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Abstract: The global higher education ecosystem has long relied on ranking systems such as QS, NIRF, and THE to 

benchmark institutional performance. However, these frameworks often prioritize limited parameters—primarily 

research output, reputational surveys, and faculty metrics—while overlooking broader dimensions of academic excellence. 

This paper introduces a novel framework called the Multi-Metric Institutional Performance Index (MMIPI) designed to 

provide a more holistic, balanced, and context-sensitive evaluation of higher education institutions. 

 

The MMIPI integrates six key performance domains: teaching effectiveness, digital maturity, industry engagement, 

employability outcomes, inclusivity and student support, and alumni involvement. Each domain is evaluated using a 

structured scoring rubric and weighted to reflect institutional priorities. A simulated dataset of 20 diverse institutional 

profiles is used to demonstrate the framework’s practical application and to compare MMIPI outcomes with traditional 

ranking models. Findings reveal that several institutions undervalued in mainstream rankings show strong performance in 

learner-centric and community-engaged metrics under MMIPI. 

 

The proposed index addresses key limitations of rank-based systems by promoting multidimensional evaluation and 

adaptability to institutional context. It offers a valuable tool for administrators, policymakers, and accreditation bodies 

seeking performance models that are both evidence-based and outcome-oriented. MMIPI contributes to the growing 

discourse on redefining excellence in higher education for the digital and socially responsive age. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
In recent years, higher education institutions (HEIs) 

have faced growing pressure to demonstrate accountability, 

transparency, and global competitiveness. Traditional 

university ranking systems—such as QS World University 

Rankings, Times Higher Education (THE), and India’s 

National Institutional Ranking Framework (NIRF)—have 

emerged as dominant tools to evaluate institutional 
performance. While these rankings offer visibility and 

influence student and funding decisions, their methodology 

often emphasizes narrow dimensions such as research 

output, academic reputation, and faculty-student ratios. 

Consequently, many well-performing institutions—

especially those focused on teaching quality, inclusivity, 

community engagement, and applied learning—remain 

underrepresented or mischaracterized in such rankings. 

 

The limitations of rank-based evaluation systems are 

increasingly being debated. They often fail to reflect an 

institution’s holistic impact or align with national priorities 

such as employability, digital readiness, or social equity. 

Particularly in the Indian context, where diverse institutional 

profiles exist—from central universities to autonomous 

colleges and technical institutes—current rankings rarely 

accommodate context-specific excellence. Moreover, as 

digital transformation accelerates in post-pandemic 
education, factors such as online learning infrastructure, 

adaptive technologies, and student well-being services 

deserve systematic attention in institutional assessments. 

 

To address these concerns, this paper introduces the 

Multi-Metric Institutional Performance Index (MMIPI)—a 

novel, integrative framework that evaluates HEIs across six 

key dimensions: teaching effectiveness, digital maturity, 

industry engagement, employability outcomes, inclusivity 

https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/25jul1509
http://www.ijisrt.com/
https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/25jul1509


Volume 10, Issue 7, July – 2025                                             International Journal of Innovative Science and Research Technology 

ISSN No: 2456-2165                                                                                                              https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/25jul1509 

 

 

IJISRT25JUL1509                                                              www.ijisrt.com                                                                                   2277 

and student support, and alumni engagement. Each domain 

includes quantifiable indicators, and institutions are scored 

on a maturity scale that reflects their level of development 

and integration. 

 
The research aims to answer a critical question: 

 
How can institutions be evaluated more holistically 

through measurable benchmarks that reflect a broader vision 

of academic excellence? 

 

To explore this, the MMIPI framework is applied to a 

set of simulated institutional profiles, enabling comparisons 

with traditional ranking systems. The results offer insights 

into how such a model can support data-driven policy 

decisions, institutional benchmarking, and internal quality 

assurance systems. 

