly, the present study uses them to demonstrate that Xavier has previously developed a highly experiential entrepreneurship infrastructure, while the current assessment relies primarily on the university's current SEC documentation and available program records.
The comparison therefore does not suggest that Xavier should replicate the structures of MIT, Harvard, ETH Zurich, or NUS wholesale. Rather, the benchmark cases provide reference practices that can be considered alongside Xavier's existing institutional strengths. This interpretation is consistent with Abreu and Grinevich's (2024) finding that entrepreneurial universities differ in how they configure strategies, resources, capabilities, and organizational arrangements. It is also consistent with Maritz et al. (2022), who found substantial variation in the distribution and configuration of entrepreneurship education programs, accelerators, and support services across higher education institutions.
Three potential areas for enhancement emerge from the comparison. First, Xavier could make the student entrepreneurial journey more explicit by connecting training, idea development, incubation, mentoring, enterprise operations, and venture development into a clearly communicated progression. Second, the existing documented funding mechanism could potentially be complemented by other forms of student-oriented financial support, subject to institutional feasibility and evidence of demand. Third, existing entrepreneurial activities and infrastructure could be more deliberately connected to mentoring, networking, pitching, external investors, alumni, and other ecosystem actors.
The first recommendation is particularly consistent with recent research showing that students respond not only to the existence of university support but also to its perceived visibility. Mustafa et al. (2023), examining students in Ghana and Malaysia, found that university support for entrepreneurship was associated with entrepreneurial intentions and emphasized the importance of students' awareness of available support. Liu et al. (2022) similarly found that perceived university support was associated with entrepreneurial attitudes, subjective norms, and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Thus, making the pathway more explicit could strengthen not only organizational coherence but also the visibility of entrepreneurship support to students.
Overall, the benchmark comparison indicates that Xavier possesses a student entrepreneurship system, as evidenced by institutional documentation across all five Clark pathways, with particularly strong support for developmental and experiential learning. The primary opportunity lies in enhancing the integration, visibility, continuity, and up-to-date documentation of these mechanisms. This approach offers a more context-sensitive benchmarking strategy than merely replicating practices from higher-ranked universities.

3.4 Synthesis and Implications

The cross-case analysis demonstrates that student entrepreneurship support at leading universities is increasingly organized as an integrated entrepreneurial ecosystem rather than as isolated programs. Across the ten benchmark universities, Clark's (1998) five pathways are reflected in various combinations of institutional leadership, experiential education, venture development, mentoring, networking, infrastructure, and financial support. This finding is consistent with recent research that conceptualizes university entrepreneurship ecosystems as interconnected systems involving higher education institutions, entrepreneurship education, entrepreneurial activities, and external ecosystem actors (Correia et al., 2024; Ismail et al., 2024; Meyskens et al., 2022).
A key implication is that institutional structure alone does not capture the full configuration of student entrepreneurship support. The benchmark universities display significant variation in how entrepreneurship is organized, yet their documented practices consistently connect learning, experimentation, mentoring, venture development, financing, and entrepreneurial networks. Abreu and Grinevich (2024) also demonstrate that entrepreneurial universities are complex organizations where diverse strategies, resources, capabilities, and organizational arrangements interact across multiple missions. Consequently, the relevant benchmark for student entrepreneurship is not the replication of a specific center or program, but rather the range and coherence of functions that enable students to access various forms of entrepreneurial support.
This distinction is especially relevant for Xavier University. The documentary analysis indicates that Xavier demonstrates evidence across all five Clark pathways, with particularly strong documentation of experiential learning and developmental support. The implication is not the establishment of a new entrepreneurship system, but rather the intentional integration, connection, and visibility of existing mechanisms as a coherent student entrepreneurial pathway. This interpretation is consistent with Ismail et al. (2024), whose multiple-case study found that effective student entrepreneurship support depends on interaction and collaboration among different elements of the university entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Three practical priorities emerge from this comparison. First, Xavier University could clarify the student entrepreneurial journey by explicitly linking entrepreneurship education and idea development to mentoring, incubation, enterprise operation, funding, and venture development. Second, the existing Entrepreneurship Loan Fund should be considered alongside other potential student-financing mechanisms, particularly as students progress from early-stage ideas to venture development. Third, current networks and enterprise activities should be more systematically connected with entrepreneurs, mentors, alumni, investors, and external ecosystem organizations. These priorities align with recent evidence highlighting the importance of comprehensive institutional support, funding, expert advice, dedicated spaces, and external collaboration in student entrepreneurship ecosystems (Ismail et al., 2024).
A broader implication is that benchmarking should be understood as contextual adaptation rather than institutional imitation. The ten universities demonstrate diverse approaches to organizing entrepreneurial support, reflecting differences in institutional missions, resources, organizational structures, and surrounding ecosystems. Abreu and Grinevich (2024) emphasize this complexity, showing that entrepreneurial universities combine multiple strategies, resources, and capabilities rather than following a single organizational model. For Xavier, the value of benchmarking lies in identifying practices that can enhance the coherence, continuity, and reach of its existing student entrepreneurship ecosystem, rather than replicating the structures of MIT, Harvard, ETH Zurich, or NUS.
Overall, the findings suggest that Xavier's primary opportunity lies in integration rather than comprehensive institutional redesign. The university already demonstrates documented elements across the five pathways. The central developmental question is how these elements can be connected to create a clearer and more visible progression from entrepreneurial learning to venture creation and growth. This approach would preserve Xavier's institutional context while selectively incorporating practices observed at the benchmark universities.

