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Abstract
Ecosystems in entrepreneurial environments are dynamic systems with many interplaying factors 
rather than solely relying on individual entrepreneurs. Current literature existi ng in Higher 
Educati onal Insti tuti ons on this topic remains fragmented instead of adequately illustrati ng how all 
these factors interplay with each other. As a conceptual piece of literature, this arti cle systemati cally 
searches the literature existi ng between 2010 and 2025 to come up with an integrated model 
of categorizing these factors into three broad forms of environments: Internal, External and 
Educati onal, incorporati ng individual personality traits playing a mediati ng role in these systems. 
Using multi ple existi ng ecosystem elements in an entrepreneurial environment presented by other 
authors and organizing them systemati cally into a bett er-defi ned environment, this research adds 
comprehensiveness in understanding how Higher Educati onal Insti tuti ons impact entrepreneurial 
outputs. The model presented in this piece of literature proposes a viewpoint where support for 
entrepreneurs in Higher Educati onal Insti tuti ons is more than just educati onal reforms, but rather 
effi  cient insti tuti ons with bett er culture, systems, infrastructure, and policies in place. 
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1. Introduction
Entrepreneurial activities have changed the global 
economic scenario significantly by establishing 
ecosystems whose main characteristic factors are 
innovation, sustainable economic development 
and job creation (Isenberg, 2011; Stam & Spigel, 
2018). This entrepreneur ecosystem defines 
entrepreneurship not as an individual job, but rather 
a team effort where different interdependent actors 
and resources are interlinked within a particular 
area, packed within a dense network (Spigel, 2020). 
Although existing frameworks provide a basic 
understanding, there is a need to consider unique 
factors and specific inputs that influence each setup 
differently in this network. 

The Higher Education Institution (HEI) in this global 
network is regarded as one of the significant and 
influential factors. Usually, universities are thought 
to be centers of knowledge and research, but in 
current times, this concept has shifted a bit and 
there is a kind of “second revolution” where their 
core mission is economic and social development 
(Etzkowitz, 1993; Kirby, 2006). Institutions are central 
to knowledge creation, talent development and the 
creation of spin-off companies and they contribute 
to the critical components of the ecosystem, such 
as human capital and commercializable innovative 
products (Malecki, 2018; Etzkowitz et al., 2000). 
The available literature has highlighted that the 
University Entrepreneurial Ecosystem (UEE) has the 
potential to enhance the entrepreneurial intentions 
of the students by providing support and accessibility 
to resources. The UEE offers training and mentorship 
and maintains an entrepreneurial culture (Astuty et 
al., 2022; Bischoff et al., 2017). 

This shift in perception towards the educational 
institutions creates a demand for the in-depth and 
institution-specific framework. This framework 
would describe how different factors interact within 
the UEE (Alvedalen & Boschma, 2017). The presence 
of a demographic dividend, or a predominantly 
young population, in India presents both a challenge 
and an opportunity for developing a job creator 
rather than job seeker culture (Chatterji et al., 
2014). As part of this, the strategic step taken by the 
Government of India, like “Startup India”, places the 

onus of fulfilling the national objective of innovation 
on the HEIs, for developing the entrepreneurial hubs 
and facilitating industry linkages (Kandakatla et al., 
2021). However, available academic literature points 
to their efficiency in practice being typically bolstered 
by varying fits of institutional goals with resource 
distribution. The entrepreneurial frameworks 
at the macro level cannot capture the various 
institutional forms prevalent across India’s higher 
educational landscape, variations in kind and form of 
administrative challenges as well as a variable range 
of state-based policies (Jha, 2018).

Hence, this implies that a gap may exist in these 
frameworks on both conceptual and empirical 
grounds. A lack of a rigorous conceptual model specific 
to this area of HEIs, which would focus especially on 
organizing a variety of factors playing a role in this 
ecosystem, is evident. A lack of differentiation in these 
ecosystem models in defining layers of environment 
in HEIs brings up a conceptual gap, which this paper 
focuses on filling. Therefore, this research sheds light 
on this conceptual gap by developing this conceptual 
model based on synthesizing existing literature in EE. 
Eleven elements in EE have been presented in this 
paper, and these would be logically linked in a total 
of three different environments.