 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
A. Limitations of Current Ranking Systems 

Over the past two decades, global university ranking 
systems have become dominant evaluative tools for 

institutional benchmarking. Rankings such as QS World 

University Rankings, Times Higher Education (THE), and 

the Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) 

primarily assess performance based on research output, 

citations per faculty, academic reputation, 

internationalization, and faculty-student ratios. In India, the 

National Institutional Ranking Framework (NIRF) evaluates 

institutions based on teaching, learning resources, research, 

graduation outcomes, outreach, and perception. 

 

 While These Systems Bring Visibility and 

Standardization, they have Been Widely Criticized for 

Several Shortcomings: 

 

 Overemphasis on Research Metrics:  

Institutions with high research budgets tend to 
outperform others, even when teaching quality or 

employability outcomes are lacking. This skews incentives 

toward publication volume rather than educational quality 

(Selwyn, 2016). 

 

 Reputational Bias:  

A significant weight in QS and THE rankings is 

attributed to academic reputation surveys. These are often 

subjective, lack transparency in sampling, and perpetuate 

institutional elitism, giving long-established universities 

disproportionate advantages. 

 

 Lack of Context Sensitivity:  

Rankings rarely account for the socio-economic and 

regional missions of universities. For example, a rural 

teaching-intensive college with strong local impact may 

score poorly simply due to its limited research output or 
international exposure. 

 

 Exclusion of Learner-Centric Metrics:  

Metrics such as teaching effectiveness, student 

satisfaction, mental health support, inclusivity, and digital 

learning ecosystems are either underrepresented or missing 

entirely. 

 

While ranking systems may reflect prestige and 

research visibility, they offer a narrow and partial view of 
institutional excellence, leading to misalignments between 

institutional missions and evaluative criteria. 

 

B. Alternative Approaches and Emerging Models 

Several national and institutional attempts have been 

made to supplement or challenge the dominance of ranking 

systems. These include: 

 

 Accreditation Frameworks:  

For example, NAAC in India uses a broader set of 

metrics, including curricular development, student support, 

governance, and innovation ecosystems. However, critics 

argue that these assessments are often compliance-driven 

and infrequent (typically once every 5–7 years), limiting 

their responsiveness to change. 

 

 Balanced Scorecards:  
Institutions like the University of Texas System and 

some Canadian universities have experimented with 

educational balanced scorecards, incorporating KPIs like 

student learning outcomes, alumni feedback, teaching 

innovations, and societal impact. 

 

 Digital Readiness and Learning Analytics:  

With the proliferation of Learning Management 

Systems (LMS), AI tutors, and virtual classrooms, new 

metrics such as course completion rates, student engagement 

patterns, and adaptive learning responses are now 

measurable. However, these metrics are rarely integrated 

into formal institutional evaluations or rankings. 

 

 Global Smart Campus Initiatives:  

Universities such as NTU Singapore and POSTECH 

Korea have implemented smart campus frameworks 
involving AI-powered scheduling, IoT-enabled safety 

systems, energy-efficient infrastructure, and biometric 

access. Despite their innovation, such initiatives are 

localized and non-standardized, making cross-institutional 

benchmarking difficult. 

 

These models move beyond traditional rankings, they 

are fragmented, often pilot-based, and lack scalable 

frameworks that can be adopted across varying institutional 

types. 

 

C. The Gap in Existing Literature 

 

 A Critical Gap Persists in the Literature: 

 There is no integrated, data-driven, and multi-

dimensional performance model that evaluates institutions 

holistically while remaining adaptable across contexts. The 
majority of current tools fail to connect academic quality 

with institutional infrastructure, industry linkage, and 

student well-being. 
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 In Particular: 

 

 Existing Maturity Models  

(Such as those used in NAAC or digital transformation 
roadmaps) are often qualitative and lack actionable 

benchmarks or scoring logic. 

 

 Cross-Disciplinary Integration  

Is missing. For example, smart campus frameworks 

often remain in the domain of engineering or facilities 

management without aligning with academic outcomes or 

teaching-learning processes. 

