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Abstract

Rankings and the U21 Ranking of National Higher Education Systems—while also evaluating entrepreneurial outcomes
in line with the Malaysia Higher Education Blueprint 2015-2025. The research investigates two main areas: the global
standing of Malaysian universities and the impact of entrepreneurship initiatives in HEIs. The findings reveal significant
progress in global rankings. The number of Malaysian universities featured in the QS World University Rankings
increased from 6 in 2016 to 20 in 2020, with the University of Malaya breaking into the top 100. Malaysia consistently
ranked 27th out of 50 countries in the U21 report from 2016 to 2020, positioning third in Southeast Asia. Despite these
advancements, challenges remain in research output and citations per faculty. in entrepreneurship, Malaysia has
surpassed key performance indicators (KPIs) outlined in the blueprint. The proportion of students engaged in
entrepreneurial activities rose from 3% in 2016 to 10.2% in 2019, while the number of graduate entrepreneurs
increased from 2.5% to 4.68% over the same period. Moreover, 2,079 academic staff received entrepreneurship
training, exceeding the target of 1,500. The study concludes that while Malaysian HEIs have made substantial strides in
both global rankings and entrepreneurship, further improvements, particularly in research output and international
collaborations, are essential to meet the aspirations of the Higher Education Blueprint by 2025.

Keywords: Entrepreneurship, Global University Performance, Malaysian Higher Education, QS Rankings, U21
Rankings.

DOI: 10.47857/irjms.2025.v06103.04246

Introduction

The rising number of national and international
ranking systems for Malaysian Higher Education
(HEIs) global
emphasis on academic excellence and institutional
reputation. Universities get involved in these
rankings not merely to boost international

Institutions underscores the

reputation but to improve internationalization
strategies and competitiveness as well (1). The
latest figures from QS reveal that universities like
University Malaya are currently ranked in the
world's top 60 universities, with national rankings
showing the remarkable development of
Malaysia's higher education systemy (2). This kind
of ranking inevitably boosts the reputation and
profile of Malaysian HEIs on regional and
international scales, thereby influencing their
visibility in the media (3). This study evaluates the
performance of Malaysian Higher Education
Institutions (HEIs) according to their international

rankings (U21 and QS) and entrepreneurship

education development. It is guided by two
hypotheses: (1) the global reputation of Malaysian
HEIs has improved based on Blueprint targets, and
(2) entrepreneurial engagement among students
has increased due to focus-driven reforms.
Whereas rankings point out improvement, they
also indicate areas for improvement (4). This study
increases understanding of how rankings can spur
institutional progress and the contribution of
entrepreneurship education towards triggering
socio-economic growth. The findings are designed
to inform future strategic efforts and policy-
making in Malaysia's higher education sector.
Global Ranking Systems and Malaysian
HELs

Quacquarelli Symonds (QS) World University
Rankings

The QS World University Rankings (QSWUR) is a
commonly accepted benchmark that ranks higher
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education institutions in terms of six important
indicators: academic reputation (40%), employer
reputation (10%), faculty-student ratio (20%),
citations per faculty (20%), international faculty
ratio (5%), and international student ratio (5%).In
the 2024 league table, Malaysian universities such
as Universiti Malaya (UM) and Universiti Sains
Malaysia (USM) showed big jumps, reflecting
research-intensive investments and efforts at
internationalization (5). Malaysian universities are
increasingly leveraging data analytics as a method
of predicting and enhancing their QS rankings,
with the use of statistical models to predict
performance against historical data (6). However,
the  critics argue that the rankings
disproportionately favor Anglophone institutions
and do not account for contextual challenges in
developing nations, including resource disparities
(7).