4. CONCLUSION

This study investigated student entrepreneurship support through a comparative documentary analysis of ten highly ranked universities and Xavier University, employing Clark's entrepreneurial university model as an interpretive framework. Rather than seeking to identify a universally superior entrepreneurship-center model, the research aimed to analyze how institutions organize and integrate the resources, structures, and activities accessible to student entrepreneurs.
This research contributes to the literature by demonstrating the ongoing relevance of Clark's framework for interpreting contemporary student entrepreneurship, while also indicating that its pathways are increasingly manifested through ecosystem-oriented arrangements. Although the benchmark institutions exhibited considerable variation in organizational structures, their approaches converged on the necessity of linking entrepreneurial learning with practical experience, venture development, institutional support, resources, and external partnerships. These findings suggest that the entrepreneurial university is best conceptualized as a configuration of interconnected functions rather than a specific organizational form.
For Xavier University, the findings offer a more nuanced perspective than a straightforward assessment of strengths and weaknesses. The documentary evidence confirms an established institutional foundation for student entrepreneurship, encompassing formal institutional responsibility, experiential learning, developmental support, and entrepreneurial networking. The analysis indicates that future development at Xavier University may be supported by enhancing connections among existing mechanisms and by clarifying and increasing the visibility of the student entrepreneurial pathway, rather than by creating an entirely new entrepreneurship structure.
The study further demonstrates the utility of documentary benchmarking as a practical approach for institutional assessment. Publicly available university documents can offer sufficient evidence to identify institutional structures, programs, support mechanisms, and strategic orientations without the need for surveys or interviews. However, this approach requires caution, as the absence of publicly documented evidence should not be interpreted as confirmation that a practice does not exist. Consequently, the assessment categories employed in this study reflect the strength and breadth of available documentation rather than actual institutional performance.
Several limitations should be acknowledged. The benchmarking was limited to ten universities and relied exclusively on publicly accessible institutional documentation. As a result, internal, unpublished, recently implemented, or insufficiently documented practices may not have been captured. Future research could enhance documentary benchmarking by incorporating interviews or other primary data from students, faculty, entrepreneurship-center personnel, alumni, and external partners. Comparative studies involving universities from diverse institutional and national contexts could further investigate whether the five pathways function differently depending on resource availability, institutional mission, and the maturity of the entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Additional limitations arise from the nature of publicly accessible institutional documentation. Official university sources may reflect institutional self-presentation and may emphasize programs, achievements, and available support while providing limited information about constraints or inactive initiatives. Differences in the quality, organization, and accessibility of institutional websites and documents may also affect the amount of evidence available across cases. In addition, web-based institutional information is temporally unstable and may change after the period of source review. Finally, although predefined Clark pathways and assessment criteria were applied consistently, deductive coding necessarily involves researcher judgment. These limitations reinforce that the findings describe publicly documented institutional support rather than the full extent, quality, or effectiveness of entrepreneurship activities.
In summary, the study indicates that the primary value of benchmarking is not in replicating elite university models, but in identifying transferable functions and adapting them to the specific context, capabilities, and needs of each institution and its students.

Declaration of AI Use

This manuscript was prepared through the intellectual contributions of the author(s) to the study design, data analysis, interpretation of results, and scholarly content. Grammarly and ChatGPT were used solely to assist with grammatical refinement and reference formatting during manuscript revision. The author(s) accept full responsibility for the accuracy, integrity, and final content of the manuscript.