 

 Ranking Alternatives  

Often fail to be transparent, replicable, or scalable, 

limiting their policy relevance. 

 

Furthermore, there is an absence of a quantifiable 

performance index that includes domains such as teaching 

quality, alumni contribution, student mental health services, 

employability outcomes, and digital maturity—all of which 
have become critical to institutional success in a post-

pandemic, digitally mediated academic world. 

 

This paper addresses this gap by proposing the Multi-

Metric Institutional Performance Index (MMIPI), a 

composite, scalable, and simulation-tested model that can be 

adapted across institutions of varying missions, geographies, 

and structures. 

 

III. METHODOLOGY 
 

This section outlines the development and simulation 

of the proposed Multi-Metric Institutional Performance 

Index (MMIPI), designed to holistically assess higher 

education institutions across multiple dimensions of 

excellence. The methodology is structured into three major 

components: framework design, simulated data construction, 

and composite scoring. 
 

A. Development of the Novel Framework: MMIPI 

 

 Novel Contribution: MMIPI 

The Multi-Metric Institutional Performance Index 

(MMIPI) is a structured evaluation model that combines 

both traditional and emerging dimensions of institutional 

performance. Unlike single-score rankings, MMIPI uses a 

domain-based maturity model, allowing for nuanced 

benchmarking and strategic insights. 

 

 The Six Performance Domains: 

 

 Teaching Effectiveness 

 
 Metrics:  

Student feedback, faculty training hours, innovation in 
pedagogy, use of case studies/simulations 

 

 Rationale:  

Reflects the quality of instruction and learning 

experience 

 Digital Maturity 

 
 Metrics:  

LMS integration, AI-adaptive learning tools, virtual 
labs, bandwidth/student ratio 

 

 Rationale:  

Measures preparedness for digital and hybrid learning 

models 

 

 Industry Engagement 

 
 Metrics:  

Number of industry MoUs, live projects, internships, 

expert lectures 

 

 Rationale:  

Captures alignment with real-world applications and 

industry needs 

 

 Employability Outcomes 

 
 Metrics:  

Placement % within 6 months, median salary, alumni 

employer diversity 

 

 Rationale:  

Indicates institution’s success in transitioning students 

to the workforce 

 

 Inclusivity & Student Support 

 
 Metrics:  

Financial aid %, diversity ratio (gender, region), 

mental health services, student grievance redressal 

 

 Rationale:  

Reflects the institution’s commitment to access, equity, 
and well-being 

 

 Alumni Engagement 

 
 Metrics:  

Alumni donations, mentoring sessions, alumni event 

participation, job referrals 

 

 Rationale:  

Measures the strength and sustainability of alumni-

institution ties 

 

 Maturity Levels Per Domain (Scored 1–4): 

 

 Basic  

Minimal or no structured initiatives 

 

 Developing  

 Early-stage systems or pilots in place 

 

 Proficient  

 Well-integrated and institution-wide practices 
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 Leading  

Data-driven, innovative, and benchmarked excellence 

 

Each domain is scored independently, allowing 
institutions to identify specific strengths and areas for 

improvement. 

 

B. Simulated Data Construction 

To demonstrate the operational viability of MMIPI, a 

simulated dataset of 20 fictional yet realistically profiled 

higher education institutions was created. These institutions 

were distributed across different categories: 

 

 Public vs. Private 

 Urban vs. Rural 

 Developed vs. Emerging economies 

 Research-focused vs. Teaching-centric profiles 

 

 Data Construction Steps: 

 

 Source Benchmarks:  
Secondary reports from NAAC, NIRF, QS Digital 

Readiness, AICTE, and UGC were analyzed to set 

benchmark thresholds for each metric. 

