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Abstract 

 

As one of the fast-growing economies of the world, India attempts to improve the 

quality of higher education and empower the higher educational institutions to enable 

them to become world class teaching and research institutions. In 2017, the Government 

of India has introduced New Institution of Eminence (IoE) Policy 2017 to promote a few 

good universities to compete with world best universities. The objective is to enable these 

institutions to break into the world’s top 100 universities. Under this policy architecture, 

greater academic, administrative and financial autonomy are provided to the higher 

education institutions declared as IoEs so that they could choose their own path to 

become world-class institutions. 

 

This study attempts to provide an overview of this new (IoE) policy of the 

Government for building world-class education institutions and analyze its effectiveness 

by studying three public IoEs viz. Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Bombay, Indian 

Institute of Technology (IIT), Delhi and Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore in 

the context of global ranking competition. The findings revealed that the New IoE policy 

seems to be least effective thus far since the three public IoEs have failed to improve in 

their ranking as well as in Overall score in the (QS) global ranking. Even  after the three 

years of their declaration as IoE, the overall score of all of these three institutes in none of 

the year 2020, 2021 and 2022 could able to surpass  the overall score achieved by these 

institutes in 2018, the preceding year of their declaration as IoEs. 
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Further, the study attempts to understand the role of benchmarking in higher 

education institutions (HEIs) as a means to continually improving their global ranking 

and staying competitive. In this regard, attempts are made to examine the performance of 

three public  IoEs (IIT Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc Bangalore) vis-à-vis the top (1 to 3) 

three universities, 48 to 50th ranked and 98 to 100th ranked universities in QS ranking 

2022 on the on the Overall as well as  six indictors of QS Ranking. The findings revealed 

that the three public IoEs have the potential to break into the world’s top 100 universities 

in QS Ranking if they could significantly increase their Faculty-student ratio and the 

share of international faculty and international students in their total faculties and 

students respectively. 

 

Apart from this the Study attempts to analyze the growth of Higher education 

sector in India. One of the major findings revealed that the number of higher education 

institutions and students enrollment in India has been increased very significantly during 

last two decade, however, the growth in institutions has not matched the growth in 

demand for higher education. During 2000 to 2020, while the number of universities 

grew at a compound growth rate of 8.0%, the number of colleges grew at a compound 

growth rate of 7.7%. In the same period of time, the total student enrollments in higher 

education in India grew at a compound annual growth rate of 8.6%.   

  Further, the total student enrollments in higher education are expected to 

increase from 38.5 million in 2020 to 58 million in 2035 and 64.3 million in 2040  

thereby adding about 51% and 67% more students by 2035 and 2040 respectively. This 
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expected high demand for higher education in future would put huge pressure on the 

higher education infrastructure of the country. 

Further, while, the male enrollments in higher education grew at a compound 

annual growth rate of 2.6% during the last decade (2011 to 2020), the female enrollment 

was however grew impressively at a compound annual growth rate of 6.0% in the same 

period of time. It is expected that while the number of male student enrollments would 

increase by 37% and 49 % in 2035 and 2040 respectively, whereas the female student 

enrollments are expected to increase by 65% and 86% in 2035 and 2040 respectively.  

Furthermore, while the share of male in the total enrollment in higher education 

decreased in last decade (2011 to 2020), the share of the female in the total enrollment 

however increased during the same period of time. If the same trend continues, then it is 

expected that the share of female in the total enrollment will be more than the share of 

male in total enrollment by 2025. The female and male share in total enrollment will be 

51% and 49% respectively in 2025. Thereafter, the share of female enrollment would 

continue to be more than male enrollment. The share of female and male would be 54% 

and 46% in 2035 respectively and 55% and 45% in 2040 respectively.  

With this change, it seems that the female students would now play a critical role 

in shaping the growth and structure of higher education sector of India in coming years. 

Accordingly, India need to fine-tune its higher education system by developing targeted 

policies and programs to address the needs of women in higher education and to 

implement reforms that will genuinely empower women for their full and effective 

participation in higher education and nation building.  
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Furthermore, the Study revealed that India is in the stage of massification (GER 

between 15 and 50 %) since last twelve years (2008 to 2020) and is expected to remain in 

this stage for at least next 20 years before it enters into the stage of universalization (GER 

above 50 % mark). Since the function of higher education in a ‘mass system’ is the 

transmission of skills and the preparation of the population for broader range of technical 

and economic elite roles and the function of higher education in a ‘universal system’ is 

about the adaption of whole population to social and technological change, there is now a 

dual challenge for India not only to increase the gross enrollment ratio rapidly but also to 

ensure quality education and providing of professional and technical skills to most of the 

students at the same time.  

Furthermore, the Study revealed that the expansion in higher education in India is 

presently driven by the private sector. The share of private colleges and universities has 

been constantly increased in term of numbers as well as students’ enrollments over the 

period of time. This rapidly increasing trend of private sectors though is a boon for the 

higher education sector, it would however become difficult to ensure quality education in 

absence of a high-quality enabling regulatory environment. 

Furthermore, the research penetration in higher education in India is very low as 

there has been a persistent low level of enrollments in Ph. D degree over the years.  This 

low level of enrollments in Ph. D is perhaps due to decrease in popularity of Post 

Graduate and M.Phil programme in India.  
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While the average student enrollments in Post Graduation and Ph. D were 

estimated at 4 and 0.16 million respectively during the last five years (2015-16 to 2019-

20), the average student enrollments in Under Graduate level was estimated at 29 million 

during same period of time.  Though, the enrollments in Ph. D degree grew at an annual 

compound annual growth rate of 12.5 Per cent over the last five year (2015-16 to 2019-

20), the enrollments in Post Graduate degree grew at a modest annual compound growth 

rate of 2.8 Per cent whereas the growth of students’ enrollment in M.Phil grew at a 

negative annual compound growth rate of (-) 14.4 Per cent over the same period of five 

years. Therefore, it appears that there is a serious problem in transition from graduate 

level to post graduate to Ph. D Level. The students’ enrollment in Ph. D degree could not 

be increased substantially without a good growth in students enrollments in Post 

Graduations/ M.Phil degree levels as these two degrees are essential for enrollments in 

Ph. D research degree in India.  

 Since there is now a provision to scrap the M.Phil. programme under  New 

Education Policy(NEP), 2020, therefore, focus should be given to increase the student 

enrollments in Master Programme significantly by developing targeted policies and 

programs to address the recent issues of decreasing popularity of this programme. 

Though, there is a provision in NEP, 2020 that a student with 4-year Bachelor’s degree 

with Research can also undertake a Ph.D., it however cannot help much in improving the 

Ph. D research in India without any targeted policies and strategy since at recent times 

Indian degree programs are mostly three years in length. 
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Chapter-1: Introduction 

 

1.1. Background: 

In today’s knowledge economy, tertiary education is increasingly recognized as a 

key factor in national competitiveness (Altbach and Salmi, 2011). Higher education 

institutions, particularly, elite and research oriented universities, with their capabilities of 

producing and disseminating advanced knowledge and technological innovation, have 

become recognized as key players in the economic growth and productivity of their 

respective countries (Byun et al, 2012). 

 As changes happen worldwide and quickly in higher education, the establishing 

of the World-class Universities becomes a supreme global requirement (Mehrotra, Elias, 

& Al-Alawi, 2019; Alhazmi & Yahmed 2017, Al-Alawi et al. 2019).  As one of the fast-

growing economies of the world, India has also attempted to improve the quality of 

higher education and empower the higher educational institutions to enable them to 

become world class teaching and research institutions. In 2017, the Government of India, 

for the first time, introduced a new policy for providing an enabling, liberal and less 

intrusive regulatory architecture for setting up /upgrading of ten public and ten private 

institutions as world class teaching and research institutions called as “Institutions of 

Eminence (IoEs)”. The regulatory architecture has been provided in the form of UGC 

(Declaration of Government Institutions as Institutions of Eminence) Guidelines, 2017 

for public institutions and UGC ( Institutions of Eminence Deemed to be Universities) 
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Regulations, 2017 for private institutions. Under this new regulatory architecture, greater 

academic, administrative and financial autonomy are provided to the higher education 

institutions selected as IoEs so that they could choose their own path to become world-

class institutions. This new (IoE) policy has, however, led an important question 

unanswered i.e. whether the Indian Higher Education Institutions (IoEs) would get 

benefit from this policy changes? In particular, this study attempts to provide an overview 

of the new policy of the Government undertaken in 2017 for building world-class 

education institutions and analyze its effectiveness on public institutions in the context of 

global ranking competition. Further, the study attempts to understand the role of 

benchmarking in HEIs as a means to continually improving their global ranking and 

staying competitive. 

1.2. Statements of the Problem: 

India is a very large and growing economy with 1.3 billion populations. 

Therefore, it deserves some world class institutions to fulfill the manpower needs of the 

future. However, when a reputed international ranking agency releases its ranking of 

educational institutions, the broad reaction is one of general dismay at Indian institutions 

not finding place in the list of top institutions of the world or even of Asia. Even the top 

reputed Indian institutions like Indian Institutes of Technology (IITs) and Indian 

Institutes of Management (IIMs) finds lower place in the ranking. 

In the latest QS World University Rankings 2022, not a single Indian institute is 

featured among the top 100 universities across the world. Only three institutions namely 

Indian Institute of Technology Bombay (IITB), Indian Institute of Technology Delhi 
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(IITD) and Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore are placed at the rankings of 177, 

185 and 186 respectively. Besides this, there are only five institutes are placed in the 

rankings between 250 - 400 bracket. 

While coming to India's contribution in Times Higher Education World 

University Rankings 2022,  though a record 71 Indian universities have qualified for the 

Times Higher Education World University Rankings 2022, up from 63 last year, but none 

of them made it to the top 300 list. The Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore is India’s 

highest-ranked institution, maintaining its position in the 301-350 bands for a third 

consecutive year. 

While the Government has been taking a number of steps, with the objective of 

improving quality of higher education in India, it is, however, felt that more focused and 

accelerated efforts are needed to establish institutions which are of international 

standards. 

1.3. Objective of the Study: 

The Objectives of the study are to: 

1. Provide the current status and  growth of higher education sector in India. 

 

2. Provide an overview of the new policy introduced by the Government of India in 2017 

for setting up /upgrading of ten public and ten private institutions as world class teaching and 

research institutions called as “Institutions of Eminence (IoEs)”. 
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3. Analyze the effectiveness of this new policy, 2017 of the Government on the Indian 

public higher education institutions in the context of global ranking competition. 

 

4. Explore how the Indian public higher education institutions can be benchmarked against 

different indicators of the top global universities for becoming world-class institutions. 

1.4. Research Questions: 

The study aims to answer the following three questions: 

 

1. What is the current status and growth of the Higher Education in India?  

 

2. What are the important aspects of the new policy introduced by the Government 

of India in 2017 for setting up /upgrading of ten public and ten private institutions as 

world class teaching and research institutions? 

 

3. What is the effectiveness of this new policy, 2017 of the Government on Indian 

public higher education institutions in the context of global ranking competition? 

 

4. How can the Indian public higher education institutions be benchmarked against 

different indicators of the top global universities for becoming world –class institutions? 

1.5. Rationale of the Study: 

The Government of India, for the first time in 2017, introduced a new policy for 

providing an enabling, liberal and less intrusive regulatory architecture for setting up 

/upgrading of ten public and ten private institutions as world class teaching and research 
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institutions. The present study would provide a greater insight on whether this new policy 

is working or not in transforming Indian higher educational institutions into global 

standard? Further, the study also provides insights on how the Indian public higher 

education institutions be benchmarked against different indicators of the top global 

universities for becoming world –class institutions? Therefore, this study is significant in 

present context. 

Further, though there are many literatures & studies available on the issue of 

building world class institutions, they are all relating to China, South Korea, Hong Kong 

or any other countries. There are limited literatures available regarding India’s experience 

of building world class institutions. Therefore, the study would also contribute to the 

existing body of the literature in a significant way.  