Environments are important in an ecosystem; 
the elements in an environment describe it, and 
their interaction defines an ecosystem. Therefore, 
the elements of an ecosystem in three distinct 
environments, namely Educational, Internal, and 
External, are integrated in alignment. Eminent 
authors such as Whetten (1989), Lynham (2002), 
and Jaakkola (2020) have described theory-building 
methodologies, which have assisted in this research 
in incorporating elements of an ecosystem into a 
unified structure of an environment relevant to HEIs. 
In this paper, the following sections will begin with a 
brief theoretical background; thereafter, the process 
of theoretical model development will be explained 
and the conceptual model will be presented. 
Followed by the implications and future research of 
this study will be described and finally, this study will 
be concluded.
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2. Review of literature
2.1	 Evolution of Entrepreneurial 

Ecosystem (EE) Theory
Over the last ten years, EE as a concept has developed 
quite significantly. It has become more of a 
complicated system to understand the development 
of new businesses and startups. According to Isenberg 
(2010), entrepreneurship is not an individual’s work; 
rather, it is based on the connections between 
different domains such as culture, finance, policies, 
support systems, and human capital. When all these 
elements combine, they create conditions where 
entrepreneurship can flourish. Previous research 
was more about listing these domains or elements 
in order to show what supports business growth. 
However, recent research puts forward the idea 
that, since ecosystems are constantly changing and 
interacting differently, a simple listing is not sufficient 
anymore (Spigel, 2017).

To overcome these shortcomings, certain researchers 
came up with viewing EE as dynamic and adaptive 
systems rather than as static clusters. This type of 
ecosystems evolve through continuous interactions 
between people, organizations, and emerging 
conditions (Stam, 2015; Stam & Spigel, 2018). In the 
present context, authors such as Spigel and Harrison 
(2018) have related changes in the EE to industry 
life cycles such as birth, growth and decline phases. 
They pointed out that ecosystems undergo phases 
and dominance may shift between entrepreneurial 
and larger organizational activities. This perspective 
helps to understand not just what an ecosystem 
consists, but also how it develops and adapts to new 
scenarios (Cantner et al., 2020).

In the current times, several researchers have 
established that evolutionary principles must be the 
focal point in this ecosystem theory. Wurth et al. 
(2023) stated that in establishing causal relationships, 
how people, ideas, and socio-economic factors 
interact will be important. This therefore shows the 
shift in the development of ecosystems and how 
it changes with time. Through such, evolutionary 
researchers established that long-term changes, 
shifting in group roles, and governance methods, 
which are often not considered, control ecosystem 
development (Cho et al., 2021).

Hence, the evolution of ecosystem thinking would 
suggest that entrepreneurial environments should 
not be considered solely as snapshots but as living 
systems wherein the structure, the participants, and 
the resources available undergo continuous change, 
reformation, and renewal. This dynamism thus 
affords the researcher a far stronger platform from 
which to develop models capable of quantifying 
ecosystem features in detail and investigating how 
they interact and evolve.

2.2	 The Role of University as the 
Entrepreneurial HEIs

Educational institutions have gradually changed their 
orientation from teaching and research to one that 
plays a crucial role in regional innovation (Zakaria et 
al., 2023). This change or shift has been articulated 
through the Triple Helix and quadruple helix models, 
where universities work closely with industry, 
government, and society to support knowledge-
based development (Leydesdorff, 2012; Zhang et 
al., 2019). The literature evidences that HEIs are 
practical in supporting entrepreneurial activities 
such as business incubation, technology transfer, and 
helping new ventures beyond conventional academic 
roles (Cai et al., 2020; Reichert, 2019).

Gachie (2019) indicated that in most developing 
countries, universities act as local drivers of 
entrepreneurship. Such is more evident in locations 
where formal innovation systems happen to be weak 
or even absent. Further, studies examine academic 
leadership, campus culture, and governance, which 
strongly affect students’ and other stakeholders’ 
engagement in entrepreneurship (Cai et al., 2020). In 
another study, Thomas et al. (2023) highlighted that 
when universities inculcate entrepreneurship in their 
curriculum and prioritize research and community 
projects, it helps in creating stronger entrepreneurial 
mindsets and more start-up activities. Thus, 
universities at present times are seen as ecosystem 
builders and partners, not just as knowledge 
providers (Mbitse et al., 2024).