Universitas 21 (U21) Ranking of National
Higher Education Systems

The U21 Ranking, created by Universitas 21,
measures 50 national education systems by 24
standardized indicators under four dimensions:
resources, environment, connectivity, and output.
Malaysia was ranked 28th in the world in the 2023
report, showing strong strengths in "connectivity,"
more particularly industry partnerships, but it
showed weaknesses in "resources” based on
comparatively lower public expenditure about
OECD countries (8,9). The Ministry of Higher
Education of Malaysia's Higher Education
Blueprint 2015-2025 places a strong emphasis on
graduate
employability, which is captured in U21's "output”
indicators (Ministry of Higher Education (10). The
U21 ranking holds several important implications

research  commercialization and

for researchers, higher education leaders, and
policymakers. It provides a metric for comparing
the relative strengths and weaknesses of national
higher education systems, informing policy
decisions in areas of funding, regulation, and
strategic planning. A comparison of U21 rankings
across different periods shows some important
trends, including the development of Asia's higher
education systems, increasing internationalization
significance, and more focus on innovation and
research (11). These classifications can place
pressure on institutions of higher education to
conform. Universities are often pressured to adapt
their strategies to meet ranking criteria, which can
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lead to short-term results over long-term
educational results (12, 13). Pressure can cause
unethical actions, with the outcome of data
manipulation for the express purpose of improving
rankings (14). Conversely, rankings are argued to
enhance quality and accountability in higher
education systems, fostering a competitive spirit
that benefits students and society at large.

Entrepreneurship Education in Malaysian HELs

The Ministry of Higher Education (MOHE) has

initiated  holistic =~ frameworks like  the
Entrepreneurship Development Policy and
Entrepreneurship Integrated Education (EIE)

Action Plan (2021-2025) with the aim of
integrating entrepreneurship into academic
curricula and the overall university environment
(1, 2). Entrepreneurship education is mandatory in
public universities, and all higher learning
institutions (HEIs) have entrepreneurship centers
(3, 4). The programs offered vary from core
programs to specialist modules, with some
universities more advanced and
generating entrepreneurship centers. However,
the offering of entrepreneurship education
programmes (EEPs) is biased, with the top 10 HEIs
offering a disproportionate amount of provision

income-

(15). There is consensus in the literature for

changing education  to
emphasize experiential learning, practical skill
development, and introducing entrepreneurial
personality in curricula (3, 6).

Addressing Curriculum Integration, Job
Creation, and Student Impact in Malaysian
Entrepreneurship Education

Curriculum Integration: Curriculum Integration:
Entrepreneurship education is firmly established

to be integrated systematically into the curriculum

entrepreneurship

of Malaysian Higher Education Institutions (HEIs).
All Malaysian HEI students, regardless of whatever
field of study they pursue, since 2013, have been
mandated to enroll in a minimum one course in
entrepreneurship, and therefore, entrepreneursh-
ip education is a compulsory, core, or elective
subject (16).

Job Creation: Malaysian entrepreneur education,
especially in TVET and polytechnic programs, aims
to produce job creators rather than job seekers.
suggests that
entrepreneurship into the curriculum not only

Literature incorporating

enhances the employability, starting salaries, and
survival ability in turbulent economies of students
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but also enables graduates to form SMEs that

significantly  contribute to the country's
employment and GDP (17,18).
Student Impact: Students learning

entrepreneurship in Malaysia—particularly in
TVET programs—develop solid intentions and
favorable attitudes towards entrepreneurship,
viewing entrepreneurship as a means to
innovation and economic security. However, only
about 5 percent of public university graduates
actually do become entrepreneurs, indicating a gap
between high entrepreneurial intention and
behavior due to reasons like risk aversion and
economic uncertainty (4, 19).

Challenges in Developing

Entrepreneurship in Malaysian HEIs
Despite such advances, there are still challenges.
There is still a necessity for enhancing curricular
integration and removing the disparity between
education training and actual business issues.
Future studies are proposed to investigate how
interdisciplinary methods and technology-enabled
learning environments can continue to stimulate
entrepreneurial results (20).

Among the systemic challenges that persist are:
Policy-Implementation Gaps: Private HEIs struggle
to connect with national policies, resulting in
fragmented curricula and the absence of well-
functioning support systems (21).