1.6. Limitations of the Study: 

Under the New (IoE) policy introduced by the Government of India in 2017, as of 

now, eight (08) institutions in public category and three (03) institutions in private 

category have been declared as IoEs for becoming world - class institutions. In public 

category, while three (03) institutions [Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Delhi, Indian 

Institute of Technology (IIT), Bombay and Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore] 

were declared as IoEs in 2018, the other five (05) institutions [Indian Institute of 

Technology (IIT), Madras, Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Kharagpur, University of 

Hyderabad, Banaras Hindu University,   and University of Delhi] were declared much 

latter in 2020. In case of private category, so far only three (03) institutions [Manipal 

Academy of Higher Education, Karnataka, Birla Institute of Technology, Rajasthan and 
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O.P. Jindal Global University, Haryana] are declared as IoEs in 2021. Therefore, those 

institutions which have been declared as IoEs in 2020 and 2021 respectively could not be 

considered for the study since they have not even spent one year under the new regime of 

policy changes.  Therefore, to understand the   effectiveness of the new policy on Indian 

Higher Education Institutions (IoEs) in the context of global ranking competition and 

benchmarking, the study would only focus on three public institutions (IIT, Delhi, IIT, 

Bombay and IISc, Bangalore) which were declared as IoEs in 2018 and have spent 

considerable time period of three years under the new regime of policy changes. 

In view of the above, the study is limited to only three public institutions which 

were declared as IoEs in 2018. The study does not include any private institutions 

declared as IoEs since they have not completed even one year since their declaration as 

IoEs. Therefore, the study is unable to understand the effectiveness of the new policy 

changes on the private higher education institutions (IoEs). 

1.7. Chapterisation Scheme: 

The study has been structured as follows: 

Chapter-1: Introduction  

Chapter-2: Literature review  

Chapter -3: Research Methodology 

 Chapter- 4: Current status and growth of the Higher Education in India 
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Chapter -5:  Overview of the New (IoE) Policy, 2017 of the government for building 

World-class education institutions in India and its effectiveness on Indian Public Higher 

Education Institutions (IoEs) in the context of global ranking competition.  

Chapter -6:  Benchmarking of Indian Higher Education Institutions (IoEs) 

Chapter-7:  Findings and Conclusion  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Page 8 of 90 
 

Chapter-2: Literature Review 

 

2.1. Literature Review on World-class Universities: 

 

Recent years have witnessed an obsession with "world-class" universities and 

global rankings, which can be traced to a steady growth in "world-class" terminology 

since the turn of the century (Ramirez and Tiplic 2014). 

The “world-class” term refers to the objective of attaining and/or sustaining the 

competitiveness of the World class throughout the production of excellence accomplished 

by the top performs (Dudek, 2016). In the higher education context, world-class 

university (WCU) is reserved for topclass universities among the top 100 in teaching and 

research. Besides, WCU defines a higher education institution (HEI) to perform and 

disseminate knowledge and deliver quality teaching based on research (Baskaran, 2017).  

Altbach (2015) defines World class University (WCU) as a “Top rank university 

based on excellence in research, academic freedom, a sense of intellectual excitement, 

governance (the academic community has control over the central elements of academic 

life), adequate facilities, and adequate funding.” 

Salmi (2009) defines “world-class university” based on the three main 

characteristics: “abundant resources,” “high concentration of talent,” and an operating 

environment that inspires managerial independence and “innovation” (Figure 1).  
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Figure -1 :   Characteristics of a World-class university (WCU): Alignment of Key Factors.  Source: 

Salmi, 2009, p. 32. 

 

Salmi (2009) attributed the superior results achieved by a World –class University 

(WCU), "highly sought graduates, leading-edge research, and technology transfer," to "three 

complementary sets of factors: (a) a high concentration of talent (faculty and students); (b) 

abundant resources, to offer a rich learning environment and to conduct advanced research; and 

(c) favorable governance, encouraging strategic vision, innovation, and flexibility, and enabling 

institutions to make decisions and to manage resources without being encumbered by 

bureaucracy" (pp. 19-20). He further emphasized that it is these three factors in combination and 

their dynamic interaction that make the crucial difference. 

Similarly, Rabossi & Salto (2018) specified that presence of a critical mass of 

International top students and outstanding faculty, Sources of financing, and the degree of 

academic and managerial autonomy in the university are the factors in building World-

Class University.  
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Although more and more countries have developed both national and local 

policies to stimulate the emergence of world-class universities and particularly building 

world-class research universities has become a high on the agenda of various non-english 

speaking countries in Asia and Europe in recent years (Leon et al., 2014), the research 

into this theme is still rare. 

 Among notable literature, some studies are concerned with the discussion of 

various roads to the world-class universities, challenges and issues of building a world- 

class university in different systems from the global perspective (Altbach and Balan 

2007; Salmi 2009; Sadlak and Liu 2009; Altbach and Salmi 2011; Altbach 2013; Shin 

and Kehm 2013), while more focus on case studies of individual countries in non-

english-speaking countries. For example, the literature review shows that a majority of 

these studies deal with issues concerning China's world-class universities based on one or 

several case studies of Chinese Projects of 211 and 985 universities, among which 

Wang's research is about the case study of Shanghai Jiaotong University, one of the 

Project 985 universities which are making tremendous efforts to become a world-class 

research university (Wang et al. 2011). Yang and Welch (2012) and Luo (2013) 

discussed the rationales and strategies of building world-class universities in China by 

analyzing the same case study of Tsinghua University. Huang (2015), however, provided 

an overall portrait of the rise of China's world-class research university at both policy and 

institutional levels. Besides, Byun and his group introduced Korean' policies and 

outcomes of building world-class universities (Byan et al. 2013). 

The review of earlier studies suggests that majority of existing literatures are 

concerned with case studies of Chinese universities and other countries. There are 
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limited studies done on building world class universities in Indian context. 

Therefore the present study focuses on to understand the building World-class 

education institutions in India. 

 

2.2. Literature on Benchmarking in Higher Education 

Institutions: 

 

Benchmarking is the key to become the best of the best (Camp, 1989). Sharing 

good practices and learning from the best practices of foreign universities is known as 

benchmarking (Love et al. 1995). According to Mann (2010), the best practice 

benchmarking is searching for the best way or solution by studying other organisations 

that are high performers in particular areas of interest. The gained knowledge is then 

analysed and in cases that the practice is feasible and appropriate, it will be adapted and 

incorporated in the organisation’s own process (Mann et al., 2010).  

As evidenced in literature, benchmarking definitions focuses on following major 

areas: measurement via comparison, identification of best practices, implementation, 

continuous improvement and systematic process in carrying out benchmarking activity 

(Sarkis, 2001; Ramabadron et al., 1997; Cooper et al., 1996; Maire 2002; Anand and 

Kodali, 2008) etc. 

Benchmarking helps to diminish performance differences between organizations 

(Van Helden and Tillema 2005), identifies of the current state of the organization 

(Burquel and Van Vught 2010), promotes cooperation between universities and 
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networking (ENQA 2002), sets standards (ENQA 2002), stimulates the need for change 

(Naufal 2012) and continuous improvement of one’s own processes (European Centre for 

Strategic Management of Universities 2010), identifies best and good practices 

(UNESCO New Papers on Higher Education 1998), helps to set goals (Závada et al., 

2006) and supports continuous learning (European Centre for Strategic Management of 

Universities 2008). 

One of the highly cited general classifications of benchmarking is that by Camp 

(1989) who identifies four kinds of benchmarking: 

a) Internal benchmarking: It compares separate teams, units or divisions 

internal to an organization. This exercise identifies the entities that are work better 

and share the knowledge with other teams to achieve higher performance. 

b) Competitive benchmarking: It is a method for those who want to 

maintain an edge by knowing where they stand. It’s a way of determining the best 

processes, strategies, and techniques for achieving your business goals via a set of 

metrics. 

c) Functional benchmarking: it is useful to analyze how well the functional 

area of an organization performs compared to functional areas of other 

organization.  

d) Generic process/‘best in class’ benchmarking: It focuses on excellent 

work processes rather than on the business practices of a particular organization. 

According to Mohrman (2008), the world-class university has become the cure to 

guarantee the worldwide economic success based on the top 20, 50 or 100 
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internationally-ranked universities’ characteristics. Therefore, to be “world-class”, the 

university has to reach the standard included in the lists of World university rankings, as 

Tayeb (2016) declared. Therefore, the present study focuses on the competitive 

benchmarking to improve the quality and standard of the Higher Education Institution 

(HEIs) in India and enable them to become world class universities. 
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Chapter 3 

 Research Methodology 

 

The Government of India introduced a new (IoE) policy,2017 for providing an 

enabling, liberal and less intrusive regulatory architecture for setting up /upgrading of ten 

public and ten private institutions as world class teaching and research institutions. The 

present study would provide a greater insight on whether this new policy is working or 

not in transforming Indian higher educational institutions into global standard? Further, 

the study also provides insights on how the Indian public higher education institutions be 

benchmarked against different indicators of the top global universities for becoming 

world –class institutions. Apart from this, the study would attempt to provide a greater 

analysis on the current status and growth of higher education sector of India.  

The study uses quantitative research strategy along with descriptive and 

exploratory research design. 

 

(i)   Current status and growth of the Higher Education in India: 

 

As regards the growth of higher education in India, attempts are made to provide 

an overview of the higher education sector of India and analyse the trend in total students 

enrollment and Gross Enrollment Ratio in higher education in India. Further, attempt is 

made to forecast the future growth of total students enrollment and Gross Enrollment 

Ratio in Indian higher education sector. Other important aspects of higher education in 
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India viz. the role of Private sector in higher education and research penetration are also 

analyzed. 

 

For discussing the growth in higher education in India in general and analyzing 

the trend in the total students enrollment and Gross Enrollment Ratio and their future 

growth in particular, the quantitative data collected from the secondary data source of All 

India Survey on Higher Education (AISHE) Reports of Ministry of Education, 

Government of India and UNESCO, UIS Statistics Data are analyzed and summarized by 

using descriptive statistics. 

 

(ii)  Effectiveness of the New (IoE) policy, 2017 of the Government on 

Indian public higher education institutions: 

 

  The new (IoE) policy was introduced by the Government of India in 2017 for 

providing an enabling, liberal and less intrusive regulatory architecture for setting up 

/upgrading of ten public and ten private institutions as world class teaching and research 

institutions called as “Institutions of Eminence (IoEs)”. The new regulatory architecture 

has been provided in the form of (i) UGC (Declaration of Government Institutions as 

Institutions of Eminence) Guidelines, 2017 for public institutions and (ii) UGC( 

Institutions of Eminence Deemed to be Universities) Regulations, 2017 for private 

institutions.   
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As of now, eight (08) institutions in public category and three (03) institutions in 

private category have been declared as IoEs for becoming world - class institutions. In 

public category, while three (03) institutions [Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Delhi, 

Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Bombay and Indian Institute of Science (IISc), 

Bangalore] were declared as IoEs in 2018, the other five (05) institutions [Indian Institute 

of Technology (IIT), Madras, Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Kharagpur, University 

of Hyderabad, Banaras Hindu University,   and University of Delhi] were declared much 

latter in 2020. In case of private category, so far only three (03) institutions [Manipal 

Academy of Higher Education, Karnataka, Birla Institute of Technology, Rajasthan and 

O.P. Jindal Global University, Haryana] are declared as IoEs in 2021. Therefore, those 

institutions which have been declared as IoEs in 2020 and 2021 respectively could not be 

considered for the study since they have not even spent one year under the new regime of 

policy changes.  Therefore, to understand the   effectiveness of the new policy on Indian 

Higher Education Institutions (IoEs) in the context of global ranking competition, the 

study has  only focused on three public institutions (IIT, Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc, 

Bangalore) which were declared as IoEs in 2018 and have spent considerable time period 

of three years under the new regime of policy changes. 

 

The Public Higher Education Institutions in this study means the institutions 

which are selected as Public “Institutions of Eminence (IoEs)” for becoming world-class 

teaching and research institutions under the new regulatory architecture introduced in 

2017. 
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To understand the effectiveness of the new policy on Indian Higher Education 

Institutions (IoEs), the time series data on the Ranking and performance of the three 

public IoEs in QS World University Rankings are collected and analyzed. The trend 

before and after the policy changes are observed for understanding the effectiveness of 

the policy changes. The trend analysis is done on the rankings as well as the Overall of 

the QS Global University Ranking. In this regard, it is stated that although the New (IoE) 

policy was introduced in 2017, however, the three public IoEs (IIT Bombay, IIT Delhi 

and IISc Bangalore) were declared in 2018. During the time of their declaration as IoEs 

in 2018, the QS Ranking 2019 (2018-19) was already published and available. Therefore, 

the year 2019 is used as the referencing year of policy introduction in this study is 2019 

in place of the year of introduction of IoE policy i.e. 2017. Therefore, the trend before 

and after the year 2019 is analyzed for understanding the effectiveness of the policy 

change on these three IoEs. For this purpose of the study, the QS ranking data available 

(on https://www.topuniversities.com/) for the year 2012 (2011-12) to 2022 (2021-22) are 

used for analysis. 