Competing interests

The author has declared that no competing interests exist.


References


.     
.
              . 
                     
	.
..




Abreu, M., & Grinevich, V. (2024). The entrepreneurial university: Strategies, processes, and competing goals. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 49(6), 1991–2034. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-024-10085-7
Ahmed, S. K. (2024). The pillars of trustworthiness in qualitative research. Journal of Medicine, Surgery, and Public Health, 2, Article 100051. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glmedi.2024.100051
Al-Omar, S., Alalawneh, A., & Harb, A. (2024). The impact of entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurial intention: The moderating role of perceived governmental support. Education + Training, 66(7), 777–800. https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-07-2023-0272
Amao-Taiwo, B., Shittu, A., & Yinusa, O. (2023). Higher education student entrepreneurship support services: Implications for the development of entrepreneurial skills. Covenant Journal of Entrepreneurship, 7(1), Article 10. https://journals.covenantuniversity.edu.ng/index.php/cjoe/article/view/3847
Anjum, T., Amoozegar, A., Farrukh, M., & Heidler, P. (2023). Entrepreneurial intentions among business students: The mediating role of attitude and the moderating role of university support. Education + Training, 65(4), 587–606. https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-01-2021-0020
Astuty, E., Yustian, O. R., & Ratnapuri, C. I. (2022). Building student entrepreneurship activities through the synergy of the university entrepreneurship ecosystem. Frontiers in Education, 7, Article 757012. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.757012
Bharti, K., Agarwal, R., Satsangi, A., & Rajwanshi, R. (2024). Analyzing the influence of university support and entrepreneurial culture on solar entrepreneurial intentions among Indian students. The International Journal of Management Education, 22(2), Article 100991. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2024.100991
California Institute of Technology. (n.d.). Office of Technology Transfer and Corporate Partnerships (OTTCP). https://innovation.caltech.edu/about-ottcp
Carpenter, A., & Wilson, R. (2022). A systematic review looking at the effect of entrepreneurship education on higher education student. The International Journal of Management Education, 20(2), Article 100541. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100541
Clark, B. R. (1998). Creating entrepreneurial universities: Organizational pathways of transformation. Pergamon.
Correia, M. P., Marques, C. S., Silva, R., & Ramadani, V. (2024). Academic entrepreneurship ecosystems: Systematic literature review and future research directions. Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 15, 17498–17528. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-024-01819-x
ETH Zurich. (n.d.). ETH Entrepreneurship. https://entrepreneurship.ethz.ch
Galvão, A. R., Marques, C. S., Mendes, T., & Azevedo, C. (2025). How does perceived university support boost students' entrepreneurial intentions? Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 16, 12698–12726. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-024-02441-7
Gonzalez-Tamayo, L. A., Olarewaju, A. D., Bonomo-Odizzio, A., & Krauss-Delorme, C. (2024). University student entrepreneurial intentions: The effects of perceived institutional support, parental role models, and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 31(8), 205–227. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-09-2022-0408
Harvard Innovation Labs. (n.d.). Student i‑lab. https://innovationlabs.harvard.edu/labs/student-i-lab
Imperial Enterprise Lab. (n.d.). Home. https://www.imperialenterpriselab.com
Ismail, R., Farrington, S., Bignotti, A., Vermeire, J., Knockaert, M., & Crucke, S. (2024). Student entrepreneurship support at South African public universities: An ecosystem perspective. Southern African Business Review, 28, 1–24. https://doi.org/10.25159/1998-8125/15298
Liu, M., Gorgievski, M. J., Qi, J., & Paas, F. (2022). Perceived university support and entrepreneurial intentions: Do different students benefit differently? Studies in Educational Evaluation, 73, Article 101150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2022.101150
Maritz, A., Li, A., Utami, W., & Sumaji, Y. (2022). The emergence of entrepreneurship education programs in Indonesian higher education institutions. Entrepreneurship Education, 5(3), 289–317. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41959-022-00080-0
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. (n.d.-a). Martin Trust Center for MIT Entrepreneurship. https://entrepreneurship.mit.edu
Mendonça, M. de M., do Carmo, B. B. T., Queiroz, J. E. da S., & Barreto, L. R. (2023). A process management benchmarking model for higher education institutions. Revista de Administração da UFSM, 16(1). https://doi.org/10.5902/1983465969818