Lecturer Preparedness: Only 12% of instructors
have practical entrepreneurial experience, limiting
experiential learning (22).

Cultural Barriers: gender, ethnicity, and familial
expectations influence student participation,
particularly in rural areas (22).

External and Personal Barriers: Entrepreneurial
students are faced with external obstacles—
finance gaps, weak networks, and unfriendly
environments—and internal obstacles like fear of
failure, low confidence, and difficulty in separating
scholar and entrepreneurial duties, all which
undermine of
intentions into viable businesses (23).

Support System Gaps: Private learning
institutions particularly are unable to access
government youth entrepreneurship development

realization entrepreneurial

initiatives and do not have adequate support
mechanisms such as incubators, mentorship, and
access to finance (21).
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Institutional Ranking and

Entrepreneurial Success

The relationship between institutions’ ranking and
entrepreneurial success is not straightforward or
well-established in the Malaysian context.

Global Ranking Criteria: Global systems (e.g., QS
Stars) assess universities' entrepreneurship based
on measurable startups by
students/alumni, incubator space available, and
startup survival rates—meaning that those ranked
higher tend to have stronger support
infrastructure to facilitate entrepreneurial activity
(24).

Malaysian Context: There is no direct empirical
link between a university's global ranking and
entrepreneurial success of graduates in Malaysia:
although top-ranked HEIs tend to have more
resources and well-developed entrepreneurship
centers, the unequal spread of programs and
support guarantees ranking does not necessarily
translate to better outcomes (21).

Effectiveness of Policies vs. Outcomes:
Assessments of Malaysian HEIs register mixed
outcomes: while some of the key performance
indicators—such as increasing entrepreneurship
centers and trainer skills—have been met, the
surrounding ecosystem (mentorship, access to
funding, industry  connections) is  still
underdeveloped, suggesting that policy presence
or institutional prestige at the top must be

outputs—e.g,,

complemented by effective implementation and

enabling infrastructure to generate actual
entrepreneurial success (25). This section
connects the increasing world rankings of

Malaysian universities with their focus on
entrepreneurship, highlighting the necessity for
ranking systems to incorporate qualitative factors
such as community contribution and alumni

success in order to enable more holistic evaluation.

Methodology

Service-learning is the integration of community
services in courses to augment student learning. It
aligns with the Malaysian government's vision, as
outlined in Shift 10 of the Higher Education
Blueprint (2015-2025), to produce holistic
graduates. However, its implementation is beset
with stakeholders and local community dynamics
issues (26), Additionally, Malaysia ranks 15th in
the allocation of higher education resources but
only 45th in output, indicating inefficiency in the
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translation of resources into education outputs
(27). The aim of this study is to evaluate the
performance of Malaysian Higher Education
Institutions (HEIs) in two dimensions that are
related to each other: international ranking
performance (QS World University Rankings and
Universitas (21) since the introduction of the
Malaysia Higher Education Blueprint 2015-2025,
and entrepreneurship education and
entrepreneurial achievement among students.
Two questions inform the study: Has Malaysia's
position in world university rankings increased
since the introduction of the Blueprint? Have
entrepreneurship activities and outcomes among
Malaysian HEI students increased since the
Blueprint's introduction?

Research Design

A descriptive-exploratory quantitative approach
was adopted to address these questions. The study
is based on secondary data analysis with specific
focus on institutional rankings, entrepreneurship
indicators, and alignment with the three strategic
shifts outlined in the Higher Education Blueprint.
Data were gathered from secondary sources like
Ministry of Higher Education (MOHE) reports such
as performance reviews, strategic plans, and
entrepreneurship tracer studies and university
rankings. University  Strategic Plans and
Institutional Reports of Malaysian Higher
Institutions (HEIs) provided
student enrollment,

Education
information on

entrepreneurship programs, and institutional
plans. The global performance was assessed
according to QS World University Rankings and
Universitas 21 (U21) data from 2015-2020 to
examine changes in Malaysia's global ranking.