2.3	 Identifying the core variables and the 
conceptual gap

The existing literature on EE repeatedly identifies 
a common set of key elements such as finance, 
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markets, culture, networks, government policy, 
support systems, and human capital. These factors 
have been refined in most of the studies by using 
slightly different names, but ultimately leading to 
the same major components of EE (Isenberg, 2011; 
Stam, 2015; Rao, 2020; Spigel, 2017). Nevertheless, 
researchers have also enlightened that these 
components do not always work together in the 
same way, especially in developing economies, as 
the context matters a lot. 

Hence, there is a conceptual gap. In the regional 
context, the quality of institutions, local economic 
structures, geography, and cultural norms vary and 
impact the functionality of these elements (Roundy, 
2017). While in the global context, these region-
specific facts are ignored (Autio et al., 2018; Malecki, 
2018). It is found that the current frameworks of 
EE are not detailed enough for university-based 
ecosystems, and also, the regional environmental 
conditions are not linked to the university-specific 
features. Therefore, this gap supports the need for a 
new model that connects contextual factors with the 
core ecosystem elements, especially within the HEIs.

3. Research gap and objectives
Previous literature has highlighted the different 
elements of EE. The GEM model (Jha, 2018) and 
many other models, such as Isenberg (2011), 
Rao (2020), Cohen (2005), etc., have highlighted 
multiple components that interact with each other 
to sustain an EE. However, if the focus shifts to EE’s 
environment, there are gaps in the literature. Studies 
on EE in an HEI are in the nascent stage (Thai et al., 
2023), and thus, the mechanisms underlying the 
EE environment are yet to be identified. Therefore, 
keeping this in mind, this paper aims to fulfill two 
objectives:

a)	 To categorise the environment of the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem of HEIs.

b)	 To align the elements of the entrepreneurial 
ecosystem with the environments.

4.	 Methodology
This is a conceptual paper that uses secondary 
sources to extract data. For this purpose, existing 

literature from multiple databases, such as Google 
Scholar, WOS and JSTOR, was reviewed. A timeframe 
from 2010 to 2025 was considered. A conceptual 
exploratory approach was adopted to synthesize 
existing literature to propose a theoretical model. 
Below is a summary table of the methodology 
adopted for this study.

Table 1
Summary of Methodology

Component Description

Research Type Conceptual (theory-building)

Data Type Secondary data

Data Collection 
Method

Review of existing literature from 
2010 – 2025

Sources/
Databases

Google Scholar, WOS, JSTOR

Search Query 
Used

“Entrepreneurial ecosystem” 
AND “HEIs” OR “Universit*” AND 
“Entrepreneur* Environment”

Inclusion Criteria Research articles, book chapters, 
blogs from reputable institutions 
and websites related to 
entrepreneurship

Exclusion Criteria Articles NOT describing the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem, the 
environment of entrepreneurship, 
elements of the ecosystem, etc.

Numerous researchers (Isenberg, 2011; Rao, 2020; 
Cohen, 2005; Stam & van de Ven, 2019; Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2019) have worked on 
different models using different elements or factors 
of EE. Therefore, these elements were considered 
and condensed into 11 elements of EE. Further, 
using secondary sources, four types of environments 
that impacted the EE were identified, and these 11 
elements were tried to align with the environment 
types by designing a conceptual model.

Below is the table of the chosen variables or elements 
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem for HEI considered 
from existing resources:
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Table 2
11 elements of EE in HEIs

Sl. No. Variables / Elements
Equivalent constructs in 

previous literature
Key references

1.
GOVERNMENT 
REGULATION

Government, Regulatory 
Framework, Policy

Cohen (2005); Isenberg (2010); Rao (2020); Xu 
and Dobson (2019); Suresh and Ramraj (2012)

2. NETWORKS
Informal and Formal 
Networks, Networks, Social 
Capital

Cohen (2005); Isenberg (2010); Entezari (2015); 
Stam and van de Ven (2019); Suresh and Ramraj 
(2012)

3.
EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS

Universities, Formal 
Institutions

Cohen (2005); Stam and van de Ven (2019); Rao 
(2020)

4. HUMAN CAPITAL
The Talent Pool, Human 
Capital, Talents, Personal 
Traits, Talent Knowledge

Cohen (2005); Entezari (2015); Liu (2016); 
Isenberg (2010); Xu and Dobson (2019); Rao 
(2020)

5. SUPPORT SERVICES

Professional Services 
and Support, Support 
Services, Entrepreneurship 
Opportunities, Intermediate 
Services