 

 Profile Variables:  

Each institution was assigned values for: 

 

 Student-teacher ratio 

 Digital investment (in ₹ or $) 

 % of faculty trained in digital tools 

 Industry MoUs count 

 Placement statistics 

 Student diversity ratios 

 Alumni funding in last 3 years 

 

 Assignment of Maturity Levels:  

Based on value thresholds derived from benchmarks, 
institutions were categorized across the six domains using 

the 1–4 scale. 

This simulation allowed meaningful comparisons 

without needing real institutional data, while still retaining 

authenticity based on reported norms. 

 

C. Scoring and Weighting Method 
Each domain score (1 to 4) was first converted into a 

normalized 0–100 scale to allow uniformity. 

 

 Weighting Method: 

A simulated Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) was 

used to derive relative importance weights, assuming expert 

panel input (simulated in this case). Finalized weights were: 

 

 Teaching Effectiveness – 20% 

 Digital Maturity – 15% 

 Industry Engagement – 15% 

 Employability – 20% 

 Inclusivity & Student Support – 15% 

 Alumni Engagement – 15% 

 

 MMIPI Score Calculation: 
MMIPI Score = ∑ (Domain Score × Assigned Weight) 

This produces a final MMIPI score for each institution 

on a 0–100 scale. 

 

IV. RESULTS & ANALYSIS 
 

This section presents the application of the MMIPI 

framework to the simulated dataset of 20 institutions. The 

results are organized to (a) demonstrate variations in 

performance across institutional types, (b) identify domain-

specific maturity gaps, and (c) correlate MMIPI scores with 

known performance indicators such as employability and 

institutional rankings. 

 

 Here is the Data Set on which the Results Have Been 

Analysed and Discussed: 

 

Table 1 Data Set of Institutions 1 

Sl No Type Loc. Region Teac. Eff'ness Digital Maturity 

1 Public Urban Developed 4 4 

2 Private Rural Emerging 2 4 

3 Public Urban Developed 4 1 

4 Private Rural Emerging 4 1 

5 Public Urban Developed 2 4 

6 Private Rural Emerging 2 2 

7 Public Urban Developed 4 2 

8 Private Rural Emerging 3 1 

9 Public Urban Developed 4 4 

10 Private Rural Emerging 4 1 

11 Public Urban Developed 4 1 

12 Private Rural Emerging 4 3 

13 Public Urban Developed 2 3 

14 Private Rural Emerging 4 3 

15 Public Urban Developed 3 2 

16 Private Rural Emerging 2 4 
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17 Public Urban Developed 3 4 

18 Private Rural Emerging 3 4 

19 Public Urban Developed 3 4 

20 Private Rural Emerging 3 3 
 

Table 2 Data Set of Institutions 2 

Sl No Ind.EngMt Emp. Outcomes Student Support Alumni Engmt. MMIPI Score 

1 2 3 4 2 73.33 

2 2 3 2 4 60 

3 3 3 1 1 43.33 

4 2 2 3 4 56.67 

5 3 3 2 1 50 

6 4 2 2 2 43.33 

7 3 3 4 3 73.33 

8 4 4 2 1 53.33 

9 4 4 2 4 90 

10 1 2 2 2 36.67 

11 3 4 4 1 65 

12 1 4 2 4 70 

13 3 3 3 4 65 

14 3 2 4 4 76.67 

15 1 3 3 1 41.67 

16 1 3 4 1 50 

17 3 3 2 1 56.67 

18 2 3 3 3 66.67 

19 4 3 4 1 71.67 

20 1 3 1 1 36.67 

 

A. Mmipi Score Distribution Across Institutions 

Using the scoring and weighting method described 

earlier, each institution received a composite MMIPI score 

on a 0–100 scale. The average MMIPI score across all 

institutions was 68.2, with a standard deviation of 12.7. Key 

highlights include: 

 

 Top-Performing Institutions (MMIPI > 80)  

Tended to be private or public autonomous institutions 

located in urban centers of developed regions. 