Entrepreneurship Indicators: National surveys
and MOHE performance reports supplied data on
graduates'  entrepreneurial
activities. Relevant documents were sought out

and read in order to glean quantitative information

students’ and

like graduate entrepreneur percentages and
number of universities ranked. Data were cross-
compared among sources for reliability, accuracy,
and consistency.
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Data Analysis: Included descriptive statistics,
where percentages and frequencies were
calculated for main indicators such as university
rankings and entrepreneurship rates. Graphical
analysis plotted line graphs and bar charts to
display trends over time for rankings and
entrepreneurial results. Comparative analysis
compared pre- and post-Blueprint eras (2015-
2020) to determine policy impact. Together, these
strategies tracked progress against national higher
education and entrepreneurship goals.
Triangulation: Evidence from various sources
(MOHE, university reports, and international
rankings) was triangulated for the enhancement of
the credibility of results and reduction of the threat
of bias (28-30).

The research significance is measuring the success
of the blueprint against Malaysia's changing higher
education environment, namely particularly
changes in global rankings and entrepreneurship.
The limitations are sampling bias with incomplete
data for all 10 shifts in the blueprint and self-report
bias with institutional progress reports. Ethical
issues of data privacy were noted but resolved
through approved use.

Results
Levels of Study in HEELs and types of
Higher Education Institutions in
Malaysia

This study attempts to achieve its aims by
exploring the diverse levels and types of academic
programs provided by institutions of higher
learning in Malaysia. The Ministry of Higher
Education classifies the enrollment of students
into ten levels based on the academic degrees
granted, as shown in Figure 1. Enrollment is also
classified into four groups based on the type of
institution, as shown in Figure 2, as follows:
Based on the Academic Degree Awarded to
Students

PhD, Master, Postgraduate Diploma
(PGDip),Bachelor (BSc/BA),Advanced
Diploma(AdvDip),Diploma,Certificate,Professiona
],Matriculation/Foundation,Others(e.g.,certificatio
ns, informal learning).

Degree
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10. Others

9. Matric/Foundation

8. Professioual

7. Certificate

The levels of study
in HELs
(in Malaysia)

6. Diploma

Figure 1: The Level and Degrees of Studies in Higher Education Institutions in Malaysia

The above figure shows the Clear Progression:
Effectively reflects the academic progression from
Matric/Foundation

policymakers, educators, and students to
understand the different pathways available in

to PhD. Inclusivity: It Malaysian higher education. According to the type
encompasses a broad spectrum of credentials, of institution in which the student studies Public
including academic degrees and occupational universities, Private HEIs, Polytechnics,
certificates. Utility: Acts as a valuable reference for Community colleges.
1 ities
4. Comu olleges Iypes of Institutions 2.P Els

in HEIs
(in Malaysia)

Figure 2: Types of Higher Education Institutions in Malaysia

The above figure differentiates the many existing
HEIs in Malaysia into four major categories:
Public universities funded by the government that
offer diverse academic programs and are strong in
research. Private HEIs are privately funded, are
flexible, have diverse courses, and are vocationally
oriented. Polytechnics provide vocational and
education through

technical certificate and
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diploma courses. Community colleges provide low-
cost, local schooling mainly through certificates
and diplomas, helping further education or jobs.
Performance on Global Rankings

In this part, we will present the achievements of
Malaysian higher education institutions in raising
their rank at the Asian level and the scientific level,
according to two types of classification, namely,
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the QS classification and the U21 classification,
which reflect the success of the Ministry of Higher
Education in supporting the implementation of the
Malaysian Education Plan 2015-2025 (Higher
Education). Regarding the ranking among
universities in Asia and at the scientific level. This
proves or negates the study's first hypothesis,
which says: There is an improvement in Malaysia's
ranking in the U21 report, QS, as a result of the
completion of the first and second waves
concerning the 2015-2025 Malaysian Education
Blueprint (Higher Education).