Meyskens, M., Nguyen, Q. A., Shrivastava, A., & Ivanov, S. (2022). Student entrepreneurship ecosystems at Australian higher education institutions. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 29(6), 940–957. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-11-2021-0466
Moraes, G. H. S. M. de, Schaeffer, P. R., Alves, A. C., & Heaton, S. (2025). Exploring a link between faculty intrapreneurship, student entrepreneurship and ecosystem dynamism. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies, 17(2), 336–356. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-09-2023-0356
Morgan, H. (2022). Conducting a qualitative document analysis. The Qualitative Report, 27(1), 64–77. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5044
Motta, V. F., & Galina, S. V. R. (2023). Experiential learning in entrepreneurship education: A systematic literature review. Teaching and Teacher Education, 121, Article 103919. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2022.103919
Mustafa, M. J., Chin, J. W., Nungsari, M., & Morris, K. J. (2023). Do proactive students benefit more from university support for entrepreneurship when it comes to choosing entrepreneurship as a career choice? An examination of Ghanaian and Malaysian students. The International Journal of Management Education, 21(3), Article 100868. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2023.100868
National University of Singapore. (n.d.). NUS Enterprise. https://enterprise.nus.edu.sg
Novak, A. M., & Jen, E. (2024). The editorial word: Trustworthiness. Journal of Advanced Academics, 35(4), 718–728. https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X241288384
Peschl, H., Sug, I. I., Ripka, E., & Canizales, S. (2023). Combining best practices framework with benchmarking to advance principles for responsible management education (PRME) performance. The International Journal of Management Education, 21(3), 100791. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2023.100791
Quacquarelli Symonds. (2026). QS World University Rankings 2027. TopUniversities.com. https://www.topuniversities.com/world-university-rankings
Rocha, R. G., do Paço, A., & Alves, H. (2024). Entrepreneurship education for non-business students: A social learning perspective. The International Journal of Management Education, 22(2), Article 100974. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2024.100974
Santos, I. K. S. D., Oliveira, A., Silva, S. A. D., & Conde, W. L. (2024). Ações de vigilância alimentar e nutricional no Brasil e em Portugal: uma análise documental comparativa [Food and nutrition surveillance actions in Brazil and Portugal: a comparative documentary analysis]. Cadernos de saude publica, 40(8), e00189823. https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-311XPT189823
Sheard, L. (2022). Telling a story or reporting the facts? Interpretation and description in the qualitative analysis of applied health research data: A documentary analysis of peer review reports. SSM - Qualitative Research in Health, 2, Article 100166. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmqr.2022.100166
Sofiullah, M., Gomes Vale, E., & Darr, D. (2023). Effectiveness of an interactive start-up simulation to foster entrepreneurial intentions among undergraduate university students: A quasi-experimental study. Entrepreneurship Education, 6, 445–467. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41959-023-00108-z
Song, Y., & Lu, G. (2024). The impact of university entrepreneurship support on college students' entrepreneurial intention: A cognitive-affective perspective. The International Journal of Management Education, 22(3), Article 101087. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2024.101087
Srivastava, M., Shivani, S., & Dutta, S. (2024). An empirical contribution towards measuring sustainability-oriented entrepreneurial intentions: A study of Indian youth. Environment, Development and Sustainability, 26(3), 7319–7345. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-023-03010-9
Stanford Technology Ventures Program. (n.d.). Home. https://stvp.stanford.edu
Syed, R. T., Tariq, U., Arnaut, M., & Agrawal, R. (2024). Entrepreneurship educator: A vital cog in the wheel of entrepreneurship education and development in universities. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 13(1), Article 66. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-024-00433-0
University College London. (n.d.). UCL Innovation & Enterprise. https://www.ucl.ac.uk/enterprise
University of Cambridge. (n.d.). The Entrepreneurship Centre. https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/entrepreneurship
University of Oxford. (n.d.). EnSpire Oxford. https://enspire.ox.ac.uk
Xavier University. (2011, April). Student mall to rise in XU [News release]. https://www.xu.edu.ph/xavier-news/20-2010-2011/546-student-mall-to-rise-in-xu
Xavier University. (2012, August). XU opens student mall to public [News release]. https://www.xu.edu.ph/xavier-news/22-2012-2013/771-xu-opens-student-mall-to-public
Xavier University. (n.d.-a). Student Entrepreneurship Center. https://www.xu.edu.ph/student-entrepreneurship-center
Xavier University. (n.d.-b). Student Entrepreneurship Program. https://www.xu.edu.ph/programs-sec/student-entrepreneurship-program