Cohen (2005); Isenberg (2010); Entezari (2015); 
Stam and van de Ven (2019); Rao (2020); Suresh 
and Ramraj (2012)

6. FINANCE
Capital Services, Financial 
Capital, Innovation Capital, 
Funding, and Financing

Cohen (2005); Isenberg (2010); Entezari (2015); 
Xu and Dobson (2019); Stam and van de Ven 
(2019); Rao (2020); Suresh and Ramraj (2012)

7. CULTURE
Culture, Entrepreneurial 
Culture, Socio-cultural 
environment, Social

Entezari (2015); Isenberg (2010); Xu and Dobson 
(2019); Stam and van de Ven (2019); Rao (2020); 
Suresh and Ramraj (2012)

8. INFRASTRUCTURE Infrastructure, Infostructure
Xu and Dobson (2019); Entezari (2015); Isenberg 
(2010); Stam and van de Ven (2019)

9. MARKETS
Markets, Economic Clusters, 
Demand

Xu and Dobson (2019); Isenberg (2010); Stam and 
van de Ven (2019); Rao (2020); Suresh and Ramraj 
(2012)

10. LEADERSHIP Leadership Isenberg (2010); Stam and van de Ven (2019)

11.
EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING

Education, Course Content, 
Training, Knowledge 
Production

Isenberg (2010); Liu (2016); Rao (2020); Entezari 
(2015)
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5.	 Theoretical model development 
process

Formulation of the theoretical framework requires 
a strict process consisting of understanding the 
previous literature and incorporating a sound 
component into the study (Jaakkola, 2020; Whetten, 
1989). Since the aim of the paper is developing the 
proposed theoretical model, an approach consisting 
of three stages has been followed to design the 
theoretical framework based on the well-known 
guidelines for theory building (Lynham, 2002).

Stage 1: Origination of concept

The first level grounds the model on the literature and 
identifies the problem areas. Ecological studies are 
mostly performed on the national or regional level and 
for HEIs the ecological model is still underdeveloped 
(Wurth et al., 2021; Thai et al., 2023). The current 
models disregard the elements within the ecosystem 
and represent them as an integral set with everything 
interconnected without separating the model into 
layers appropriate for HEIs (Wurth et al., 2021). This 
is why a universal framework for the environment is 
lacking about the position of HEIs within the layers 
for the internal, external environment, and the 
educational ecosystem (Gonzales Flores & Katonáné 
Kovács, 2018).

Stage 2: Structuring and validating the model

The second stage is where the structured guidelines 
for applying theory-building in the framework are 
used to produce consistency among the components 
of the framework. The proposed framework would 
specifically focus on Indian HEIs and use secondary 
data related to ecosystem factors from 2010 to 2025, 
following conceptual study guidelines (Lynham, 2002). 
The assumptions for this framework were made after 
careful consideration of theoretical compatibility, 
specifically for the assumptions highlighting the role 
of stratified environments in ecosystem outputs 
and the position of HEIs as nodes in this stratified 
structure (Thai et al., 2023; Wurth et al., 2021). 
These assumptions were compared with pre-existing 
models like Triple Helix and the Entrepreneurial 
university and HEInnovate framework to reduce 
duplication and improve validity (Leydesdorff, 2012; 
Gachie, 2019; Reichert, 2019).

Then, framework design was able to construct an 
internal, external, and educational environment 
using leadership, culture, infrastructure, finance, 
infrastructure, markets, and government and other 
factors and variables identified in literary studies and 
so on into categories similar to (Thai et al., 2023 and 
Gonzales Flores & Katonáné Kovács, 2018). By cross-
validating it with other frameworks, it was found that 
categories are distinct and meet established criteria 
(Whetten, 1989 and Jaakkola, 2020).

Stage 3: Contribution and future extensions

The last level of analysis narrows down to how it 
creates value for its application. This model gives 
meaning to diverse ecosystem research to give it 
a relevant framework appropriate to HEIs, while 
former models could not differentiate between 
internal and external factors (Gachie, 2019; Thai et 
al., 2023). There is room to develop this model to 
befit specific regions with appropriate application 
based on recommendations to continually improve 
conceptual models through empirical research 
(Lynham, 2002; Jaakkola, 2020). There is room to 
test this model with empirical research and improve 
it by developing new application variables based on 
its outcomes (Jaakkola, 2020).