 

(iii)  Benchmarking higher education institutions in India: 

 

The main objective of the New (IoE) Policy is to bring the selected IoEs within 

100 ranks in any major international university ranking overtime. Therefore, attempt is 

made to find out where the Indian institutions (three IoEs) stand with reference to the top 

universities within 100 ranks in QS ranking so that it can improve its performance and 

grading. The QS ranking ranks the universities based on their Overall score which is a 

sum of the following weighted indicator scores: 

https://www.topuniversities.com/


Page 18 of 90 
 

(i) Academic Reputation (40%): Based on a global survey of academics, who 

are asked to identify the leading institutions in their field. 

 (ii) Employer Reputation (10%): Based on a global survey of graduate 

employers, who are asked to identify the institutions producing the best graduates in their 

sector. 

(iii) Faculty- Student Ratio (20%): An indication of commitment to high-

quality teaching and support 

(iv) Citation for Faculty (20%): This is normalized by subject area, and 

reflects the impact of an institution’s research 

(v) International faculty Ratio (5%): A measure of an institution’s success in 

attracting faculty from overseas. 

(vi) International Student Ratio (5%): A measure of an institution’s success 

in attracting students from overseas. 

 

The study uses the quantitative data of QS rankings and scores (collected from the 

website https://www.topuniversities.com/) on the Overall as well as the above six 

indictors with respect to the top (1 to 3) three universities, 48 to 50th ranked and 98 to 

100th ranked universities in QS ranking 2022. 

 For convenience of the study, the top (1 to 3) three universities, 48 to 50th ranked 

and 98 to 100th ranked universities in QS ranking are categorized as Category A, B and C 

whereas the three IoEs (IIT Bombay, IIT Delhi and IISc Bangalore) is termed as category 

D. Then the performance of the three IoEs (category D) is compared with the top (1 to 3) 

https://www.topuniversities.com/
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three universities (category A), three universities placed in 48 to 50th rank (category B) 

and three universities placed in 98 to 100th rank (category C) by using and interpreting 

statistics of Mean difference (MD) and Standardized Mean Differences (SMD) of their 

respective group scores on the above six parameters and Overall of QS ranking 2022. 

 The Standardized mean difference or Cohen’s d is one of the most common ways 

to measure effect size. Cohen’s d specifically measures the effect size based on the 

difference between two means. The effect size tells about how much one group differs 

from another. The formula for Cohen’s d (for equally sized groups) is: 

 

d= (M1-M2)/Spooled       ….  (1) 

Where: 

M1 = mean of group 1 

M2 = mean of group 2 

sd1= Standard Deviation for the group 1 

sd2= Standard Deviation for the group 1 

Spooled = pooled standard deviations for the two groups. The formula is: √[(sd1
2+ sd2

2) / 

2] 

 The calculated value of effect size is then compared to Cohen’s standards of 

small, medium, and large effect sizes.  
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Hedges’ correction: 

 As Cohen’s d is based on sample means, it gives a biased estimation of the 

population effect size, especially when using small sample sizes, such as those < 20 

(Hedges and Olkin, 1985). This has led to d being referred to as uncorrected effect size. 

The corrected effect size in the d family is Hedge’s g, which is often referred to as an 

unbiased effect size (Cumming, 2012). 

 

Hedges's g  =   Cohen's ds×[1−3/4(n1+n2)−9]             (2) 

 

Where    n1= sample size of group 1 

               n2= sample size of group 2 

 

 The main difference between Hedges’s g and Cohen’s d is that the latter is 

multiplied by a correction factor for small samples. The calculated value of effect size 

(Hedges's g) is then compared to the above Cohen’s Standards of small, medium, and 

Table-1 :   Cohen’s Standard Effect Sizes 

Size of effect d 

Small 0.2 

Medium 0.5 

Large 0.8 

The above Standards is suggested by Cohen (1988) 
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large effect sizes. The present study prefers Hedges’s g instead of Cohen’s d since the 

sample size in this case is less than 20. 
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Chapter- 4 

 

Current Status and Growth of  the Higher Education Sector in 

India 

 

4.1. Growth in Higher Education in India: 

India's Higher Education sector has witnessed a tremendous increase in the 

number of Universities/University level Institutions & Colleges since independence. 

According to the World Bank Report, India after US and China stands at third place in 

the world in terms of higher education system (Reddy, and Vaidyanathan, 2019)  

In India, higher education institutions mainly comprise of universities and 

colleges, further characterized as Central Universities, State Universities, Private 

Universities, and Deemed to be Universities, Public Colleges, Private Colleges, 

Autonomous Colleges, Standalone Institutions and Institutions of National Importance 

(INI). Further, Distance learning and open education are also features of the Indian higher 

education system.  

The number of higher educational institutions (HEIs) has increased from about 27 

universities and 578 colleges in 1950-51 to about 1043 universities and 42343 colleges in 

2019-20 (Figure-2 &3). Further, to strengthen the technical and management education in 

the country, the Government of India has opened 23 IITs, 25 IIITS, 32 NITs and 20 IIMs 

thus far. Apart from this, there are 11779 Stand-alone Institutions present in the country 
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in 2019-20 which are primarily meant for providing Diploma programmes (AISHE, 

2019-20). 

 

Data Source: Varghese (2015) and AISHE Reports, various years 

 

Over the period of 69 years (1950-51 to 2019-20), while the number of 

universities grew at a compound growth rate of 5.4%, the number of colleges grew at a 

compound growth rate of 6.4%. In the same period of time, the total student enrollments 

in higher education in India has increased from 0.2 million in 1950-51 to 38.5 million in 

2019-20 with a compound annual growth rate of 7.9%.  

 

Data Source: Varghese (2015) and AISHE Reports, various years 
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More importantly, the higher education system has grown very significantly after 

the year 2000 in terms of the number of institutions and students enrollment. While the 

number of universities grew from 260 in 2001-02 to 1043 in 2019-20 at a compound 

growth rate of 8.0%, the number of colleges grew from 11146 in 2001-02 to 42343 in 

2019-20 at a compound growth rate of 7.7% (Figure- 2&3). In the same period of time, 

the total student enrollments in higher education in India has increased from 8.8 million 

in 2001-02 to 38.5 million in 2019-20 at a compound annual growth rate of 8.6% (Figure-

4). It is evident that though the number of institutions and students enrollment has been 

increased very significantly during last two decade, however, the growth in institutions 

has not matched the growth in demand for higher education. Further, the total student 

enrollments in higher education are expected to increase from its current level of 38.5 

million in 2020 (2019-20) to 58 million in 2035 (2034-35) and 64.3 million in 2040 

(2039-40) thereby adding about 51% and 67% more students by 2035 and 2040 

respectively (Figure-5). This expected high demand for higher education in future would 

put huge pressure on the higher education infrastructure of the country. 
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Data Source: AISHE Reports, various years 

Data from 2011(2010-11) to 2020 (2019-20) are actual data collected from AISHE Reports based on which 

projection is done. 

 

More importantly, while number of male enrollments in the total student 

enrollment have increased from 15.5 million in 2011 to 19.6 million in 2020, the number 
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While, the male enrollments grew at a compound annual growth rate of 2.6% during this 

period of 2011 to 2020, the female enrollment was however grew impressively at a 

compound annual growth rate of 6.0% in the same period of time. Further, it is projected 

that the male and female enrollments will be increased from 19.6 million and 18.9 million 
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million in 2040 respectively. From the year 2019-20, while the number of male student 

enrollments is expected to increase by 37% and 49 % in 2035 and 2040 respectively, 

whereas the female student enrollments are expected to increase by 65% and 86% in 

2035 and 2040 respectively.  

 

Furthermore, while the share of male in the total enrollment decreased from 58% 

in 2011 to 51% in 2020, the share of the female in the total enrollment however increased 

from 42% in 2011 to 49% in 2020. If the same trend continues, then it is expected that the 

share of female in the total enrollment will be more than the share of male in total 

enrollment by 2025. The female and male share in total enrollment will be 51% and 49% 

respectively in 2025. Thereafter, the share of female enrollment would continue to be 

more than male enrollment. The share of female and male would be 54% and 46% in 

2035 respectively and 55% and 45% in 2040 respectively (Figure-6). With this change, it 

seems that the female students would now play a critical role in shaping the growth and 

structure of higher education sector of India in coming years.  
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Data Source: AISHE Reports, various years 

Data from 2011(2010-11) to 2020 (2019-20) are actual data collected from AISHE Reports based on which 

projection is done. 

 

4.2. The Gross Enrollment Ratio in Higher Education: 

Gross Enrolment Ratio  (GER)  in tertiary education is defined by the UNESCO 

as “The  total  enrolment  in a specific level  of  education, regardless of  age,  expressed 

as  a  percentage of  the  eligible  official school-age population corresponding to the 

same level of education in a given school year” (UNESCO 2009).  

Accordingly, the Gross Enrolment Ratio (GER) in higher education in India is 

defined as the ratio of enrolment in higher education to the population in the eligible age 

group of 18-23 years. The Gross Enrolment Ratio (GER) in higher education in India 
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total population in the age group of 18-23 in India, only 29.4 % attended higher education 

in 2020. 

According to Martin Trow’s classification of stages of development of higher 

education (Trow, 2006), a country is at an elite stage of higher education when the gross 

enrolment ratio (GER) is less than 15 %; at a stage of massification when the GER is 

between 15 and 50 % and at a stage of universalization when the GER reaches above 50 

%  mark.  As per this definition, the higher education sector in India, with a GER of 29.4 

%  in 2020, is in its middle stages of massification.    In India, access to higher education 

shifted from being a privilege in the elite phase to a right in the mass phase in the year 

2008 when its Gross enrollment ratio (GER) crossed the 15 % mark. However, from the 

year 2008 to 2020, the ratio increased from 15.5 % to 29.4 %. India is still far away from 

an “obligation” in universal phase, when higher qualifications become mandatory for full 

and effective social engagement. 

 

Data Source: UNESCO, UIS Statistics Data (accessed on 15.1.2022) 
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When we compare the GER data of India and China (Figure-7), it is seen that 

India’s GER (5.9 %) was ahead that of China (3.0 %) in 1990. Further, when India 

entered into the stage of massification in 2008 with 15.5 % GER, the GER of China was 

little more (at 20.7 %) than that of India. However, thereafter, China has out spaced India 

in term of GER in higher education. Within period of 12 years from 2008 to 2020, China 

has entered into the stage of “Universalization” with registering a huge jump in its GER 

from 20.7 % in 2008 to 58.4 % in 2020. However, India has remained in the stage of 

“massification” during the same period of time with the increase in the ratio from 15.5 % 

in 2008 to 29.4 % in 2020.  

Further, when we see the projection (Figure-7), it seems that in next twenty years 

(2020- 2040) the GER of China would grow from 58.4 % in 2020 to 89.8 % in 2040 

whereas the GER in case of India would increase from 29.4 % in 2020 to 45.4 % in 2040. 

From the projection it seems that India could not entire into the stage of 

“Universilasation” even in 2040. 

India was in the stage of “Massification” since last twelve years and it would 

remain in this stage for at least next 20 years before it enters into the stage of 

“Universalization”. According to Martin Trow (2006), the function of higher education in 

a ‘mass system’ is the transmission of skills and the preparation of the population for 

broader range of technical and economic elite roles whereas the function of higher 

education in a ‘universal system’ is about the adaption of whole population to social and 

technological change. There is now a dual challenge for India not only to increase the 

gross enrollment ratio rapidly but also to ensure quality education and providing of 

professional and technical skills to most of the students at the same time.  



Page 30 of 90 
 

4.3.  Role of Private Sector in Higher Education: 

The expansion in higher education around the world has been driven by the 

private sector (Malik, Garima (2017). India is no exceptional to this.  

There were around 78 % colleges (in average) running in the private sector during 

the five year period of 2015-16 to 2019-20 (Figure-8 and 9). The share of private colleges 

was about four times that of Government colleges during this period of five years. While 

the average share of the private colleges in total colleges was around 78 %, the average 

share of private colleges in the total students’ enrollments in colleges was about 70 % 

during this period of five years of 2015-16 to 2019-20. The average share of private 

colleges in the total students’ enrollments was about more than two time that of share of 

Government colleges during this five year period. 

