Academic Excellence through Curriculum, Pedagogy and Student Services in Higher Education Institutions
Abstract
The National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 articulates transformative vision for Indian higher education through multidisciplinary curricula, learner centred pedagogy, continues assessment and strengthened student support systems. Despite this policy clarity, empirical evidence examining how these interrelated dimensions collectively contribute to academic excellence in state public universities remain limited. Prior research has largely addressed curricular, pedagogical and support mechanisms in isolation, constraining understanding of institutional quality in resource constrained public universities.
Addressing this gap, the present study examines academic excellence in State Public Universities (SPUs) of Rajasthan, using an integrated framework aligned with NEP 2020. Employing a descriptive analytical, cross-sectional survey design, quantitative data were collected from faculty members and students across selected as SPUs. Academic excellence was assessed across four interrelated dimensions: resources and infrastructure for learning, curricular attributes, teaching- learning and evaluation practices and student support services.
The findings indicate that academic excellence in SPUs has been moderately achieved, reflecting partial alignment with NEP 2020 reforms. Curricular flexibility, internal assessment practices and student engagement mechanism emerged as relatively strengths. However, persistent gaps were identified in ICT and laboratory infrastructure, experiential and technology enabled pedagogy, career guidance, and industry linked student support services. These limitations constrain the development of holistic learning outcome and graduate employability envisaged under NEP 2020.
The study concludes that academic excellence in SPUs remains largely structural rather than transformative and highlights the need for integrated institutional strategies to strengthen learning environments, pedagogical innovation and employability oriented support systems in public higher education.
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INTRODUCTION
Academic excellence has increasingly become a primary goal of higher education institutions (HEIs) as they respond to accelerated technological advancements, evolving labor market requirements and heightened demands for accountability and social relevance. Contemporary literature views academic excellence as a multidimensional concept that extends beyond examination outcomes to encompass curriculum relevance, institutional effectiveness, Integrity of assessment practices and the availability of student support mechanisms (Harvey & Green, 1993; UNESCO, 2021). Together, these interconnected dimensions shape the overall quality of learning experiences and promote the holistic development of learners. 

Curriculum design constitutes a foundational pillar of academic excellence. Within the Indian higher education landscape, researchers have repeatedly highlighted the importance of flexibility, multidisciplinary and outcome based curricula To bridge skill gaps and enhance graduate employability (Aithal & Aithal, 2020; Tilak, 2018)The National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 explicitly advocates curricular flexibility, interdisciplinary learning, multiple entry and exit provisions and the integration of critical thinking, creativity and innovation across academic programs (Government of India, 2020).Initiatives such as the Academic Bank of Credits (ABC) are intended to promote learner mobility and lifelong learning. Nevertheless, empirical evidence suggests that the implementation of these reforms remains uneven in public universities due to challenges related to governance structures, financial constraints and institutional preparedness (Agarwal, 2021; Jayaram, 2020).

Pedagogy represents the operational mechanism through which curricular intentions are translated into learning outcomes. NEP 2020 calls for a transition from teacher-centred approach to learner-centered, experiential and technology enabled pedagogies that foster problem solving abilities, collaboration and critical inquiry (Government of India, 2020). Empirical studies in the Indian context indicate that although faculty members increasingly recognize the value of innovative teaching approaches, institutional practices in many public universities continue to be dominated by lecture based teaching and summative evaluation methods (Kumar & Sharma, 2021; Mishra & Panda, 2020). Research further demonstrates that experiential learning strategies, such as project-based learning, internships and industry linked instruction, significantly enhance student engagement and competency development. However, their adoption remains inconsistent across institutions (Prince, 2024; Raman & Rath, 2019).

Assessment and evaluation practices play a crucial role in reinforcing pedagogical effectiveness and improving learning quality. Studies in Indian higher education highlight that transparent and well-structured internal assessment systems positively influence student learning, whereas inadequate formative assessment and delayed feedback hinder continuous improvement (NAAC, 2022; Nisha Rani, 2024). In line with NEP 2020, which emphasises competency-based formative and continuous assessment, there is a growing need to realign evaluation systems with intended learning outcome rather than rote memorization.

Student support services form another essential dimension of academic excellence by addressing learners’ academic, psychological, social and career related needs. Empirical research conducted in Indian universities reveals that mentoring, counselling services and co-curricular engagement significantly influence student retention, academic achievement and institutional satisfaction (Bhardwaj & Yadav, 2018; Tinto, 2012). However, persistent deficiencies in career guidance, placement support and industry exposure, particularly within state public universities have been identified, negatively affecting graduate employability (Agarwal, 2021; Singh & Mishra, 2020). NEP 2020 explicitly recognises student centric support systems as integral to holistic education and equitable access.