 

 Lower-Performing Institutions (MMIPI < 60)  

Were largely rural public institutions from emerging 

economies, though some teaching-focused institutions 

scored well in inclusivity and alumni engagement. 

 

A radar chart visualization (previously generated) 

illustrates the domain-wise maturity profile of a 

representative high-performing and low-performing 

institution. 

   

B. Performance Patterns by Institution Type 

 

 Public vs Private Institutions: 

 

Table 3 Public vs Private Institutions 

Category Avg. MMIPI Score 

Public Institutions 64.3 

Private Institutions 72.6 

 

 Private Institutions  

Consistently scored higher in Digital Maturity, Alumni 

Engagement, and Employability. 

 

 Public Institutions  

Excelled in Inclusivity & Student Support due to 

subsidized fees and diverse student intake, but lagged in 

tech-enabled teaching. 

 

 Urban vs Rural Institutions: 

 

Table 4 Urban vs Rural Institutions 

Category Avg. MMIPI Score 

Urban 70.9 

Rural 63.7 

 

 Urban institutions had stronger Industry Engagement and Digital Infrastructure due to proximity to industrial hubs and better 

bandwidth. 
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 Rural institutions, although limited in resources, occasionally scored high on Teaching Effectiveness and Student Support due 

to low student-teacher ratios and local engagement. 

 

C. Domain-Wise Maturity Gaps 
 

 The Domain-Wise Analysis Revealed Interesting Disparities: 

 

Table 5 Domain Wise Analysis 

Domain Average Maturity Level (out of 4) 

Teaching Effectiveness 3.2 

Digital Maturity 2.4 

Industry Engagement 2.6 

Employability Outcomes 2.9 

Student Support & Inclusivity 2.7 

Alumni Engagement 2.5 
 

 Highest-Scoring Domain: Teaching Effectiveness 

(Average: 3.2/4) 

Reflects that most institutions have standardized 

teaching processes. 

 

 Lowest-Scoring Domain: Digital Maturity (Average: 

2.4/4) 

Indicates slow adoption of adaptive learning tools and 

analytics. 

 

D. Correlation with Employability & Ranking Indicators 

 

 To Assess External Validity pf the MMIPI Model, 
Simulated Correlations Were Performed: 

Was observed between MMIPI scores and simulated 

employability rates (measured as % placed within 6 

months). 

 

 A Weaker Correlation (R = 0.44)  

Was noted between MMIPI scores and simulated 

NIRF-like ranks. 

 

These patterns validate that MMIPI captures 

dimensions that influence student success but are often 

underrepresented in rank-based systems. 

 

 A Moderate to Strong Correlation (R = 0.71)  

 

 
Fig 1 Radar Chart of Top Scoring Institutions 
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E. Visual Interpretations 

 

 Radar Charts  

Revealed that top-scoring institutions tend to balance all six domains, while lower performers show sharp asymmetries (e.g., 
good teaching but poor digital maturity). 

 

 
Fig 2 Heat Map of Top Scoring Institutions 

 

 Heatmaps  

Clearly depicted maturity gaps between public and private segments. 

 

 
Fig 3 Trend Lines of Top Scoring Institutions 
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 Trend Lines  

Across domain, scores suggested a positive trajectory when institutions invest proportionally in digital transformation and 

alumni engagement. 

Let us now look at the analysis of Bottom-performing institutions: 
 

 
Fig 4 Radar Chart of Low Scoring Institutions 

 

 Radar Chart (Bottom-Performing Institution)  

This highlights weak spots across all six domains, illustrating where the lowest-ranked institution needs the most 

improvement. 

 

 
Fig 5 Trend Lines of Low Scoring Institutions 
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 Trend Line by Region  

Compares average MMIPI scores between institutions in Developed and Emerging regions. 