 

Data Source: AISHE, Various Reports  
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the country, which was zero in 1990-91, increased to 327 in 2019-20. Apart from the 

private universities, there are 80 deemed to be universities also running in the private 

sector in 2019-20.  If we see the last five year data (2015-16 to 2019-20), it seems that the 

number of private universities in the countries has been increased faster than any other 

category of universities (Figure-10) over the period of time.  

 Table-2: Number of Major Universities in last 5 years 

Major University Type Number of University 

1990-91 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

State Public University 137 329  345  351  371  386 

State Private University 0 197  233  262  304  327 

Central University 10 43 44 45 46 48 

Institutes of National 

Importance 

9 75  100  101  127  135 

Deemed Private University  

 

29 

79  79  80  80 80 

Deemed –Government 

University 

32 33 33 34 36 

Source: NIEPA (2005) and AISHE Report 2019-20. Figures are in actual basis. 

The total number of universities registered in the AISHE was 1043 out of which 1012 responded during AISHE survey.  
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Source: AISHE Various Reports. 

 

From the above analysis, it is clear that the share of private colleges and 
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million respectively.  The average percentage share of students’ enrollment in Under 

Graduate level was 79 % during the five year period of 2015-16 to 2019-20 whereas 

during the same period of time the average percentage share of students’ enrollment in 

Ph. D and Post Graduate Levels were only 0.4 % and 11.4 % respectively. 

Table-3: Level-Wise Enrollment and its Compound Annual Growth Rate 

Student Enrollment 

Year PhD Mphil Post 

Graduate 

Under 

Graduate 

PG 

Diploma 

Diploma  Certificate Integrated Total 

2015-16 126451 

(0.4%) 

42523  

(0.1%) 

3917156  

(11.3%) 

27420450  

(79.3%) 

229559  

(0.7%) 

2549160 

(7.4%)  

144060 

(0.4%)  

155422  

(0.4%) 

34584781 

(100.0%) 

2016-17 141037  

(0.4%) 

43267 

(0.1%) 

4007570  

(11.2%) 

28348197 

(79.4%)  

213051 

(0.7%)  

2612209 

(7.3%)  

166617  

(0.5%) 

173957  

(0.5%) 

35705905 

(100.0%) 

2017-18 161412  

(0.4%) 

34109 

(0.1%) 

4114310  

(11.2%) 

29016350  

(79.2%) 

235263  

(0.7%) 

2707934 

(7.4%)  

177223  

(0.5%) 

195777  

(0.5%) 

36642378 

(100.0%) 

2018-19 169170 

(0.5%)  

30692 

(0.1%) 

4042522  

(10.8%) 

29829075 

(79.8%)  

224711 

(0.7%)   

2699395 

(7.2%)  

162697 

(0.4%)  

241126  

(0.6%) 

37399388 

(100.0%) 

2019-20 202550  

(0.5%) 

23934 

(0.1%)  

4312535  

(11.2%) 

30647287 

(79.5%)  

217249 

(0.7%)   

2672562 

(6.9%)  

159869  

(0.4%) 

300373  

(0.8%) 

38536359 

(100.0%) 

CAGR 12.5 -14.4 2.4 2.8 -2.4 1.2 2.6 17.9 2.7 

Data Source: AISHE Report 2019-20 

Figure in parenthesis refers to per cent age share in total enrollments in that year. 

 

Despite persistent low level of enrollments in Ph. D degree over the years, the 

main trends in enrolments to Ph. D research degree however revealed that the number of 

students opting to pursue Ph. D degree shows an increasing. The enrollments in Ph. D 

degree grew at an annual compound annual growth rate of 12.5 % over the last five year 

(2015-16 to 2019-20). However, in spite of that the persistence of low level of enrollment 

in Ph D degree could be due to the lack of necessary growth of students’ enrollment in 



Page 34 of 90 
 

M.Phil and Post Graduate degree over the years. As per the data at table -2 above, while 

the enrollments in Post Graduate degree grew at a modest annual compound growth rate 

of 2.8 %, the growth of students’ enrollment in M.Phil grew at a negative annual 

compound growth rate of (-) 14.4 % over the period of five years (2015-16 to 2019-20).  

Further, though the average student enrollments in Under Graduate level was 

estimated at 29 million during the last five years (2015-16 to 2019-20), the average 

student enrollments in Post Graduation and Ph. D were estimated at 4 and 0.16 million 

respectively during the same period of five years.  

From the above analysis, it seems that this clearly indicates that there are some 

serious issues in transition from graduate level to post graduate to Ph. D Level. Further, 

the students’ enrollment in Ph. D degree could not be increased substantially without a 

good growth in students enrollments in Post Graduations/ M.Phil degree levels as these 

two degrees are essential for enrollments in Ph. D research degree in India. 

4.5. Findings and Conclusion: 

From the above analysis, followings are the major findings: 

(i) The number of higher education institutions and students enrollment in India 

has been increased very significantly during last two decade (2000 to 2020), however, the 

growth in institutions has not matched the growth in demand for higher education. During 

2000 to 2020, while the number of universities grew at a compound growth rate of 8.0%, 

the number of colleges grew at a compound growth rate of 7.7%. In the same period of 

time, the total student enrollments in higher education in India grew at a compound 

annual growth rate of 8.6%.   
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(ii)  Further, the total student enrollments in higher education are expected to 

increase from 38.5 million in 2020 (2019-20) to 58 million in 2035 (2034-35) and 64.3 

million in 2040 (2039-40) thereby adding about 51% and 67% more students by 2035 and 

2040 respectively. This expected high demand for higher education in future would put 

huge pressure on the higher education infrastructure of the country. 

(iii)   While, the male enrollments in higher education grew at a compound 

annual growth rate of 2.6% during the last decade (2010-11 to 2019-20), the female 

enrollment was however grew impressively at a compound annual growth rate of 6.0% in 

the same period of time. Further, from the year 2019-20, while the number of male 

student enrollments is expected to increase by 37% and 49 % in 2035 and 2040 

respectively, whereas the female student enrollments are expected to increase by 65% and 

86% in 2035 and 2040 respectively.  

(iv)    Furthermore, while the share of male in the total enrollment in higher 

education decreased in last decade (2011 to 2020), the share of the female in the total 

enrollment however increased during the same period of time. If the same trend 

continues, then it is expected that the share of female in the total enrollment will be more 

than the share of male in total enrollment by 2025. The female and male share in total 

enrollment will be 51% and 49% respectively in 2025. Thereafter, the share of female 

enrollment would continue to be more than male enrollment. The share of female and 

male would be 54% and 46% in 2035 respectively and 55% and 45% in 2040 

respectively. With this change, it seems that the female students would now play a critical 

role in shaping the growth and structure of higher education sector of India in coming 

years.  
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(vi)  India is in the stage of massification (GER between 15 and 50 %) since 

last twelve years (2008 to 2020) and is expected to remain in this stage for at least next 

20 years before it enters into the stage of universalization (GER above 50 % mark). Since 

the function of higher education in a ‘mass system’ is the transmission of skills and the 

preparation of the population for broader range of technical and economic elite roles and 

the function of higher education in a ‘universal system’ is about the adaption of whole 

population to social and technological change, there is now a dual challenge for India not 

only to increase the gross enrollment ratio rapidly but also to ensure quality education 

and providing of professional and technical skills to most of the students at the same 

time.  

(vii)  The expansion in higher education in India are driven by the private 

sector. The share of private colleges and universities has been constantly increased in 

term of numbers as well as students’ enrollments over the period of time. This rapidly 

increasing trend of private sectors though is a boon for the higher education sector, it 

would however become difficult to ensure quality education in absence of a high-quality 

enabling regulatory environment. 

(ix)   The research penetration in higher education in India is very low as there 

has been a persistent low level of enrollments in Ph. D degree over the years.  This low 

level of enrollments in Ph. D is mostly due to decrease in popularity of Post Graduate and 

M.Phil programme in India. The students’ enrollment in Ph. D degree could not be 

increased substantially without a good growth in students enrollments in Post 

Graduations/ M.Phil degree levels as these two degrees are essential for enrollments in 
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Ph. D research degree in India. However, there appears a serious issue in transition from 

graduate level to post graduate to Ph. D Level. 

Since there is now a provision to scrap the M.Phil. programme under  New 

Education Policy(NEP), 2020 (NEP,2020), therefore, focus should be given to increase 

the student enrollments in Master Programme significantly by developing targeted 

policies and programs to address the recent issues of decreasing popularity of this 

programme. Though, there is a provision in NEP, 2020 that a student with 4-year 

Bachelor’s degree with Research can also undertake a Ph.D., it however cannot help 

much in improving the Ph. D research in India without any targeted policies and strategy 

since at recent times Indian degree programs are mostly three years in length. 
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Chapter-5 

 

Overview of the New (IoE) Policy, 2017 and its Effectiveness on 

Indian Public Higher Education Institutions (IoEs)  
   

 

5.1. Introduction: 

With the growth of competition between nations in our knowledge-based 

economy, the creation of competitive research universities is becoming a national agenda 

in developing as well as developed countries (Altbach 2007). As a result, policymakers in 

many countries have prioritized building research universities that would help their 

countries obtain a superior position in the global competition.  

India, which contributes a significant share of students and faculty in the world's 

leading universities, does not itself have any representation among the top-tier of global 

universities. Whenever a reputed international ranking agency releases its ranking of 

educational institutions any year, the general reaction is one of dismay at Indian 

institutions not finding place in the list of top institutions of the world or even of Asia. 

There is a pressing need for the Government to provide a suitable environment to 

promote the growth of Indian higher educational institutions, as globally renowned 

centres of excellence. 
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In view of the above background, the Hon’ble Finance Minister in his budget 

speech 2016 announced the following: “It is our commitment to empower Higher 

Educational Institutions to help them become world class teaching and research 

institutions. An enabling regulatory architecture will be provided to ten public and ten 

private institutions to emerge as world-class Teaching and Research Institutions. This 

will enhance affordable access to high quality education for ordinary Indians.”  

In order to achieve the above objective of the Budget announcement, a new 

Institution of Eminence (IoE) policy was introduced in India under which a new 

regulatory architecture was introduced in the form of UGC (Declaration of Government 

Institutions as Institutions of Eminence) Guidelines, 2017 for public institutions and 

UGC (Institutions of Eminence Deemed to be Universities) Regulations, 2017 for 

private institutions. Under this new regulatory architecture, greater academic, 

administrative and financial autonomy are provided to the higher education institutions 

selected under this scheme so that they could choose their own path to become world-

class institutions.  

 

5.2.   Salient features of the Regulatory Architecture: 

According to the UGC (Institutions of Eminence) Regulations, 2017, the existing 

institutions of global repute, which figures at the top in all reputed ranking frameworks, 

have the following notable features: (i) Highly qualified faculty, with freedom to hire 

from across the world; (ii) Existence of academic, administrative and financial 

autonomy;(iii) Excellence in research;(iv) High Quality of teaching;(v) High levels of 



Page 40 of 90 
 

funding; (vi) Adequate financial assistance to meritorious students to support a need-

blind admissions process; Selection of students through a transparent system so as to 

ensure intake of meritorious students; (vii) A significant proportion of international 

students; (viii) Autonomous governance structures;(ix) Well equipped facilities for 

teaching, research, administration, and Student life; (x) Tangible and intangible 

contribution to the society; and (xi) Ability to leverage alumni and alternative funding 

sources, and the autonomy to utilize these resources. 

In view of the above notable features of the existing institutions of global repute, the 

new regulatory architecture has provided the following freedoms and benefits to the IoEs 

for becoming global universities: 

(i)     Freedom to have own transparent merit based system for admission of students 

(ii) Freedom to admit additionally foreign students on merit subject to a maximum 

of the strength of the admitted domestic students 

(iii) Freedom to fix and charge fees from foreign students without restriction 

(iv) Freedom to determine the domestic students fees, subject to the condition that 

no student who gets selected admission is turned away for lack of finance. 

Every institute to encourage scholarships and extension of loans facility 

(v)  Freedom to recruit faculty from outside India (a limit of 25% of its faculty 

strength for public institutions 

(vi) Freedom to offer courses within a programme as well as to offer degrees in 

new areas, including interdisciplinary one after confirming the minimum 

prevailing standards. 
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(vii) Freedom to have the flexibility of course structure in terms of number of credit 

hours and years to take degree after confirming the minimum prevailing 

standards. 

(viii)  Flexibility in fixing of curriculum and syllabus, with no UGC mandated 

curriculum structure. 