Vol 6 | Issue 3

Malaysian Institutions in the QS World
University

As shown in Figure 3, the number of Malaysian
universities in the QS ranking increased from 6
universities in 2016 to 20 universities in 2020,
representing 2% of the universities included in the
QS World University Rankings 2020. In the same
context, this ratio has one in the top 100
(University of Malaya), four in the top 200, and

seven in the top 500.

20
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Rankings

52}

2016 2017
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B Number of instituation

years

2019
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Figure 3: Malaysian Institutions in the top 500 QS World University Rankings against the Global Average

Figure 4 shows considerable improvement in QS
World University Rankings of major Malaysian
universities between 2016 and 2020. Overall, the
performance went from +3% to +44%. Academic
reputation went from 10% to +50% better than the

world average. Student-faculty ratio improved
from +31% to +85%. International student intake
and employer
considerable improvement at +69% and +73%

reputation also  showed

better than the world average, respectively.
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Figure 4: Performance of Malaysian Institutions in the top 500 QS World University Rankings 2016-2020
in Comparison to the Global Average

While Malaysian higher learning institutions have
made profound gains in global rankings, they
continue to struggle with attracting foreign faculty
members and improving research productivity.
Citations per academic staff are still lower than
global norms, indicating the need for a more
intense  research and

ecosystem more

international collaboration. Ongoing investment in
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academic excellence is imperative in order to

maintain momentum in the global higher

education arena (31).

Malaysia's Ranking in the U21 Report
Malaysia's Overall Ranking in the U21 Report
2014

Malaysia stands at 28 out of 50 in resource

position, reflecting a  high government
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commitment to higher education, as evident in
Figure 5. When income is adjusted for, it has the
top resource commitment according to the U21
report. However, it is 44 when it comes to output,

Vol 6 | Issue 3

such as research productivity, institutional
rankings, and graduate performance. The key
challenge lies in enhancing output to reflect the

enormous investment put in.
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Figure 5: Malaysia's Overall Ranking in the U21 Report 2014
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Figure 6: Malaysia's Overall Ranking in the 2020 U21 Report

Malaysia's Ranking in the 2020 U21 Report

As illustrated in Figure 6, Malaysia is placed at 27
among 50 nations overall and third in Southeast
Asia in the U21 report. It is ranked 9th for
environment, reflecting good advances in its
educational environment. But a low output ranking
of 45th points to persistent difficulties in
converting this advance into tangible outcomes.
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Malaysia's Overall Ranking in the U21 Report
(2016-2020)

As shown in Figure 7, Malaysia ranked 28th out of
the 50 countries covered by the reportin 2019 and
27th in 2016 and 2020. This reflects the
convergence of the contribution ratios of the five
components based on the report over the past
three years. On the other hand, Malaysia ranked
25th in 2017, reflecting progress in one or more of
the five components, which the study will explain
later.
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Figure 7: Malaysia's Overall Ranking in the U21 report (2016 - 2020)

Malaysia's ranking of between 27th and 28th in the
world on education is a sign of stability. This
indicates similarity in country's education policies,
practices and outcomes over time. This also means
its rankings for Malaysia for the year were
balanced from one another as well as it can also
indicate their weighting based on these five
elements scores being considered afterwards for
all three years mentioned above. This means that
U21 has provided Malaysia's a pass mark on
different aspects thus not having ups and downs.
Yet, there was some progress from Malaysia's
position to number twenty-five in a span of one
year alone (2017) reflecting some developments
on any of those five components where remedial
actions were being taken in this one year alone like
targeted programs, reforms or investments aimed
at enhancing specific dimensions of an education
system. In general, the U21 report on Malaysia's
rankings reflects areas of stability in education and
other areas where improvements can be made.
These findings offer a chance for evaluation and

planning to enhance Malaysia's global
competitiveness and address weaknesses or
opportunities that have been recognized.