State public universities occupy a critical position in India's higher education system by expanding access and contributing to regional development. Simultaneously, they face structural challenges related to infrastructure, digital readiness, governance mechanism and quality assurance processes (Tilak, 2018; Jayaram, 2020). While NEP 2020 offers a comprehensive framework for transformation, empirical studies suggests that alignment between policy intent and institutional practices varies considerably across states and universities (Aithal and Aithal, 2020; Agarwal, 2021). Consequently, institution level studies that examine the integrated functioning of curriculum, pedagogy and student support services are essential for understanding academic excellence within public higher education institutions. 

Against this backdrop, the present study investigates academic excellence through the interrelated dimensions of curriculum, pedagogy and student support services in higher education institutions by capturing the perception of faculty members and students. The study aims to identify institutional strengths, systematic gaps and the extent of alignment with NEP 2020 reforms. The findings are expected to contribute empirical insight for academic planning, quality enhancement and policy in initiatives directed towards strengthening academic excellence in Indian higher education institutions.

PROBLEMS STATEMENT

The quality and relevance of higher education have emerged as a pressing concern in India as institutions are increasingly expected to respond to rapid socio-economic transformations, technological advancements and evolving expectations of learners and employers. The National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 provides a comprehensive framework for reforming higher education through multidisciplinary curricula, learner-centred pedagogy, experiential learning, continuous and formative assessment and strengthened student support services (Government of India, 2020). Despite the clarity of this policy vision, its effective implementation across higher education institutions, particularly state public universities, remain uneven and insufficiently examined (Aithal and Aithal, 2020; Agrawal 2021).

Existing empirical research on Indian higher education has largely examined curriculum reforms, pedagogical practices, assessment systems and student services as isolated components rather than as interrelated dimensions of academic excellence (Tilak, 2018; Jayaram, 2020). Academic excellence, however, is inherently multidimensional and depends on the integrated functioning of curriculum design, pedagogy, assessment practices and student support mechanisms (Harvey & Green, 1993, OECD, 2019). The absence of integrated, institution level empirical studies limits understanding of how these dimensions collectively contribute to quality learning outcomes within public universities operating under varied governance and resource conditions.
Furthermore, stakeholder perspectives, particularly those of faculty members and students, are under-presented in evaluation of NEP aligned reforms. Faculty preparedness for pedagogical innovation, curriculum implementation and assessment reform varies widely across institutions, while students' lived experiences of teaching-learning processes, mentoring and career support often reveal gaps not captured in policy documents or accreditation reports (Kumar & Sharma, 2021, Mishra & Panda, 2020). Variations in perceptions across faculty ranks and student levels therefore offer valuable insight into institutional strengths and systematic challenges.

Accordingly, the central problem addressed in this study is the lack of comprehensive empirical evidence regarding the extent to which higher education institutions achieve academic excellence through curriculum, pedagogy and student support services in alignment with NEP 2020. Addressing this gap is essential for evidence-based academic planning, strengthening institutional quality assurance systems and guiding policy and institutional strategies aimed at realizing the transformative objectives of NEP 2020 in Indian higher education.
Additionally, empirical studies point to persistent weaknesses in career guidance, industry linkages, experiential learning opportunities and student support services in state public universities, which undermine graduate employability and holistic development, key goals of NEP 2020 (Agarwal, 2021; Singh & Mishra, 2020).The lack of systematic perception based evaluation constrains the ability of policymakers and institutional leaders to design targeted interventions and strengthen quality assurance mechanism aligned with national benchmarks such as NAAC and NIRF (NAAC, 2022).