(ix) Freedom to offer on-line courses as part of their programmes with a restriction 

that no more than 20% of the programme should be in online mode. 

(x) Freedom to hire personnel from industry etc, as faculty who, through being 

expert in their areas, may not have the requisite higher academic qualifications. 

(xi) Freedom to enter academic collaborations with other institutions within the 

country and with leading global universities figuring in the most reputed global 

rankings. 

(xii) The selected institutions will have complete financial autonomy to spend their 

resources raised and allocated. 

(xiii) Government institutions selected as IoEs to get additional funding upto Rupees 

1000 Crore over a period of five years. 

(xiv)  Students enrollment capacity to be 10000 in 15 years of their declaration as 

IoEs 

(xv)  Faculty to student ratio should be 1:20 at the time of declaration as IoE and 

should increase to 1:10 in next five years 

(xvi) UGC inspection shall not apply to any selected IoEs. 
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     The new policy attempts to provide a more liberal and less intrusive 

regulatory regime in term of for the ten public and ten private institutions selected as 

Institutions of Eminence ( IoEs) and enable them to become world class teaching and 

research institutions by securing a rank in top hundred institutions in the world 

overtime.  

 

5.3. Strategy of India for Building World-class Universities: 

 

According to Salmi (2009, p. 39), there are three strategies for building a World 

Class University (WCU), which can be used either individually or in combination. First, 

governments can upgrade a small number of existing institutions with potential to excel 

(picking winners). Second, they can merge existing institutions to create a single WCU, 

through a synergistic effect (hybrid formula). Third, they can create a new WCU from 

scratch (clean-slate approach). The new policy initiatives (IoE Scheme) launched by the 

India Government in 2017 has adopted the first and the third strategy for building world 

class universities. The new policy attempts to set up /upgrade of ten public and ten 

private institutions as world class teaching and research institutions called as “Institutions 

of Eminence (IoEs)”. In private category, attempts are also made to create new WCU 

from scratch by selecting some institutions under green field category.  

 

Till December 2021, eight (08) institutions in public category and three (03) 

institutions in private category have been declared as IoEs for becoming world - class 

institutions (Table-4). In public category, while three (03) institutions [Indian Institute of 
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Technology (IIT), Delhi, Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Bombay and Indian 

Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore] were declared as IoEs in 2018, the other five (05) 

institutions [Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Madras, Indian Institute of Technology 

(IIT), Kharagpur, University of Hyderabad, Banaras Hindu University,   and University 

of Delhi] were declared much latter in 2020. In case of private category, so far only three 

(03) institutions [Manipal Academy of Higher Education, Karnataka, Birla Institute of 

Technology, Rajasthan and O.P. Jindal Global University, Haryana] are declared as IoEs 

in 2021.  
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Table-4 : List of IoE Institutions as on 31.01.2021 

 

Public Institutions 

Name of the Institutions Year of declaration 

as IoEs 

Remarks 

IIT Delhi 2018 Spent three years under the New 

(IoE) policy. IISc Bangalore 2018 

IIT Bombay 2018 

University of Hyderabad 2020 Spent only one year under the New 

(IoE) policy. IIT Madras 2020 

Banaras Hindu University 2020 

IIT Kharagpur 2020 

University of Delhi 2020 

 

 

Private Institutions 

Manipal Academy of Higher 

Education, Karnataka 

2021 Spent even less than a year under the 

New (IoE) policy. 

Birla Institute of Technology, 

Rajasthan 

2021 

O.P. Jindal Global University, 

Haryana 

2021 

Source: Ministry of Education, Government of India at Website: https://www.education.gov.in/en  

 

According to Altbach (2015) World class University (WCU) is a “Top rank 

university based on excellence in research, academic freedom, a sense of intellectual 

https://www.education.gov.in/en
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excitement, governance (the academic community has control over the central elements 

of academic life), adequate facilities, and adequate funding.” Under the new policy (IoE 

scheme), the selected IoEs are provided autonomy in term of their academic plan, faculty 

recruitment plan, students’ admission plan, research plan, networking plan, infrastructure 

development plan, finance plan, administrative plan and governance plan.  Apart from 

this, there is a provision of providing a grant of Rupees 1000 Crore to the public selected 

IoEs each over a period of five year from their declaration. However, the question is 

whether the selected IoEs are improving in their ranking in global competition after 

getting such autonomy and funding? 

 

The present study attempts to answer the above question by analyzing the 

effectiveness of the New Policy on IoEs in term of global ranking competition. In the 

present study, those institutions which have been declared as IoEs in 2020 and 2021 

(Table-4) respectively could not be considered for analyzing the effectiveness of the new 

Policy since they have not spent even one year under the new regime of policy changes.  

Therefore, the   effectiveness of the new policy on Indian Higher Education Institutions 

(IoEs) in the context of global ranking competition  would only focus on three public 

institutions (IIT, Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc, Bangalore) which were declared as IoEs in 

2018 and have spent considerable time period of three years under the new regime of 

policy changes. 

 

 



Page 46 of 90 
 

5.4. Effectiveness of the New (IoE) Policy on the Indian Higher 

Education Institutions (IoEs): 

 

The effectiveness of the new policy, 2017 in creating world class universities are 

analyzed by observing the changing rankings of the selected IoEs (IIT, Delhi, IIT, 

Bombay and IISc, Bangalore) in the global ranking table. 

 

There are three major international rankings: (i) the Academic Ranking for World 

Universities (ARWU) (ii)  The QS World University Rankings, produced by Quacquarelli 

Symonds Ltd (QS) and (iii) The THE World University Rankings, produced by Times 

Higher Education (THE): 

 

(i)  The Academic Ranking for World Universities (ARWU): 

 

The first world known university ranking is the Academic Ranking for World 

Universities (ARWU), also known as Shanghai University Ranking. It started in the year 

2003; was compiled by the Centre for World-Class Universities at Shanghai Jiao Tong 

University; financially supported by the Chinese government; and operated by the 

Shanghai Ranking Consultancy. This ranking (Shanghai Ranking, 2021) uses six 

important indicators to rank universities globally that are: 

 

 1. Staff awards winning Nobel prizes in their respective areas – 20 %; 

 2. Highly cited researchers – 20 %; 

 3. Research papers published in reputed journals like Nature and Science – 20 %; 
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 4. Papers indexed in science index-expanded and social science citation index – 20 

%; 

 5. Quality of education (alumni winning Nobel prizes or medals) – 10 %; and  

 6. Per capita performance of an institution – 10 %. 

 

(ii) The QS World University Rankings: 

 

The QS world university ranking (QS Top universities 2022) has the following six 

indictors with different weightings: 

 1. Academic Reputation (worth 40 % of the overall ranking score) 

 2. Employer Reputation (10 %) 

 3. Citation per faculty (20 %)  

 4. Faculty- Student ratio (20 %) 

 5. International students Ratio (5 %)  

 6. International faculty ratio (5 %) 

The universities are ranked based on the Overall which is a sum of the weighted indicator 

scores. The first two indictors are based on opinion surveys the data of which is 

understandably fallible as social measures. The remaining four indicators are based on 

actual counting and are most trusted. While Citation per Faculty Member is a bona fide 

academic indicator, Faculty-Student Ratio is used as a proxy measure of teaching quality 

although it is an administrative measure. If the first, third, and fourth indicators were 
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taken to be academic indicators, QS ranking then has assigned 80 % of the overall score 

for academic excellence.  

 

(iii) THE World University Rankings Ranking: 

 

The Times Higher Education (THE) World Universities Ranking (THE Rankings, 2022) has the 

following five indicators with different weightings: 

 

 1. Teaching: The learning environment (worth 30 % of the overall ranking score) 

 2. Research: Volume, income and reputation (worth 30 %) 

 3. Citations: Research influence (worth 30 %) 

 4. Industry Income: Innovation (worth 2.5 %) 

 5. International Outlook: Staff, students and research (worth 7.5 %). 

 

In comparison with QS World University Rankings , THE ranking weights 

slightly more toward academic excellence, if the first three indicators are taken together, 

having 90 % of the overall score, compared with the 80 % QS ranking.  

 

The present study uses the QS ranking instead of THE ranking since the selected sample 

IoEs (IIT, Delhi and  IIT, Bombay) are not participating in the THE ranking since the year 

2020. It could not be possible to analyze the effectiveness of the New Policy in absence 

of THE Ranking data for these three IoEs. Further, Academic Ranking for World 

Universities (ARWU) gives more weight age to the universities that has Nobel Laureates 

(20 %), fields’ medalist (10 percent) and paper published in nature and science (20 %). 

That’s the reason why no university of India is getting individual ranking in ARWU. As 
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per the latest data released by ARWU for the year 2021, only IISc Bangalore got a rank 

in a band of 401 – 500. IIT Delhi was ranked in a band of 701- 800 whereas IIT Bombay 

was not even listed in the ARWU Ranking for top 10 Indian institute in 2021. It would 

not be possible to analyze the effectiveness of New Policy of IoE where there is no 

individual ranking of the universities. Therefore, in view of the above, the present study 

adopts QS Ranking for analyzing the effectiveness of the new policy. 

 

5.4.1.   Performance of India’s Universities in Global Ranking: 

 

With respect to the outcomes and effects, firstly as indicated in Figure below, 

there has been a quick fall of Indian universities at the QS Ranking since 2020. The total 

number of Indian universities which were listed among top 500 in 2019 was nine, has 

now decreased to eight in 2021 and 2022 (Figure-11) of which one of the most 

noticeable change is that the number of Indian universities in top 500 QS Ranking has 

been surprisingly decreased after the selection /declaration of institutions for becoming 

global universities under the new regime of policy change in 2017. Further, all the 

institutions figured among the top 500 QS global ranking during 2019 – 2021 were public 

institutions.  
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Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

In QS ranking, the years 2019 denotes for 2018-19, 2020 for 2019-20 and so on.  

 

 

Figure- 12 shows that there was not only a decrease of numbers of universities 

among top 500, but also the growth in the numbers of Indian universities which were 

listed among top 301-400 and 401-500 were also decreased. While the growth in the 

numbers of Indian universities which were listed among top 151-200 and 201-300 were 

more or less constant, however, there was no university listed among top 100 and 101-

150 in the period of 2019 to 2022. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9 9

8 8

2019 2020 2021 2022

Year

Figure-11: Changing Ranking of Indian Universities

among top 500 QS Ranking (2019-2022)

Universities (in number)

https://www.topuniversities.com/
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5.4.2.   Comparison of the global rankings of the three public IoEs: 

 

The New policy of IoEs was introduced in 2017. However, the three public 

institutions viz. IIT, Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc, Bangalore were declared as IoEs in 

2018 at the time of which the QS rankings 2019 (2018-19) was available. Therefore, the 

reference year for the introduction of New (IoE) Policy, 2017 is treated as 2019. The 

attempts are made to analyze the effectiveness of the new policy 2017 by comparing the 

global rankings of these three public IoEs before and after 2019. 

 

 

 

Year 1-100 101-150 151-200 201-300 301-400 401-500

Series4 2022 3 3 2

Series3 2021 3 1 3 1

Series2 2020 3 3 1 2

Series1 2019 3 3 1 2

2019 3 3
1

2

2020 3
3

1

22021 3 1

3

12022 3 3 2

Source:QS Ranking at www.topuniversities.com

Figure- 12 : Indian Universities among 1-500 QS Ranking 

(2019-2022)

Series4

Series3

Series2

Series1
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IIT Delhi: 

 

IIT Delhi was declared as IoEs in 2018. At the time of declaration, it stood at 

172nd position in QS global ranking of 2019. However, its rank fell down to 182 in the 

year 2020 and 193 in 2021. In this period of two years of 2020 and 2021, the institute’s 

rank slipped by 21 position. Further, if we compare last three years data (2020 to 2022) 

with the data of 2019, it is found that the rank of the institute in the QS ranking table 

slipped by 13 position from 2019 to 2022 (Figure-13). 

  

 

Source: Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

Further, when compared the  three years average rank held by the institute before 

and after its declaration as IoE, it is found that the average rank held by the institute in 

2016 to 2018 was 179 whereas the average rank held by the institute in 2020 to 2022 was 
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Figure-13: Performance of IIT Delhi in QS Ranking
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187. It is evident from the above graph that the rank secured by the institute before it was 

declared as IoE was much better than the rank secured by it after its declaration as IoE. 