Ranking for some of the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries in
the U21 report (2016-2020)

As shown in Figure 8, Malaysia ranked third among
the ASEAN countries and 28th globally in 2019,
showing excellent regional and growing global
competitiveness. This is due to favorable education
policies and investments. Thailand ranked fourth
among the six nations compared, while Indonesia
ranked last in the region and 50th globally. In a
nutshell, this ranking is almost a snapshot of how
ASAEN stands compared with the rest of the world.
Such metrics would no doubt serve policymakers,
educators, and other Kkey stakeholders in
understanding what they did right and where they
went wrong, setting ways forward as well as areas
needing partnerships for growth within education

across these nations.
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Figure 8: Ranking for Some ASAEN Countries in the U21 Report (2016-2020)
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Entrepreneurship

The Number of Programs and Participants

As revealed in Figure 9, the enrollment of students
in MOHE-related programs in HEIs decreased from
30,041 in 2016 to 15,221 in 2020, while the staff
increased remarkably from 205 in 2019 to 2,820 in
2020. The number of programs changed
marginally from 68 in 2019. On the other hand,

Vol 6 | Issue 3

programs. The intake in MOHE-related programs
fell precipitously by 49%, from 30,041 to 15,221,
most likely due to external shocks like the COVID-
19 pandemic disrupting experiential learning.
Despite good policy, inconsistent execution of
programs and variable capacity
affected results (32). Awareness is raised by short-
term programs but long-term entrepreneurial

institutional

2017 recorded the least in offering with 44 development demands sustained curriculum
integration (33).
M Students M Staff ™ Programmes
40000 35627
30041 32&"2

o P00 4 23348
£ 20000 ¥ 15221
- 10000 -

6951 55 952 63 2051 68 I] 2829, 157

(1]
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Years

Figure 9: Number of Students and Staff in MOHE-Related Programmes at HEIs from 2016 to 2020

Key Performance Indicator (KPI)
Achievements among HEIs until 2019

In this part, we will present the achievements of
four key performance indicators for all higher
education the field of
entrepreneurship from 2016 to 2019. This reflects
the success of the Ministry of Higher Education in
supporting the implementation of the Malaysian
Blueprint  2015-2025 (Higher
Education), in particular, the first shift it has made
regarding entrepreneurship through
entrepreneurship programmes conducted in
higher education institutions at the national level,

institutions in

Education

which proves or negates the first hypothesis of the
study, which says: There is an increase in
entrepreneurship among students as a result of the
completion of the first and second waves in the
Malaysian Education Blueprint 2015-2025 (Higher
Education).

The Ministry of Higher Education is guided by two
strategies the 2015-2025 Malaysian
Education Outline (Higher Education). These

from
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strategies focus on developing the
entrepreneurship curriculum and enhancing
higher education institutions' teaching and

learning environments. Four types of indicators
emerge from those two strategies, which are as
follows:

Entrepreneurship Awareness among Students
(KPL1)

Figure 10, illustrates the following: increasing the
awareness of entrepreneurship among students
from 60% in 2016 to 96.2% in 2019, surpassing
the targets in the last three years.

Graduate Entrepreneurs (KPL2)

As we see in Figure 11, the number of graduate
entrepreneurs has risen from 2.5%, which is
equivalent to 3,756 in 2016, to 4.68%, which is
equal to 7,148 students in 2019, which surpasses
the target of 6,270 (4% of total graduates this
year). Therefore, the percentage of graduate
entrepreneurs exceeds the yearly target and has
risen every year until 2019.
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Figure 10: Percentage of Entrepreneurship Awareness among Students Targeted in HIEs from 2016 to
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Figure 12: Percentage of Student Business Achieved to Target at HIEs from 2016 to 2020

Student Business (KPL3)

As shown in Figure 12, the proportion of students
doing business while studying has grown from 3%
in 2016 to a sharp increase of 10.20% in 2019. The
figure also illustrates that the percentage of
student business has been steadily rising and has
achieved the targets set for years 2016 and 2019.
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Educators with Entrepreneurship Expertise
(KPL4)

