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India University Rankings 2016

The National Institutional Ranking (NIR)
Framework'! was developed by the
Department of Higher Education, Minis-
try of Human Resource Development
(MHRD), Government of India on 9 Oc-
tober 2014. The ranking is based on 22
parameters under five major heads, sev-
eral of them employed globally, such as
excellence in teaching, learning and
research. However, some India-centric
parameters were also employed, e.g. out-
reach, gender equity and inclusion of
disadvantaged sections of the society.

It is a laudable effort by MHRD to
compile the NIR data of 3565 institu-
tions, including 233 universities, in just
18 months and release the report on 4
April 2016. The most important parame-
ter for NIR is weightage given to re-
search output of universities under the
heading ‘Research Productivity, Impact
and IPR (RPII)’, which amounts to 40%.
It is a well-known fact that Indian uni-
versities are rated poorly in international
rankings®, and none of our institutions
appears in the top 200 at the global level.

It is reported in the NIR Framework
document that three databases, namely
Web of Science, Scopus and Indian Cita-
tion Index, have been used as sources for
retrieving the number of publications,

citations and collaborative publications
for ranking in one or more disciplines.
These three databases were searched to
determine the quantitative productivity
of all 3565 institutions for ranking in
terms of research articles published by
them and citations received by these pub-
lications in a span of three years, i.e.
2012 to 2014.

India University Rankings 2016 data
of top 25 universities are provided in a
tabulated form. Indian Institute of Sci-
ence (IISc), Bengaluru occupies the first
rank and Guru Nanak Dev University
(GNDU), Amritsar the 25th rank. BHU
Varanasi is listed at rank 7, Aligarh Mus-
lim University (AMU) at 10 and Panjab
University (PU), Chandigarh at 12. How-
ever, if we consider ranking on the basis
of research output or RPII parameter of
the same universities, the ranking posi-
tion is slightly altered. The first position
goes to Institute of Chemical Techno-
logy, Mumbai. IISc occupies the 2nd
position, while BHU, AMU, PU and
GNDU are ranked 10, 7, 6 and 17 res-
pectively.

In 1984, Mehrotra and Lancaster car-
ried out a bibliometric analysis to evalu-
ate the research productivity of Indian
scientists. They published their findings,

‘where Indian scientists publish’, about
the research output of universities and
national-level research institutes of India.
They found that it was largely in Current
Science®. Their findings were based on
the analysis of 3378 publications by In-
dian scientists during the period January
1979 to June 1981 using Science Citation
Index (SCI). It is interesting to recall that
among the top 25 institutions of India,
IISc occupied the first rank and BHU,
AMU, PU and GNDU were ranked at
2nd, 9th, 12th and 25th position respec-
tively. In addition to university ranking,
this report concluded that Current Sci-
ence was the most productive Indian
journal among the list of 35 Indian sci-
ence journals used in the SCI database.
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Box-cut clarity, mathematicians and Make-in India

The Guest Editorial on the ‘Make in
India’ initiative in Current Science' is
perfectly timed and interesting. The au-
thors’ ideas can be well understood by
any serious researchers. In addition to
academic debates, clear steps imple-
mented by the Government for this ini-
tiative also need to reach the scientific
community, possibly through this journal
as well. Being an active promoter of this
initiative in India (through my friends in
the engineering and applied maths com-
munity), I have been, in the recent past,
motivating a few of my colleagues in
India to set-up the industrial maths wings
within IITs/universities. I have also of-
fered to write a white paper to obtain
funds to set up such centres and create an

environment/platform for scientists such
that they make use of mathematics, should
there be any product development
that involves not only mathematical
innovation and imagination, but also
mathematical simulations. While I was
at the Indian Statistical Institute (ISI)
as a permanent faculty a few years ago,
I had some exposure on how statistical
consultancies take place with industries.
Very recently, I have in fact proposed
to the Government of India to open up
new ISI academic centres in the country
such that, apart from other serious
advantages, more innovative mathemati-
cal sciences and research assistance
to product development take place in
India. One of my mathematical model-
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ling work that I led while I was at
University of Oxford, England has
appeared as a chapter (co-author, Maini,
P. K.) in a high profile book titled UK
Success Stories in Industrial Mathema-
tics’, which provide recent account
on how mathematical sciences provide
solutions in product development and
society. I tried to get a feel for the
‘Make in India’ initiative while visiting a
few academic institutes this summer
in India, and wish to see a list of more
practical steps on how this initiative
works.

Given the importance of the practical
nature of this initiative, I request Current
Science to publish clear-cut steps needed/
expected/wanted to implement ‘Make-in
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