 

 IIT, Bombay: 

 

IIT Bombay was declared as IoEs in 2018. At the time of declaration, it stood at 

162nd rank in QS global ranking of 2019. Then, its ranking though improved to 152nd 

rank in 2020, it however fell down to 172nd and 177th rank in the year 2021 and 2022 

respectively. In this period of two years of 2020 to 2022, the institute’s rank slipped by 

27 position. If we compare last three years data (2020 to 2022) with the data of 2019, it is 

found that the rank of the institute in the QS ranking table slipped by 15 position from 

2019 to 2022 (Figure-14). 

  

 

 

Source: Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 
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Figure-14: Performance of IIT Bombay in QS Ranking
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Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore: 

Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore was declared as IoEs in 2018. At the 

time of declaration, it stood at 170th rank in QS global ranking of 2019. However, after 

that, its ranking continuously fell down for the years 2020, 2021 and 2022. From 170th 

rank in 2019, it fell down to 184th rank in 2020, 185th rank in 2021 and 186th rank in 

2022. If we compare last three years data (2020 to 2022) with the data of 2019, it is found 

that the rank of the institute in the QS ranking table slipped by 16 position from 2019 to 

2022 (Figure-15). 

 

 

Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

Further, if we compare the three years average rank held by the institute before 

and after its declaration as IoE, it is found that the average rank held by the institute in 

2016 to 2018 was 163 whereas the average rank held by the institute in 2020 to 2022 was 
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185. It is evident from the above graph that the rank secured by the institute before it was 

declared as IoE was much better than the rank secured by it after its declaration as IoE. 

 

 The comparative performance of these three public IoEs in QS rankings is given 

at Figure-16. From the graph below, it is evident that the rank secured (in 2019) by the all 

three IoEs when they were declared as IoE was much better than the rank secured 

(between 2020 to 2022)  by them after their declaration as IoEs.  

 

Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

5.4.3. Performance of the Institutions in term of Overall score in QS 

Ranking: 

 

It is observed from the Table -5 and Figure-17 that post to their declaration as IoE in 

2018, these three IoEs ( IIT Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc Bangalore) have not only failed 

in term of ranking but also failed in term of improving their overall scores in the QS 
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Ranking league table as well.  While the overall score of the IIT Delhi at the time of 

declaration as IoE was 46.6 in 2019. It however decreased to 45.9 in 2022. Similarly, the 

overall score of IIT Bombay which was 48.2 in 2019 decreased to 46.4 in 2022. The 

overall score of IISc, Bangalore decreased from 47.1 in 2019 to 45.7 in 2022. It is further 

observed that before these three institutes were declared as IoE, their overall score in QS 

Ranking table 2018 were 50.7 (for IIT Delhi), 49.7 (IIT Bombay) and 49 (IISc 

Bangalore). However, even  after the three years of their declaration as IoE, the overall 

score of all of these three institutes in none of the year 2020, 2021 and 2022 could able to 

surpass  the overall score achieved by these institutes in 2018. 

 

Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

Table-5:  Performance of Three IoEs on QS Overall (2018-2022) 

Year IIT, Delhi IIT, Bombay IISc, Bangalore 

2018 50.7 49.7 49 

2019 46.6 48.2 47.1 

2020 46.2 49.4 45.9 

2021 43.9 46.0 44.9 

2022 45.9 46.4 45.7 

Note: The Score achieved by the institute is out of 100. 

https://www.topuniversities.com/
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Source: QS ranking, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

From the above analysis, it is evident that the new IoE policy for building world 

class universities seems to be least effective since the institutes which were declared as 

IoE for becoming world class universities have failed to improve in their ranking as well 

as in overall score in the global ranking league table thus far. 
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Chapter- 6 

Benchmarking Higher Education Institutions in India 

 

6.1. Introduction: 

The concept of quality in higher education has been drawing the attention of all 

the interested parties in this particular sector during the last few decades. Since quality 

improvement has been one of the most important features of higher education institutions, 

it is of equal importance to understand the role of benchmarking as a means to 

continually improving and staying competitive. Universities around the world embrace 

the concept of benchmarking and develop transformational methods and practices to 

improve their organizations. 

In this Chapter, attempts are made to find out where the Indian institutions (three 

IoEs) stand with reference to the best institutions in that category so that it can improve 

its performance and grading to reach the global standard. The comparison has been done 

based on the overall as well as six indicators of QS Ranking. 

6.2. Performance of IoEs on Overall and Various Indicators of QS 

Ranking 2022  

The QS world university ranking (QS Top universities 2022) has the following six 

indictors with different weightings: 
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 (i) Academic Reputation (40%): Based on a global survey of academics, 

who are asked to identify the leading institutions in their field. 

 (ii) Employer Reputation (10%): Based on a global survey of graduate 

employers, who are asked to identify the institutions producing the best graduates in their 

sector. 

(iii) Faculty- Student Ratio (20%): An indication of commitment to high-

quality teaching and support 

(iv) Citation for Faculty (20%): This is normalized by subject area, and 

reflects the impact of an institution’s research 

(v) International faculty Ratio (5%): A measure of an institution’s success in 

attracting faculty from overseas. 

(vi) International Student Ratio (5%): A measure of an institution’s success 

in attracting students from overseas. 

 

The first two indictors are based on opinion surveys the data of which is 

understandably fallible as social measures. The remaining four indicators are based on 

actual counting and are most trusted. While Citation per Faculty Member is a bona fide 

academic indicator, Faculty- student Ratio is used as a proxy measure of teaching quality 

although it is an administrative measure. The faculty student ratio indicator measures the 

learning and teaching environment of the university. This is a simple measure, dividing 

the number of students by the number of faculty staff. The more academic staff that are 

available per student, the more we may assume that an institution has adequately funded 

and resourced their teaching commitments. If the first, third, and fourth indicators were 
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taken to be academic indicators, QS ranking then has assigned 80 % of the overall score 

for academic excellence. 

The three IoEs (IIT, Bombay, IIT, Delhi and IISc, Bangalore) stood at 177th, 

185th, and 186th in QS Ranking 2022 respectively. Their performance on Overall and 

indicators is given in the Figure-18. In the QS Ranking 2022, though there is no 

significant difference in their score on Overalls, however, their scores differ at the 

indicators level. 

 In Academic Reputation and Employer Reputation indicators, IIT Bombay did 

well followed by IIT Delhi and IISc Bangalore. While it scored highest points of 51.3 in 

Academic Reputation and 79.6 points in Employer Reputation, IIT Delhi scored 45.8 and 

70.8 points in these two indicators respectively. IISc Bangalore however scored lowest 

points of 34.2 and 19.2 in these two indicators. In Citation indicator, the IISc Bangalore 

did extremely well and got maximum score of 100 while IIT Delhi scored 70 points on 

this indicator. However, IIT Bombay got only 55.5 points on the Citation indicator. 
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Note: Acad Rep: Academic Reputation, Emp Rep: Employer Reputation, F/S: Faculty Students 

Ratio, Int Faculty Ratio: International Faculty Ratio and Int St ratio: International Students 

ratio. Source: https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

In Faculty Student ratio indicator, IISc Bangalore did well compared to other two 

IoEs. While it got 48.8 points on this indicator, however, other two IoEs i.e. IIT, Delhi 

and Bombay got more or less same points of 30.9 and 32.5 respectively. 

In International Faulty ratio and International Students ratio indicators, all three 

IoEs got very low points between one and two. 
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6.3. Comparison of IoEs and Select Top Universities on Overall and 

Various Indicators of QS Ranking 2022 

 

In the foregoing section, the performance of three IoEs in term of Ranking, 

Overall and various indicators of QS Ranking 2022 was explained in details. The main 

objective of the New Policy of IoE is to bring the selected IoEs within 100 rank overtime. 

Therefore, it is necessary to know how these three IoEs are doing in term of performance 

vis-à-vis the top universities within 100 ranks. Attempt is made to find out where the 

Indian institutions (IoEs) stand with reference to the best institutions in that category so 

that it can improve its performance and grading.  

Table-6 shows the overall and rankings of three IoEs (IIT, Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc, 

Bangalore) vis-à-vis top three (1 to 3) universities and the universities placed at 48 to 50th 

ranks and 98 to 100th rank in QS global university ranking, 2022.  

The three IoEs (IIT, Bombay, IIT, Delhi, and IISc, Bangalore), with their Overall scores 

of 46.4, 45.9 and 45.7, stood at  177th,  185th  and 186th in QS Ranking 2022 respectively. 

In QS ranking 2022, though IIT Bombay stood eight positions ahead of IIT Delhi and 

nine positions ahead of IISc Bangalore, however, there was no much difference in their 

overall score. The difference varies between 0.5 to 0.7 points only. QS Ranking, like 

other university ranking system, has capitalized on spurious precision and creates an 

erroneous impression of being highly precise (Soh 2013). Due to such spurious precision, 

the miniscule difference has no substantive or practical significance. The fact is, for the 

top 200 universities, 96% of them differ by 1.0 or less on Overall from their immediately 
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higher or lower university.  The miniscule difference of 0.5 to 0.7 between these three 

IoEs is best ignored and, in spite of seeming differences, they should be therefore seen as 

on par. Similarly, between the universities within the Category A, B and C institutions, 

there is miniscule difference in their overalls. Therefore, their minuscule difference is 

best ignored and the universities within the same category should be treated as on par. 

The Table-6 further shows that for any university to be placed in top one to three ranks in 

QS Ranking, its minimum score should be at least 99.4 on Overall. For getting place in 

48 to 50th rank and 98 to 100th ranks, any university should have at least 75.8 and 59.9 

score on Overall respectively. However, the mean score of the three IoEs (IIT, Delhi, IIT, 

Bombay and IISc, Bangalore) on Overall was 46.0 and they stood at 185th, 177th and 

186th in QS Ranking 2022 respectively. The mean overall score of the three IoEs 

(Category D) was lowered by a larger difference of 53.4 points from the top one to three 

universities (Category A) and 29.8 points from 48 to 50th ranked (Category B) whereas it 

was lowered by 13.9 points from 98 to 100th ranked (Category C) universities. It is 

evident that the three IoEs (Category D), the top one to three universities (Category A) , 

48 to 50th ranked (Category B) and 98 to 100th ranked (Category C) universities span over 

a very wide range in overall score. This wide variation in overall score indicates that the 

three IoEs need to improve very significantly in term of various indicators of QS Ranking 

if they wish to enter into the top 100 university league in the Ranking table. They need to 

increase at least 14 points on their overall for entering into the 100 ranks bracket and at 

least 30 points on their overall for entering into the 50 ranks bracket. 
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Table-6:   Performance of Institutions in QS Ranking 2022 

Category Institutions/Universities Rank in QS 

Ranking 

Overall 

Score 

Mean 

Score  

Mean Difference 

( From Category D) 

 

A 

Massachusetts(MIT),USA* 1 100  

99.4 

 

53.4 University of Oxford 2 99.5 

Stanford,USA* 3 98.7 

 

 

B 

University of California 48 76.1  

75.8 

 

29.8 London School of Economics 49 75.8 

Shanghai Jiao Tong  50 75.6 

 

 

C 

University of Science and Technology 

of China 

98 60.1  

 

59.9 

 

13.9 

Technical University of Denmark 99 59.9 

University of North Carolina 100 59.6 

 

 

D 

Indian Institute of Technology, Delhi 185 45.9  

 

46.0 

 

 

0 

Indian Institute of Technology, 

Bombay 

177 46.4 

Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore 186 45.7 

Note: Category A is the top three institutes in QS Ranking 2022 

Category B is the group of institutes placed at 48th, 49th and 50th Ranks respectively in QS ranking 2022. 

Category C is the group of institutes placed at 98th, 99th and 100th rank respectively in QS ranking 2022 

Category D is the group of three public institutes of India which are declared as IoE. Out of these three IoEs, IIT Delhi 

and IISc, Bangalore are at 185th and 186th ranks respectively where as IIT Bombay is at 177 ranks. Since there is no much 

difference between overall score of IIT  Bombay and other two IoEs, therefore, all three IoEs are categorized in same 

group D 

*Massachusetts(MIT),USA and Stanford,USA* are Private Universities. Except these two, all are public universities. 

Source : QS ranking, Website: https://www.topuniversities.com/ 
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 (i)  Comparison between Three IoEs and Top Three Universities in QS 

Ranking: 

When the three IoEs (IIT Bombay, ITT Delhi and IISc Bangalore) are compared 

with top three (1 to 3) universities on QS Overalls and indicators, it is found (Table -7 ) 

that QS Ranking yield a higher average Overall for top three (1 to 3) universities than 

three IoEs with a huge difference of 53.4 points and corresponding standardized mean 

difference (SMD) of 80.7.  