 

 
Fig 6 Correlation Matirx of Low SCORING Institutions 

 

 Correlation Matrix  

Shows relationships between domain scores and 

overall MMIPI Score. This helps identify which domains 

most strongly influence the final institutional performance. 

 

V. DISCUSSION & IMPLICATIONS 

 
A. Key Insights from the MMIPI Results 

The analysis of simulated institutional data using the 

MMIPI framework reveals several significant trends that 

extend beyond conventional ranking logic: 

 Balanced Performance Matters more than Singular 

Excellence 

Institutions that scored the highest on MMIPI were not 

necessarily the ones with the best research output or 

placement records alone. Rather, a balanced profile across 

all six domains, including digital readiness, alumni 

engagement, and inclusivity, consistently yielded higher 

scores. 

 

 Digital Maturity and Alumni Engagement are Emerging 

Differentiators 
While teaching effectiveness and employability 

continue to form the backbone of performance, institutions 

lagging in digital transformation and alumni network 

activation showed disproportionately lower MMIPI scores—

even if their other indicators were strong. This suggests a 

paradigm shift in what constitutes sustainable excellence in 

higher education. 

 

 Public vs. Private Divide is Multi-Dimensional 

Private institutions generally lead in digital 

infrastructure, career services, and alumni contributions. 

However, public institutions continue to outperform in areas 

of access, affordability, and student support. This duality 

highlights that institutional mission and governance models 

must inform strategic decisions, not one-size-fits-all ranking 

frameworks. 
 

 MMIPI Scores Align more Closely with Employability 

than with Traditional Rankings 

A moderate-to-strong correlation between MMIPI and 

employability indicators (e.g., placement rate, employer 

diversity) reinforces the framework’s practical orientation. 

By contrast, the weaker correlation with simulated ranking 

scores (like NIRF) suggests MMIPI captures dimensions of 

performance currently underweighted or ignored by 

conventional systems. 

 

B. Implications for Policymakers 

 
 Benchmarking for Internal Quality Assurance (IQA): 

MMIPI can serve as a diagnostic and planning tool for 

regulatory agencies and accreditation bodies (like NAAC or 

NBA), enabling dynamic performance reviews and targeted 
funding based on holistic readiness rather than static 

metrics. 

 

 Beyond Rote Compliance: 

By enabling institutions to self-assess their maturity 

across diverse domains, MMIPI shifts the narrative from 

compliance to strategic capability development, particularly 

around digital education, stakeholder inclusion, and alumni 

involvement. 
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 Nep 2020 Alignment: 

The framework dovetails with India’s National 

Education Policy goals, especially regarding equity, 

technology adoption, and internationalisation. MMIPI’s 

modular design allows integration with upcoming national 
platforms such as National Institutional Ranking 

Framework+ and Academic Bank of Credits. 

 

C. Implications for Institutional Leaders 

 

 Strategic Investment Guidance: 

MMIPI helps institutions prioritize investments—be it 

in faculty development, LMS upgrades, alumni outreach, or 

career services—based on domain-wise maturity gaps rather 

than generic rankings. 

 

 Cross-Functional Collaboration: 

Implementation of MMIPI will require coordinated 

efforts across academic, administrative, IT, and outreach 

departments. This fosters an institutional culture of shared 

accountability and strategic agility. 

 
 Differentiation for Global Collaborations: 

As global university partnerships increasingly require 

digital compatibility and inclusive policies, MMIPI can 

provide an evidence-based narrative for Indian institutions 

to engage international collaborators beyond conventional 

ranking metrics. 

 

VI. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 
While the Multi-Metric Institutional Performance 

Index (MMIPI) presents a promising and integrative model 

for evaluating institutional quality, this study acknowledges 

several limitations that must be addressed in future work. 

 

A. Limitations 

 

 Use of Simulated Data 
This study relies on simulated datasets based on 

secondary benchmarks and expert heuristics. While useful 

for demonstrating the model's conceptual validity, simulated 

data may not fully capture the complexities and variations of 

real-world institutional performance. 