As we see in Figure 13, the percentage of
academics received training
entrepreneurship has reached 2,079 as of 2019,
well above the 1,500 target. At the same time, KPI
4, "Educator with Entrepreneurship Expertise,”
has shown excellent achievements (significantly
beyond targets).

who have in
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Figure 13: Number of Educators with Experience in Entrepreneurship Achieved the Target in HIEs from
2016 to 2020

Discussion

Regarding performance on global rankings, Graph
4.1 illustrates that the QS ranking increased from
six universities in 2016 to twenty universities in
2020, representing 2% of the universities included
in the 2020 QS World University Rankings. In the
same context, this ratio includes 1 in the top 100
(University of Malaya), 4 in the top 200, and 7 in
the top 500. Malaysia's Higher Education
Blueprint, concerning the Ranking of Universities
in International Reports, clarified that the system
aspires to the following: 25 In QS research output
ranking, 1 university is in the Asian Top 25, 2
universities are in the Global Top 100, and 4
universities are in the Global Top 200 (34). Add to
that. By comparing the ranks that the education
system aspired to in the Blueprint, the ranks
referred to in the report are very close. Knowing
there is still a third wave (five years) ending in
20257 This reflects the superiority of higher
the
aspirations in the Blueprint. Regarding the ranking

education institutions over system's
of U21, as shown in graph 4.4, Malaysia ranks 27th
in all 50 countries and third out of six in Southeast
Asia. Graph 4.5 illustrates that Malaysia ranked
28th out of the 50 countries covered by the report
in 2019 and 27th in 2016 and 2020. This reflects
the convergence of the contribution ratios of the
five components based on the report in the three
years. On the other hand, Malaysia ranked 25th in
2017. These results reflect a fluctuation in the
ranks of Malaysian universities,
advanced from 2014 by one rank. From rank 28 to
rank 27 in 2020. According to the Higher Education
Blueprint, the system aspires to rank 25. There
may still be a full wave (five years) in the

remaining years of the blueprint period. Thus, the

where she
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study's results support the second hypothesis (H).
As shown in graph 4.6, the six countries were
chosen based on the Malaysian Educational Plan's
selection of them in its final report for 2015 under
the name of the Asian Neighboring Countries.
Malaysia occupies 3rd place.

For entrepreneurship, FigurelO illustrates the
increased awareness of entrepreneurship among
students, exceeding the target percentage in 2017,
2018, and 2019. Whereby, from 2016 to 2019, the
targeted percentages are 60%, 70%, 80%, and
90%, respectively (35). The incorporation of
mandatory entrepreneurship courses within
universities has promoted entrepreneurial
mindset as a core graduate attribute. The move
was in accordance with the Malaysian Higher
Education Blueprint 2015-2025, which called for
its incorporation. Empirical research shows that
obligatory
particularly if enhanced by experiential learning

entrepreneurship education,
experiences, enhances student motivation and
awareness (36). Moreover, institutional change
has been initiated through performance-based
funding, thereby encouraging awareness
programs and marketing (37). While future
emphasis is necessary on mentorship and alumni
engagement.

For the graduate entrepreneur, Figure 11 depicts
that for most of the five years in the first and
second waves of the Malaysian Higher Education
Blueprint, the number of graduate entrepreneurs
is above the target ratios. The target percentage
was from 2.5 percent in 2016, 3 percent in 2017,
3.5 percent in 2018, 4 percent in 2019, and 5
percent in 2020, respectively (37). This
achievementis indicative of the achievement of the
Malaysian Higher Education Blueprint (2015-
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2025) in mainstreaming entrepreneurship into
higher education institutions (HEIs). Initiatives
such as the Entrepreneurship Action Plan for HEIs
(2021-2025) and the National Entrepreneurship
Policy 2030 have further reinforced this direction.
Research indicates that Malaysian students exhibit
a high entrepreneurial orientation when they are
provided with formal support. The increased
number of graduate entrepreneurs indicates the
concrete impact of institutional initiatives. These
results are confirmed by empirical research (35).
In the same context, Figure 12 depicts that the
percentage of students doing business while
pursuing studies has increased from 3% in 2016 to
a sharp increase 0f 10.20% in 2019. It attempted to
get closer to the target percentages of the
Malaysian blueprint for higher education in the
first and second waves. The target percentages in
the years 2016 to 2020 were: 3%, 6%, 9%, 10%,
and 15%, respectively. There is evidence for
entrepreneurship education and the support
infrastructure that helps students develop
student-driven business ideas. Institutional
support in the offerings is paramount, with the
learning environment playing a significant role in
(37).
resources in the form of startup boot camps,