Table-7:  Comparison of three IoEs and top 1 to 3 universities on QS 

overall and indicators (2022) 

Indicators in QS Ranking Three IoE 

Institutes 

N=3 

Top 1 to 3 universities 

in QS Ranking.               

N=3 

Mean 

Difference 

Standardized 

Mean 

Difference 

Overall 46.0 99.4 -53.4 -80.7 

Academic Reputation 43.8 100 -56.2 -7.3 

Employee Reputation 56.5 100 -43.5 -1.5 

Faculty Student Ratio 37.4 100 -62.6 -7.2 

Citations 75.2 98.6 -23.5 -1.2 

International Faculty Ratio 1.3 99.8 -98.5 -364.6 

International Student Ratio 1.7 85.6 -83.9 -5.7 

Standardized Mean Difference (SMD) was calculated as (Mean of Three IoE Institutes – Mean of Top 1 to 3 

universities)/Pooled Standard Deviation and then adjusted by Hedges’ correction. The obtained SMD was 

then evaluated for magnitude by Cohen’s (1988) Criteria. 

Source : QS ranking, Website: https://www.topuniversities.com/ 
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 This higher Mean difference (MD) and Standardized Mean difference (SMD) in 

favour of the top three (1 to 3) universities indicates that they outperformed the three IoEs 

on Overall score very significantly. The higher the Mean Difference (MD) and SMD 

between the scores of two, higher is the gap in their performance.   

Apart from this, the top three (1 to 3) QS Ranking universities had a very high 

mean difference and SMD on all the six indicators of QS Ranking compared to the three 

IoEs (Table-7 ). While on Academic Reputation and Employee Reputation indicators the 

mean difference between the top three (1 to 3) QS Ranking universities and IoEs were 

very high at 56.2 and 43.5 respectively, the mean difference between these two groups of 

universities on Faculty-students Ratio, Citation, International Faculty Ratio and 

International Student Ratio were also very high at 62.6, 23.5, 98.5 and 83.9 respectively. 

Therefore, it is evident that the three IoEs are far behind from the top three global 

universities in term of performance on the six indicators of QS ranking. 

(ii) Comparison between Three IoEs and 48 to 50th ranked Universities in QS 

Ranking: 

  Table-8 shows that QS Ranking yield a very higher average Overall for category 

B (48th to 50 ranked) universities than category D (three IoEs) with a difference of 29.8 

points and corresponding standardized mean difference (SMD) of 76.8. At indicators 

level, there was a very large mean difference and SMD for all indicators of QS Ranking 

in favour of Group B universities than (Group D) except Citation indicator. In Citation 

indicator, the category B (48th to 50 ranked) universities have a slight edge over the 

category D (three IoEs) universities with their mead difference of 12.1 and SMD of 0.6. 
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Though the mean difference (12.1) was in favour of the category B (48th to 50 ranked) 

universities, however, the corresponding moderate SMD of 0.6 (0.8 above, the 

impact/edge is high).  

 

 

Table-8:  Comparison of three IoE institutes and 48 - 50 ranked 

universities on QS overall and indicators (2022) 

Indicators in QS Ranking Three IoE 

Institutes 

N=3 

48-50 ranked 

universities in 

QS Ranking.  

N=3 

Mean 

Difference 

Standardized 

Mean 

Difference 

Overall 46.0 75.8 -29.8 -76.8 

Academic Reputation 43.8 82.3 -38.5 -3.4 

Employee Reputation 56.5 82.3 -25.8 -0.8 

Faculty Student Ratio 37.4 54.3 -16.9 -1.4 

Citations 75.2 87.3 -12.1 -0.6 

International Faculty Ratio 1.3 54.7 -53.4 -1.5 

International Student Ratio 1.7 66.0 -64.3 -2.3 

Standardized Mean Difference (SMD) was calculated as (Mean of Three IoE Institutes – Mean of 48th to 

50th ranked universities)/Pooled Standard Deviation  and then adjusted by Hedges’ correction. The 

obtained SMD was then evaluated for magnitude by Cohen’s (1988) Criteria 

Source : QS ranking, Website: https://www.topuniversities.com/ 
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In this regard, one important point to note that although the Table-8  shows that 

the Group B universities were very stronger than Group D universities in term of all 

indicators of QS Ranking (except Citation indicator where it had slight edge over three 

IoEs), the advantage in favour of Group B universities on Academic Reputation and 

Employee Reputation measures could be ignored since these two measures are based on 

social surveys for which the data is highly fallible, the difference may not be taken too 

seriously. However, the advantage in favour of Group B universities on remaining three 

parameters (Faculty Student Ratio, International Faculty Ratio, and International Student 

Ratio) may be taken very seriously. For example, on International Faculty Ratio (mean 

difference of 53.4, SMD of 1.5) International Student Ratio (mean difference of 64.3, 

SMD of 2.3) measures, Group B universities were very stronger than Group D 

universities. On Faculty -Student Ratio too, Group B universities were very stronger than 

Group D universities with larger mean difference of 16.9 and SMD of 1.4. 

(iii)  Comparison between Three IoEs and 98 to 100th ranked Universities in 

QS Ranking: 

Unlike the previous comparison where Group A (1 to 3rd ranked) and B (48 to 50th 

ranked) universities had dominated Category D (Three IoEs) universities very 

substantially on Overall as well as all six  indicators, the Category D (IoEs), here, when 

compared with Category C (98 to 100th Ranked) universities, had some advantage on 

certain indicators.  

  Table-9  shows that QS Ranking yield a very higher average Overall for category 

C (98th to 100th ranked) universities than category D (three IoEs) with a difference of 
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13.9 points and corresponding standardized mean difference (SMD) of 35.7. However, at 

indicators level- On Employee Reputation measure, the Group D (IoEs) was very 

stronger than Group C (98 to 100 ranked) universities with mean difference of 26 and 

stronger SMD of 0.8. On Academic Reputation measure, though Group C universities 

was ahead of Group D University with mean difference of 6.5, however such advantage 

was meaningless since its corresponding SMD of 0.4 was a trivial one. On Citation 

indicator, both Category D and C universities were at par with a very trivial mean 

difference and SMD of 1.1 and zero respectively.  

Table-9: Comparison of three IoE institutes and 98-100 ranked 

universities on QS overall and indicators (2022) 

Indicators in QS Ranking Three IoE 

Institutes 

N=3 

98-100 ranked 

universities in QS 

Ranking.  N=3 

Mean 

Difference 

Standardized 

Mean 

Difference 

Overall 46.0 59.9 -13.9 -35.7 

Academic Reputation 43.8 50.3 -6.5 -0.4 

Employee Reputation 56.5 30.5 26.0 0.8 

Faculty Student Ratio 37.4 88.2 -50.8 -4.0 

Citations 75.2 76.3 -1.1 0.0 

International Faculty Ratio 1.3 40.1 -38.8 -0.8 

International Student Ratio 1.7 31.4 -29.7 -0.9 

Standardized Mean Difference (SMD) was calculated as (Mean of Three IoE Institutes – Mean of 98-100 

ranked universities)/Pooled Standard Deviation and then adjusted by Hedges’ correction. The obtained SMD 

was then evaluated for magnitude by Cohen’s (1988) Criteria 

Source : QS ranking, Website: https://www.topuniversities.com/ 
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However, the Group C (98 to 100th ranked) universities had done extremely well 

on the Faculty Student Ratio, International Faculty Ratio and International Student Ratio 

indicators compared to Category D (IoEs) universities. On Faculty Student ratio 

indicator, the Group C universities were very stronger than Group D with larger mean 

difference and SMD of 50.8 and 4 respectively. Similarly on International Faculty Ratio 

indicator, Group C universities were very stronger than Group D universities with a 

larger mean difference of 38.8 and stronger SMD of 0.8. On International Student Ratio 

indicator too, Group C universities had greater advantage than Group D universities with 

a larger mean difference of 29.7 and greater SMD of 0.9. 

In view of the above, it may be concluded that though on academic reputation and 

citation indicators, Group  C (98 to 100 th ranked) universities were at par with Group D 

(IoEs) universities and on Employee Reputation indicator, they were far behind the  

Group D universities, however they did extremely well on Overall front and  get rank 

within the 100 ranks due to their heavy scores on Faculty Student Ratio, International 

Faculty Ratio and International Student Ratio indicators compared to the Group D 

universities. Therefore, it may be concluded that universities in India lack way behind on 

these parameters being considered for global ranking. For breaking into the 100 ranking 

in the league table, the three IoEs need to improve on these three parameters 

substantially. 

Table-10 shows that as per the QS Ranking 2022, the university at 98th rank had 

international student share of 5.7 per cent while, the university at 100th rank had 8.3 per 

cent. If it is seen further towards a little upper stage in ranking table, it can be seen that 

the universities at 50th rank had the international student share of 16.4 per cent.  However, 
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the three IoEs (IIT Bombay, IIT Delhi and IISc Bangalore) had very negligible 

international student share of 1.0, 1.1 and 0.1 percent in 2021-22. The universities in 

India (IoEs) need to maintain a share of international students in their total students in 

between 5.7 to 8.3 percent for getting a place within the 100 ranks of the QS Ranking. 

Table-11 shows that in case of three IoEs, the share of international faculties in 

their total faculties was also very low. While 98th and 100th ranked universities had a 

share of international faculty of 11.3 and 13.2 respectively, however the three IoEs (IIT 

Bombay, IIT Delhi and IISc Bangalore) had a very low share of 1.2, 2.7 and 1.3 percents 

respectively. Therefore, for entering into the 100 ranks in the league table, the Indian 

universities (IoEs) need to maintain a higher share of international faculty between 11.3 

and 13.2 per cents.   

 

Table -10:  Number of Students in Select universities in QS Ranking 2022 

Name of University Rank  Total 

Students 

International 

Students (%) 

Domestic 

Students (%) 

University of California 48 37787 22.7 77.3 

London School of Economics 49 11309 73.2 26.8 

Shanghai Jiao Tong, China 50 38740 16.4 83.6 

 

University of Science and Technology of 

China 

98 17922 5.7 94.3 

Technical University of Denmark 99 9322 26.8 73.2 

University of North Carolina 100 33031 8.3 91.7 

IoEs 
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IIT Bombay 177 11097 1.0 99.0 

IIT Delhi 185 9064 1.1 98.9 

IISc Bangalore 186 4164 0.1 99.9 

Source: QS Ranking 2022, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

 

Table-11: Number of Faculties  in Select Universities in QS Ranking 2022 

Name of University Rank  Total 

Faculty 

International 

Faculty (%) 

Domestic 

Faculty (%) 

University of California 48 4545 21.4 78.6 

London School of Economics 49 1172 63.1 36.9 

Shanghai Jiao Tong, China 50 4386 11.2 88.8 

     

University of Science and Technology 

of China 

98 2708 11.3 88.7 

Technical University of Denmark 99 2219 50.7 49.3 

University of North Carolina 100 4646 13.2 86.8 

IoEs 

IIT Bombay 177 843 1.2 98.8 

IIT Delhi 185 1015 2.7 97.3 

IISc Bangalore 186 446 1.3 98.7 

Source: QS Ranking 2022, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 

 

Though these two parameters i.e. International faculty ratio and International 

students’ ratio are given smaller weightage of 5 per cent in QS Ranking, it is necessary to 

perform better on these two parameters especially when IoEs are performing at par with 



Page 73 of 90 
 

98th to 100 ranked universities on the important parameters like academic reputation and 

citation. 

Furthermore, for breaking into the 100 ranks in the league table, the Indian 

universities (IoEs) need to do better in term Student-faculty ratio. Table-12 shows that the 

student-faculty ratio in case of IIT Bombay and Delhi are 11 whereas in case of IISc 

Bangalore, it is 9. However, in case of universities at 98 and 100th ranks, it is 7. 

Therefore, there is a need to improve it further to a level of a ratio 7.  