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The present study holds considerable academic, institutional and policy significance by systematically examining academic excellence in State Public Universities (SPUs) of Rajasthan within the framework of National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 (Government of India,2020). As National Education Policy 2020 represents a paradigm shift towards holistic multidisciplinary, learner centred and outcome based higher education, this study provides empirical evidence on the extent to which these reforms are being implemented at the State University level.
From an academic standpoint, the study contributes to the literature on higher education quality by offering a multidimensional assessment of academic excellence encompassing infrastructure and resources, curriculum attributes, teaching- learning & evaluation practices and student support services (Hair et al., 2019; Thabachnik & Fidell, 2019). By integrating perceptions of both faculty members and students, the study presents a comprehensive understanding of institutional strengths, limitations and variations across SPUs.
At the institutional level, the findings function as a diagnostic and benchmarking tool for university administrators, academic leaders and Internal Quality Assurance Cell (IQAC).The evidence generated can support informed decision making and quality enhancement initiatives aligned with national accreditation and ranking frameworks such as National Assessment and Accreditation Council (NAAC) and National Institutional Ranking Framework NIRF (NAAC, 2022).
From a policy perspective, the study offers valuable insights for state and national policymakers by identifying areas of partial alignment and implementation gaps in National Education Policy 2020, particularly in infrastructure development, faculty capacity building, pedagogical innovation and employability oriented student support services. In doing so, the study contributes to strengthening governance mechanisms and fostering sustainable academic excellence in public higher education. 
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
1. To determine the overall status of academic excellence in State Public Universities (SPUs) of Rajasthan in accordance with the benchmarks outlined in NEP 2020.
2. ⁠Examine stakeholder perceptions of resources and infrastructure for learning in State Public Universities.
3. Analyse the effectiveness of student support services in enhancing academic excellence.
4. ⁠Evaluate curricular attributes with respect to flexibility, multidisciplinary learning, critical thinking and innovation.
5. Assess teaching- learning and evaluation practices, including pedagogy, assessment systems and experiential learning.
6. Identify strengths, challenges and National Education Policy aligned strategies for improving academic excellence in SPUs of Rajasthan.
METHODOLOGY
The study employed a descriptive and analytical research design using quantitative survey method, which is appropriate for examining perceptions, attitudes and institutional practices across large population (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). A cross-sectional design was adopted to capture stakeholder perceptions at a single point in time.

DATA COLLECTION
Data were collected using a structured survey questionnaire, which was administered through both physical and electronic modes. The online survey was distributed using a web based form to ensure wider reach and convenience for respondents, while physical copies were used include participants with limited digital access.
POPULATION AND SAMPLE
The population of the study, comprised of faculty members and students of selected State Public Universities in Rajasthan.


	Category of Respondents
	Number of Respondents

	Faculty (Professors, Associate Professors and Assistant Professors)
	510

	Students (Undergraduate, Postgraduate and Doctoral Programs)
	408

	Total
	918



DATA COLLECTION TOOL

Data were collected using structured questionnaire developed on five point linked scale ranging from Poor to Excellent. The instrument assessed four key dimensions of academic excellence:

a) Resources and Infrastructure for Learning
b) Student Support Services
c) Curricular Attributes
d) Teaching Learning and Evaluation

The questionnaire was designed in alignment with the principles of. NEP 2020 and supported by established literature in higher education quality assessment (Government of India, 2020; NAAC, 2022). Content validity was ensured through expert evaluation and reliability was confirmed using the test- retest method.

DATA ANALYSIS 

The collected data were analysed using descriptive and comparative statistical techniques. Frequencies and percentage were employed to summarize demographic variables and linked scale responses. Mean score, standard deviation and mean ranks were calculated to assess the relative performance of each dimension and its sub components (Tabachnick &Fidell, 2019). 

Dimension wise and attribute wise analysis facilitated the identification of trends, strengths and gaps across SPUs. Comparative analyses were conducted to examine perceptual differences across faculty designations and student levels. Integrative narratives were provided alongside statistical tables to conceptualise findings and link them to the objectives of NEP 2020, thereby enhancing analytical depth and interpretive validity (Miles et al., 2020; Saunders et al., 2019).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. What is the level of academic excellence in state public universities of Rajasthan when assessed against NEP 2020 benchmark for holistic and multidisciplinary education?
2. How do faculty members and students perceive the contribution of curriculum design to academic excellence, particularly in terms of flexibility, critical thinking and innovations?
3. What teaching and pedagogical practices are adopted in SPUs and how effective are they in fostering student centred, experiential and technology enabled learning?
4. In what way do student support services such as mentoring, counselling, career guidance and co-curricular activities, contribute to academic excellence in SPUs?
5. How to combined faculty and student perspectives highlight the strengths and challenges of Rajasthan's SPUs, and what NEP aligned strategies can be adopted to address identified gaps?

PRESENTATION OF DATA

The data were systematically compiled and presented in tabular format to ensure clarity, coherence and ease of interpretation. Tables include detailed demographic profiles of respondents and comprehensive representations of stakeholder perceptions across each evaluated sub-dimension. Frequencies, percentages, mean scores, standard aviation, mean ranks and Coefficient of Correlation are presented to support both descriptive and comparative analysis. (Hair et al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Such structured presentation enhances transparency, analytical rigour and the development of reliable, evidence based conclusions (Saunders et al., 2019).