6. Conceptual Framework 
6.1	 Rationale for a multi-layer ecosystem 

framework
Till now, it is clear that EEs are not single uniform 
systems; rather, they are developed from various 
interactions among social, material, institutional, 
and individual factors. Stam and Spigel (2018) have 
described EE as a combination of social, political, 
economic, and cultural elements that support the 
creation and growth of new businesses. Further, 
they have mentioned that external conditions (like 
rules, regulations, and social factors) and internal 
conditions (like networks, skills, and support services) 
jointly shape entrepreneurial activities (Ierapetritis, 
2019).

Additionally, many existing models till now focus 
mainly on the larger regional or institutional level and 
pay less attention to the individual level. They often 
ignore how individual attitudes, confidence, and 
intentions link ecosystem conditions to the actual 
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entrepreneurial mindset (Rudnák et al., 2025). Recent 
studies have shown that a supportive university 
environment and good exposure to entrepreneurship 
can highly influence students’ intentions, and this 
can lead to becoming future entrepreneurs (Amofah 
& Saladrigues, 2022; Maheshwari et al., 2022).

HEIs are like small ecosystems, where students 
and staff are influenced by different components 
surrounding them. This includes academic rules, 
campus infrastructure, organizational systems, and 
the broader entrepreneurial environment outside 
the campus (Reichert, 2019; Cai et al., 2020). 
Meanwhile, studies have shown that an individual’s 
decisions to start a business cannot be understood 
without looking at their personal traits like self-
belief, confidence, creativity, and leadership qualities 
(Thomas et al., 2023).

Hence, this model suggests a four-layered 
environment of the EE:

a)	 Educational Environment,

b)	 Internal Environment,

c)	 External Environment, and

d)	 Individual Personality.

These four forms of environment together explain 
how universities and the people within them 
influence their entrepreneurial behaviour and 
mindset.

6.2	 Components of the four environmental 
ecosystems

A) External Environment

The external environment includes forces and 
opportunities outside the university, like the markets, 
regulations, society, and local entrepreneurial 
activity. Partnerships with industry leaders, alumni 
networks, professional service providers, and 
government initiatives (such as Assam Startup 
(NEST) or Atal Innovation Mission (AIM)) provide 
students and faculty access to real-world expertise, 
funding, and markets. Regional entrepreneur groups 
and support enterprises can reduce barriers for new 
entrepreneurs by offering mentorship, networks, 
and resources (Isenberg, 2010). Through these 
external links, educational institutions can extend 

their entrepreneurial support beyond the campus, 
helping ideas grow into ventures that operate in real 
market conditions (Liguori et al., 2018).

B) Internal Environment

The internal environment is the immediate campus 
climate. It includes leadership style, how people 
connect inside the institution, and the support 
systems available for entrepreneurship. In simple 
words, leadership is more than just formal positions; 
it is actually the building of problem-solving skills, 
confidence, creativity and innovation-oriented 
behaviour among students and staff. (Priyadarshini 
J, 2021). Strong internal networks among peers, 
faculty, alumni and through campus events facilitate 
collaboration and idea-sharing, besides access 
to more resources (Dixit et al., 2024). Incubation 
centres, entrepreneurship cells, and support offices 
are structures that help bright ideas turn into real 
ventures through guidance, mentorship, and step-
by-step institutional processes (Liguori et al., 2018).

C) Educational Environment

The educational environment in question refers 
to what and how students are trained, and the 
commitment of the faculty towards the students. 
It also involves curriculum design and teaching 
methodology, along with academic rules. When 
teaching is more practical, experiential and problem-
solving-oriented, the more significant development 
of entrepreneurial skills and confidence in students 
take place (Fayolle & Gailly, 2015). A supportive, 
open academic environment characterized by 
flexible policies and responsive faculty with 
entrepreneurship-related courses contributes to 
building an entrepreneurial mindset in students 
(Guerrero et al., 2020). In Assam, if educational 
institutions take entrepreneurship into their regular 
pedagogy and offer interdisciplinary courses, then 
it can greatly help students face real-world issues. 
This would increase entrepreneurial thinking and 
practice.

D) Individual personality

Entrepreneurship in a university starts with the 
individual. It depends on how students and faculty 
think, feel, and behave in relation to new ideas and 
opportunities (Krueger, 2007). Traits like creativity, 
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confidence, belief in one’s abilities, willingness 
to take risks, and resilience strongly influence an 
individual’s take on opportunities, venture planning, 
and finally taking action to grab the opportunity 
(Rauch & Frese, 2007). In a higher education setup, 
this psychological factor forms the basis on which 
all other supports function (Priyadarshini J, 2021). 
Hence, entrepreneurship is not just encouraged 
by the institution but also genuinely accepted and 
owned by individuals.