entrepreneurial intentions Formalized

incubators, and programs
considerably influence outcomes. Experiential
learning pedagogies—encompassing real business
projects, internships, and competitions—serve a

mentorship

vital role in connecting students from intention to
action (36). Collectively, the findings confirm that
formal entrepreneurial ecosystems in universities
inspire student startups.

As we can see in Figure 13, until 2019, the
percentage of academics who received training in
entrepreneurship reached 2,079, which exceeded
the target number of 1,500
achievement aligns with the Malaysia Education
Blueprint 2015-2025, which gives priority to the
development of entrepreneurial, well-balanced
graduates. This is also aligned with world best
practices in Finland the
Netherlands, have successfully
infused entrepreneurship by equipping teachers in
all fields to teach such -curricula (37).
Consequently, Malaysia's groundbreaking policy

trainees. This

education. and

for example,

enables it to catch up in remaining consistent with
the globalized world. It has been verified that
institutional outcomes—such as the establishment
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of start-ups and innovation diffusion—were much
more robust under conditions of emphasis on
teacher capacity building (20, 23). The finding
substantiates the soundness of Malaysia's strategy
and indicates the existence of a positive feedback
cycle: improved pupil
achievements — heightened institutional effect.
The study's contributions, methodologically, the
study contributes in different ways; the first is by
using the exploratory and descriptive study
the comparative approach
sometimes to investigate the extent of progress
made in two variables. Specifically, global rankings
- entrepreneurship. This would contribute to
determining the extent to which the blueprint is
going according to what is expected. Therefore, in
the third and final stage, any negative aspects of
the indicators under study are avoided.

How Malaysian HEIs can Concurrently Achieve
Distinction in Rankings while Fostering
Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

Malaysian HEIs can both excel in international
rankings and entrepreneurship by connecting
curriculum innovation with institutional KPIs,
making entrepreneurship
interdisciplinary, and creating strategic industry

trained educators -

methods and

education in
partnerships (3, 24). Entrepreneurial ecosystems
are supported if universities invest in incubators,
mentorship programs,
education (37). A-class institutions like Universiti
that
entrepreneurial contribution and excellence are

and outcomes-based

Malaya have demonstrated ranking
complementary (19). These dual outputs are
complemented by policy levers like the
Entrepreneurship Action Plan (36). Such
coordinated strategies ensure long-term academic

ranking while developing job creators.

Conclusion

The results of this study are limited by the
indicators set by the Malaysian Plan for Higher
Education. Thus, their ability to show the 'actual’
results of entrepreneurship education among
Malaysian students is weak because the blueprint
was limited to some indicators that focused
entirely on awareness. Graduation and the practice
of entrepreneurship during the study with the
number of experts in this field, the results were
already positive and exceeded expectations.
However, this may require a more in-depth
analysis that includes observing the participants
before, during, and after completing their studies.



Omar et al,

And the effect of entrepreneurship education on
individuals who already have their businesses,
comparing them to those who did not receive this
type of education but engaged in the same
activities.

As for the classification variable, according to the
previously mentioned results, Malaysian higher
education organizations are close to achieving the
general goals, and there is still one complete wave
(5 years) remaining. However, the blueprint was
limited to only two types of international
university rankings, although there are other,
more accurate classifications such as the Time
ranking and others.
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