 

Table-12: Student-faculty ratio in Select Universities in QS Ranking 2022 

Name of University Rank Student-Faculty Ratio 

University of California 48 8 

London School of Economics 49 10 

Shanghai Jiao Tong, China 50 9 

 

University of Science and Technology of China 98 7 

Technical University of Denmark 99 4 

University of North Carolina 100 7 

IoEs 

IIT Bombay 177 11 

IIT Delhi 185 11 

IISc Bangalore 186 9 

Source: QS Ranking 2022, https://www.topuniversities.com/ 
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Chapter-7  

Findings and  Conclusion 

 

In this study, attempts were made to (i) analyze the growth of higher education in 

India;(ii) provide the overview of the New (IoE) policy,2017 of  the Government of India 

for setting up world class teaching and research institutions;(iii) Analyze the effectiveness 

of this new policy, 2017 of the Government on the Indian public higher education institutions in 

the context of global ranking competition and (iv) Explore how the Indian public higher 

education institutions can be benchmarked against different indicators of the top global 

universities for becoming world-class institutions. 

 

Followings are the major findings of the study: 

 

7.1.    Growth of higher education in India: 

 

(i)  Over the period of 69 years (1950-51 to 2019-20), while the number of 

universities grew at a compound growth rate of 5.4% and the number of colleges 

grew at a compound growth rate of 6.4%, the total student enrollments in higher 

education in India has increased by 7.9 % with an increase in students enrollments 

from 0.2 million in 1950-51 to 38.5 million in 2019-20.  
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(ii)  The higher education system in India has grown very significantly after the 

year 2000 in terms of the number of institutions and students enrollment. 

However, there is a mismatch in growth in institutions and the growth in demand 

for higher education.  While the number of universities grew from 260 in 2001-02 

to 1043 in 2019-20 at a compound growth rate of 8.0% and the number of 

colleges grew from 11146 in 2001-02 to 42343 in 2019-20 at a compound growth 

rate of 7.7% , in the same period of time, the total student enrollments in higher 

education in India has increased from 8.8 million in 2001-02 to 38.5 million in 

2019-20 at a compound annual growth rate of 8.6%.  

 

(iii)  Further, the total student enrollments in higher education are expected to 

increase from 38.5 million in 2020 to 58 million in 2035 and 64.3 million in 2040 

thereby adding about 51% and 67% more students by 2035 and 2040 respectively. 

This expected high demand for higher education in future would put huge 

pressure on the higher education infrastructure of the country. 

 

 (iv)   While, the male enrollments in higher education grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 2.6% during this period of 2011 to 2020, the female enrollment 

was however grew impressively at a compound annual growth rate of 6.0% in the 

same period of time. It is expected that while the number of male student 

enrollments would increase by 37% and 49 % in 2035 and 2040 respectively from 

the year 2020, whereas the female student enrollments are expected to increase by 

65% and 86% in 2035 and 2040 respectively.  

(v)    While the share of male in the total enrollment in higher education decreased 

from 58% in 2011 to 51% in 2020, the share of the female in the total enrollment 
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however increased from 42% in 2011 to 49% in 2020. If the same trend continues, 

then it is expected that the share of female in the total enrollment will be more 

than the share of male in total enrollment by 2025. The female and male share in 

total enrollment will be 51% and 49% respectively in 2025. Thereafter, the share 

of female enrollment would continue to be more than male enrollment. The share 

of female and male would be 54% and 46% in 2035 respectively and 55% and 

45% in 2040 respectively. 

 With this change, it seems that the female students would now play a 

critical role in shaping the growth and structure of higher education sector of India 

in coming years. Accordingly, India need to fine-tune its higher education system 

by developing targeted policies and programs to address the needs of women in 

higher education and to implement reforms that will genuinely empower women 

for their full and effective participation in higher education and nation building.  

 

(vi)   India’s GER (5.9 %) was ahead that of China (3.0 %) in 1990. When India 

entered into the stage of massification in 2008 with 15.5 % GER, the GER of 

China was little more (at 20.7 Per cent) than that of India. However, thereafter, 

China has out spaced India in term of GER in higher education. Within period of 

12 years from 2008 to 2020, China has entered into the stage of 

“Universalization” with registering a huge jump in its GER from 20.7 %  in 2008 

to 58.4 % in 2020. However, India has remained in the stage of “massification” 

during the same period of time with the increase in the ratio from 15.5 % in 2008 

to 29.4 % in 2020. It is expected that in next twenty years (2020- 2040) the GER 
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of China would grow from 58.4 % in 2020 to 89.8 % in 2040 whereas the GER in 

case of India would increase from 29.4 % in 2020 to 45.4 % in 2040. From the 

projection it seems that India could not entire into the stage of “Universilasation” 

even in 2040. 

 

(vi)     India is in the stage of “Massification” since last twelve years and it would 

remain in this stage for at least next 20 years before it enters into the stage of 

“Universalization”. According to Martin Trow (2006), the function of higher 

education in a ‘mass system’ is the transmission of skills and the preparation of 

the population for broader range of technical and economic elite roles whereas the 

function of higher education in a ‘universal system’ is about the adaption of whole 

population to social and technological change. There is now a dual challenge for 

India not only to increase the gross enrollment ratio rapidly but also to ensure 

quality education and providing of professional and technical skills to most of the 

students at the same time.  

 

(vii)   Furthermore, the Study revealed that the expansion in higher education in 

India is presently driven by the private sector. The shares of private colleges and 

universities have been constantly increased in term of numbers as well as 

students’ enrollments over the period of time. This rapidly increasing trend of 

private sectors though is a boon for the higher education sector in India; it would 

however become difficult to ensure quality education in absence of a high-quality 

enabling regulatory environment. 
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(viii)    Another important finding is that in India the student enrollments at Ph. D 

and Post Graduate Levels are constantly remained very low. While the average 

student enrollments in Post Graduation and Ph. D were estimated at 4 and 0.16 

million respectively during the last five years (2015-16 to 2019-20), the average 

student enrollments in Under Graduate level was estimated at 29 million during 

same period of time.  Though, the enrollments in Ph. D degree grew at an annual 

compound annual growth rate of 12.5 % over the last five year (2015-16 to 2019-

20), the enrollments in Post Graduate degree grew at a modest annual compound 

growth rate of 2.8 % whereas the growth of students’ enrollment in M.Phil grew 

at a negative annual compound growth rate of (-) 14.4 % over the same period of 

five years. The students’ enrollment in Ph. D degree could not be increased 

substantially without a good growth in students enrollments in Post Graduations/ 

M.Phil degree levels as these two degrees are essential for enrollments in Ph. D 

research degree in India. 

Since there is now a provision to scrap the M.Phil. programme under  New 

Education Policy(NEP), 2020, therefore, focus should be given to increase the 

student enrollments in Master Programme significantly by developing targeted 

policies and programs to address the recent issues of decreasing popularity of this 

programme. Though, there is a provision in NEP, 2020 that a student with 4-year 

Bachelor’s degree with Research can also undertake a Ph.D., it however cannot 

help much in improving the Ph. D research in India without any targeted policies 

and strategy since at recent times Indian degree programs are mostly three years 

in length. 
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7.2. Effectiveness of the New (IoE) policy, 2017 on the Indian public 

higher education institutions: 

 

Government of India has introduced New (IoE) Policy 2017 to promote a few 

good universities to compete with world best universities.  As per the New Policy, these 

institutions will be permitted, inter alia, to admit 30 per cent of international students 

with no restrictions levied on the fee charged from them, and hire foreign faculty to the 

tune of 25 per cent out of the total faculty. They can enter into academic collaborations 

with the top 500 global universities without requiring UGC approval which can 

revolutionize the higher education sector and build a stronger foundation for a knowledge 

economy. They will also enjoy full flexibility in bringing the evolution in the curricula 

and syllabi. In addition, Public institutions will get the assistance of up to ₹1000 crore 

over five years. ‘Institution of Eminence’ tag frees universities from government 

interference mostly. The objective is to enable the IoE declared institutions to break into 

the world’s top 100 universities. 

As of now, eight (08) institutions in public category and three (03) institutions in 

private category have been declared as institutions of Eminence (IoEs) Eminence’.  In 

public category, while three (03) institutions [Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Delhi, 

Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Bombay and Indian Institute of Science (IISc), 

Bangalore] were declared as IoEs in 2018, the other five (05) institutions [Indian Institute 

of Technology (IIT), Madras, Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Kharagpur, University 

of Hyderabad, Banaras Hindu University,   and University of Delhi] were declared much 

latter in 2020. In case of private category, so far only three (03) institutions [Manipal 
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Academy of Higher Education, Karnataka, Birla Institute of Technology, Rajasthan and 

O.P. Jindal Global University, Haryana] are declared as IoEs in 2021. Therefore, those 

institutions which have been declared as IoEs in 2020 and 2021 respectively were not 

considered for the study since they have not even spent one year under the new regime of 

policy changes.  Therefore, to understand the   effectiveness of the new policy on Indian 

Higher Education Institutions (IoEs) in the context of global ranking competition, the 

study only focused on three public institutions (IIT, Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc, 

Bangalore) which were declared as IoEs in 2018 and have spent considerable time period 

of three years under the new regime of policy changes. 

By analyzing time series data of QS Ranking, the Study found that the New IoE 

policy for building world class universities seems to be least effective since the three 

public institutes (IIT, Delhi, IIT, Bombay and IISc, Bangalore) which were declared as 

IoEs for becoming world class universities have failed to improve in their ranking as well 

as in overall score in the global ranking league table thus far. 

 

It is found that post to their declaration as IoE in 2018, the three IoEs (IIT Delhi, 

IIT, Bombay and IISc Bangalore) have not only failed in term of ranking but also failed 

in term of improving their overall scores in the QS Ranking league table as well. Even  

after the three years of their declaration as IoE, the overall score of all of these three 

institutes in none of the year 2020, 2021 and 2022 could able to surpass  the overall score 

achieved by these institutes in 2018, the preceding year of their declaration as IoEs. 
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7.3. Benchmarking Higher Education Institution (IoEs) in India 

 

The main objective of the New Policy of IoE is to bring the selected IoEs within 

100 rank overtime. Therefore, it is necessary to know how these three IoEs are doing in 

term of performance vis-à-vis the top universities within 100 ranks. Attempt is made to 

find out where the Indian institutions (IoEs) stand with reference to the best institutions in 

that category so that it can improve its performance and grading. 

 

The Study examined the performance of these three IoEs (IIT Delhi, IIT, Bombay 

and IISc Bangalore) vis-à-vis the top (1 to 3) three universities, 48 to 50th ranked and 98 

to 100th ranked universities in QS ranking 2022 on the on the Overall as well as the 

following six indictors of QS Ranking: (i) Academic Reputation;  (ii) Employer 

Reputation; (iii) Faculty- Student Ratio; (iv) Citation for Faculty; (v) International faculty 

Ratio; and (vi) International Student Ratio. 

 

Although, the performance of IoEs have been  compared to the top (1 to 3) three 

universities, 48 to 50th ranked and 98 to 100th ranked universities in QS ranking 2022, 

however, the more focus has been given to their comparison with  98 to 100th ranked 

universities since the objective of the New (IoE) policy is to enable the IoE institutes to 

break into the world’s top 100 universities. Therefore bottom three universities in top 

hundred universities are given more importance. 

 The Study found that although on academic reputation and citation indicators, the 

group of 98 to 100 th ranked universities in QS Ranking were at par with the group of 

three IoEs and on Employer Reputation indicator, they were far behind the  group of 

IoEs, however they did extremely well on Overall front and  got rank within the 100 
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ranks due to their heavy scores on Faculty Student Ratio, International Faculty Ratio and 

International Student Ratio indicators compared to the group of three IoEs. Therefore, it 

may be concluded that universities in India lack way behind on these parameters being 

considered for global ranking. For breaking into the 100 ranks in the league table, the 

three IoEs need to improve on these three parameters substantially. 

The three IoEs (IIT Bombay, IIT Delhi and IISc Bangalore) had very negligible 

international student share of 1.0, 1.1 and 0.1 % in 2021-22. They need to maintain a 

share of international students in their total students in between 5.7 to 8.3 % for getting a 

place within the 100 ranks of the QS Ranking. 

Similarly, the three IoEs (IIT Bombay, IIT Delhi and IISc Bangalore) had a very 

low share of internationa1 faculty 1.2, 2.7 and 1.3 % respectively. They need to maintain 

a higher share of international faculty between 11.3 and 13.2 % for entering into the 100 

ranks in the league table. 

Furthermore, for breaking into the 100 ranks in the league table, the Indian IoEs 

need to do better in term Student-faculty ratio. The student-faculty ratio in case of IIT 

Bombay and Delhi are 11 whereas in case of IISc Bangalore, it is 9. However, in case of 

universities at 98 and 100th ranks, it is 7. Therefore, there is a need to improve it further 

to a level of a ratio 7.  
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