6.3	 Alignment of 11 entrepreneurial 
elements with the four environments

Therefore, based on the entrepreneurial theories 
and literature on different environments, the 11 
variables given in Table 2 above can be distributed 
among these three types of environments: Internal, 
External, and Educational. 

i)	 Educational Environment: It would include 
the educational institutions, education and 
training, and human capital.

ii)	 Internal Environment: This is the organizational 
support system and thus would include 
infrastructure, leadership, and the culture of 
the institution.

iii)	 External Environment: This would include 
government regulation, networks, external 
support services, finance, and market 
opportunities

The individual personality would actually include 
entrepreneurial intention, self-efficacy, attitude 
towards entrepreneurship, and risk-taking ability 
(Amofah & Saladrigues, 2022; Priyadarshini J, 2021; 
Bischoff et al., 2017; Fayolle & Gailly, 2015). This is 
not directly linked to the factors or components of 
the ecosystem and, therefore, cannot be measured 
using the 11 elements listed above. This is the 
reason why two students in the same ecosystem 
respond differently to entrepreneurship or any other 
opportunities. However, this individual personality 
layer acts as a mediator or a linking factor to the 
other three environments of the entrepreneurial 
ecosystem of an educational institution. 

Further, the main objective of this paper 
was to align the 11 elements of the EE to the 
different environments of the ecosystem where 
entrepreneurship can flourish in an HEI, and this has 
been shown above.

6.4	 Interactions of the environments and 
mechanisms of influence

This conceptual model depicts multiple interactions 
within the environments that influence the overall 
entrepreneurial ecosystem of the institutions. 

•	 The external is linked to the internal and the 
education environment, and these are both 
linked to the individual personality. External 
regulations and policies, market conditions, 
and provide the base for opportunities. 
Leadership opportunities and infrastructure 
give the confidence and risk-taking ability 
to the individual. Thus, setting the stage for 
culturing entrepreneurship within an HEI.

•	 The linking of internal and external 
environments on the entrepreneurial 
outcomes is mediated by the individual 
personality. Motivation, self-efficacy, risk-
taking ability, and resilience all influence the 
entrepreneurial outcomes because of the 
internal and external environments.

•	 When students and graduates become 
successful entrepreneurs, they improve the 
university’s reputation, attract more funding 
and skilled human capital, and strengthen 
networks with industry and policymakers. 
This, in turn, supports both the external and 
internal environments. 

•	 Educational initiatives work best when they 
are backed by strong institutional support 
and favourable external conditions. If any of 
these are missing, the overall impact becomes 
weaker.

Thus, overall, this means entrepreneurial outcomes 
do not come from any single environment alone but 
from the combined and coordinated working of all 
four types.
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6.5 Proposed Conceptual Model
Below is the diagram of the conceptual model of 
the entrepreneurial ecosystem in higher educati onal 
insti tuti ons.

Figure. 1

The proposed conceptual model of the environment 
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem of HEIs 

Here, certain propositi ons can be framed:

P1: When the external environment is supporti ve 
through bett er regulati ons, funding, markets, and 
networks, it strengthens insti tuti onal support and 
educati onal initi ati ves in HEIs. This raises students’ 
interest in entrepreneurship.

P2: Strong internal support and high-quality 
educati on work together to build students’ and 
faculty’s confi dence and belief in their ability to start 
a business.

P3: Entrepreneurial intenti ons and self-belief 
act as a bridge between the multi ple ecosystem 
environments (internal, external, and educati onal) 
and the real entrepreneurial behaviour.

P4: Feedback loops here depict that successful 
entrepreneurial outcomes feed back into the 
system. This improves both internal supports and 
external environmental conditi ons over ti me. That 
means, successful entrepreneurs must provide their 
experti se and support to guide new and nascent 
entrepreneurs.

Therefore, these propositi ons can provide the 
theoreti cal base for future empirical analysis.