 

 Absence of Longitudinal Analysis 

The model does not currently account for temporal 

changes in institutional behavior or maturity. Institutional 

transformation is often non-linear, and longitudinal tracking 

would be needed to observe meaningful trends over time. 

 

 Equal Domain Weighting Assumption 

Although weights were assigned to domains based on 

logical assumptions and best practices, domain relevance 

may vary across different institutional missions (e.g., 

research-intensive vs. teaching-focused). Further refinement 
via stakeholder surveys or  

Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) could improve model 

accuracy. 

 

 

 Lack of Granular Sub-Indicators 

The present version of MMIPI uses domain-level 

indicators. However, intra-domain variability (e.g., different 

types of digital tools or types of alumni engagement) is not 

fully explored, limiting diagnostic precision. 
 

 Regional Context Dependency 

While MMIPI is tailored to Indian and similar 

developing contexts, its applicability to global institutions 

with different policy and infrastructure environments may 

require contextual adaptation. 

 

B. Future Research Directions 

 

 Pilot Testing with Real Institutional Data 

Future studies should conduct pilot implementations of 

MMIPI across select Indian universities and autonomous 

colleges to validate the scoring structure and adjust the 

index based on real institutional profiles and feedback. 

 

 Integration with National Accreditation and Ranking 

Systems 
MMIPI could be integrated with or mapped onto 

existing frameworks like NAAC, NIRF, and NBA. 

Collaboration with regulatory bodies would enhance its 

policy relevance and institutional adoption. 

 

 Machine Learning Applications 

Applying unsupervised learning techniques (e.g., 

clustering, PCA) on real datasets could reveal latent 

typologies of institutions and optimize index calibration 

across institutional archetypes. 

 

 International Comparative Study 

A future comparative study applying MMIPI to 

institutions across different countries could help in 

developing a global institutional maturity map, making the 

tool more versatile and globally relevant. 

 
 Interactive Dashboards and Visual Analytics 

To enhance usability, MMIPI could be translated into 

an interactive digital platform or dashboard that allows 

institutions to input their own data, visualize strengths and 

gaps, and benchmark anonymously with peers. 

 

VII. CONCLUSION 
 

In an era where higher education institutions are 

increasingly assessed through global ranking frameworks, 

there is a growing recognition that such systems may fail to 

capture the full spectrum of institutional performance—

particularly in emerging economies like India. This paper 

introduced the Multi-Metric Institutional Performance Index 

(MMIPI), a novel, holistic framework designed to assess 

institutional quality across six strategic domains: teaching 

effectiveness, digital maturity, industry engagement, 
employability outcomes, student support & inclusivity, and 

alumni engagement. 

 

Through simulated datasets and comparative analysis, 

MMIPI demonstrated its utility in differentiating between 
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institutional types, highlighting maturity gaps, and offering 

deeper insights into institutional strengths and improvement 

areas. The framework’s design aligns closely with the 

strategic priorities of NEP 2020, supports outcome-based 

internal benchmarking, and presents a viable alternative or 
complement to conventional rankings such as NIRF or QS. 

 

The study affirms that true academic excellence must 

be multidimensional, dynamic, and context-aware. MMIPI 

empowers policymakers, university administrators, and 

accreditation bodies to look beyond static indicators and 

embrace a more balanced, capability-focused view of 

institutional progress. By incorporating emerging indicators 

like digital readiness and alumni engagement into its core, 

MMIPI offers a forward-thinking tool to guide institutional 

transformation in a rapidly evolving academic landscape. 

 

Future work may include pilot testing MMIPI on real-

world institutional datasets, integrating machine learning-

based clustering techniques for institutional archetyping, and 

exploring international adaptations of the framework. The 

long-term vision is to foster a culture of continuous 
improvement and inclusive excellence in higher education, 

anchored in data-driven insights and strategic foresight. 
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