6.6. Theoreti cal contributi ons of the model
According to Stam (2015), environments should 
work together as one system that supports 
entrepreneurship in a complete and balanced way. 
Hence, this framework can push research on EE 
and university entrepreneurship in many directi ons. 
The individual personality environment, along with 
the insti tuti onal and external environment, can 
link personal entrepreneurial psychology with the 
larger ecosystem structure. Further, the role of HEIs 
is made clearer by separati ng internal insti tuti onal 
support from the educati onal environment where 
human capital is built, which helps in designing bett er 
policies and measurements. By bringing together 
psychological factors like mindset and moti vati on, 
academic and insti tuti onal factors, and broader 
environmental infl uences, the model off ers a clear 
and comprehensive way to study entrepreneurship 
in HEIs of Assam.

This thus sets up a sensiti ve yet contextual 
framework and emphasizes that ecosystems are 
dynamic in nature (Cantner et al., 2020). It takes 
into considerati on interacti ons, feedback loops and 
infl uences across multi ple levels. This addresses 
the call of those models that are more systemic 
and less stati c. Finally, it provides a clear roadmap 
for empirical research because the key variables 
and propositi ons are already provided. This would 
make work easier in designing surveys, multi -level 
stati sti cal models, or mixed-methods studies based 
on this structure.

7. Implicati ons and Future Research
The newly developed conceptual framework on 
the entrepreneurial ecosystem has very important 
implicati ons for theory as well as practi ce. The 
framework developed enhances the existi ng 
conceptual frameworks on ecosystems by introducing 
the level of individual personaliti es and associati ng 
it with both the internal and external environments 
of HEIs, and not restricti ng it to purely external 
structures (Stam, 2015; Spigel, 2017; Isenberg, 
2011; Rao, 2020). The conceptual framework 
emphasizes the interventi on of personaliti es and 
asserts that a change in HEIs can simultaneously 
accompany a change in personaliti es for achieving 
an entrepreneurial culture.
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The proposed model indicates that the role of 
“promoting entrepreneurship” for HEIs involves 
more than the establishment of infrastructure or 
the setting up of start-up cells. There also has to be 
investment in building strong leadership cultures 
in regards to the faculty and students of the HEIs, 
entrepreneurship-focused education, and external 
partnerships for entrepreneurship-related activity 
or teaching (Guerrero et al., 2020; Liguori et al., 
2018). The categorization of ecosystem components 
into environmental levels provides the HEIs with 
an understanding of the levels of change required 
from within the ecosystem, which could be culture, 
leadership or infrastructure, among others.

This model, useful for policymakers, suggests that 
start-up public policies and funding should be 
combined with an appropriate institutional and 
educational context. The institutional environment 
can be more easily combined with outside incentives 
and thus, the promotion of entrepreneurship at the 
regional level will become simpler.

As a conceptual framework, the framework gives a 
clear roadmap on the kind of future studies should 
be conducted in HEIs using primary data. These four 
levels can be studied on the basis of their interaction 
with each other, and the mediational role played by 
their individual characteristics on such associations 
(Spigel, 2020; Stam and Van De Ven, 2019). Additional 
models can be formulated, with empirical supports, 
on the basis of their critical examination of the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem. This framework could 
be used to conduct empirical studies with data from 
different geographies and check on the basis of which 
they affect each other, and their association with the 
performance outcome. This is also a platform for 
comparison with HEIs at the national level.

8. Conclusion
This paper brings together entrepreneurial ecosystem 
research from 2010 to 2025, collected from various 
databases to develop a four-layer conceptual model 
for HEIs. It combines individual personality, internal 
environment, educational environment and external 
ecosystem forces into a single integrated structure, 
rather than focusing mainly on external conditions. 
Placing entrepreneurial outcomes and individual 
actors at the centre and surrounding them with 

institutional and environmental layers offers a more 
holistic and context-sensitive view of HEI ecosystems, 
particularly for regions like Assam. 

The model is theoretical rather than procedural. It 
organises diverse insights into a clear representation 
that shows how internal, external and educational 
factors interact through the individual layer. This 
dynamic multi-level perspective highlights that 
strengthening entrepreneurship in HEIs requires more 
than curriculum reform. It also depends on supportive 
institutional cultures, infrastructure, networks and 
aligned policies. Because the framework is built from 
secondary literature and critical reflection, it provides 
conceptual clarity for scholars and a useful guide for 
institutions and policymakers. Future research can 
test and refine the model with empirical data across 
different institutional settings, helping to build more 
inclusive and sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems 
(Gheorghiu et al., 2021).
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