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. The study is confined to State Public Universities in Rajasthan, limiting the generalizability of findings to other states or private institutions.
2. Findings are based on self-reported perceptions of faculty and students, which may be subject to personal bias.
3. The cross-sectional design captures perceptions at a single point in time and does not reflect changes over time.
4. Qualitative data from interviews or focus group discussions were not incorporated.
5. Institution specific variations among individuals SPUs were not analysed in depth.
6. External stakeholders such as alumni, employers and policymakers were not included in the study sample.
ANALYSIS OF DATA
A) RESOURCES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FOR LEARNING
Table 1:  Showing Perception of Stakeholders about Availability of Resources and Infrastructure for Learning
	 
	Land and building
	Class-rooms and laboratory Support
	Library Recourses
	Information & Technology Facilities
	Teaching and Learning Resources
	Campus Life Experience
	Access to Instituti-onal Facilities
	Use of Institutio-nal Facilities for Commu-nity

	Bad
	273
	222
	203
	220
	200
	118
	131
	102

	
	29.70%
	24.20%
	22.10%
	24%
	21.80%
	12.90%
	14.30%
	11.10%

	Poor
	103
	171
	223
	119
	135
	254
	173
	175

	
	11.20%
	18.60%
	24.30%
	13%
	14.70%
	27.70%
	18.80%
	19.10%

	Average
	183
	115
	68
	195
	198
	97
	94
	158

	
	19.90%
	12.50%
	7.40%
	21.20%
	21.60%
	10.60%
	10.20%
	17.20%

	Satisfac-
tory
	112
	190
	164
	199
	199
	131
	172
	277

	
	12.20%
	20.70%
	17.90%
	21.70%
	21.70%
	14.30%
	18.70%
	30.20%

	Good
	44
	20
	34
	28
	18
	44
	71
	54

	
	4.80%
	2.20%
	17.90%
	3.10%
	2%
	4.80%
	7.70%
	5.90%

	Very Good
	64
	135
	93
	81
	69
	140
	183
	98

	
	7%
	14.70%
	10.10%
	8.80%
	7.50%
	15.30%
	19.90%
	10.70%

	Excellent
	139
	65
	133
	76
	99
	134
	94
	54

	
	15.10%
	7.10%
	14.50%
	8.30%
	10.80%
	14.60%
	10.20%
	5.90%

	Mean
	3.32
	3.31
	3.45
	3.26
	3.33
	3.73
	3.88
	3.56

	S.D
	2.136
	1.953
	2.118
	1.865
	1.9
	2.069
	1.981
	1.662

	Mean
Rank
	7
	8
	5
	9
	6
	3
	1
	4


Source: Primary data

Table 1 presents stakeholders’ perceptions of various dimensions of resources and infrastructure for learning in State Public Universities of Rajasthan. The mean values range from 3.26 to 3.88, indicating an overall moderate to high level of satisfaction, although noticeable differences are observed across individual infrastructure components.
AD1. Land and Building
Land and building facilities recorded a mean score of 3.32 and were ranked 7th. Nearly 30% of respondents rated this dimension as Bad, reflecting dissatisfaction with aspects such as campus space, maintenance and building conditions. Although 15.1% of respondents rated it as Excellent, the overall findings suggest uneven physical infrastructure development across SPUs.
AD2. Classrooms and Laboratory Support
This dimension received a mean score of 3.31% and ranked 8th, indicating relatively lower satisfaction. While some respondents rated it as Satisfactory (20.7%) and Very Good (14.7%), a considerable proportion expressed negative perceptions, with 24.2% rating it as Bad at 18.6% as Poor. These responses point to concern related to classroom facilities, laboratory equipment and technological support for instructions.
AD3. Library Resources
Library Sources achieved a mean score of 3.45 and ranked 5th. Positive responses, including Excellent (14.5%) and Very Good (10.1%), indicate strengths in certain institutions. However, a substantial number of respondents rated this dimension as Poor (24.3%) or Bad (22.1%), highlighting disparities in the availability of updated books, academy journals and digital resources.
AD4. Information & Technology Facilities
Information and technology facilities recorded the lowest mean score of 3.26 and ranked 9th, making it the weakest perceived infrastructure component. The combined proportion of Bad and Poor responses (37%) indicates significant challenges related to Internet connectivity, digital infrastructure and technological support for teaching and learning.

AD5. Teaching and Learning Resources
This dimension recorded a mean score of 3.33 and ranked 6th, suggesting an average level of stakeholder satisfaction. Nevertheless, relatively high percentages of Bad (21.8%) and poor (14.7%) responses indicate deficiencies in instructional materials, learning aids and academic support resources in some universities.
AD6. Campus Life Experience
Campus life experience recorded a mean score of 3.73 and secured the 3rd rank. Although 27.7% of respondents rated this aspect as poor, the combined proportion of very good and excellent responses, (29.9%) reflects a generally favourable perception. These findings suggest that while campus life is enriching for many stakeholders, further efforts are needed to improve student engagement and inclusivity.

AD7. Access to Institutional Facilities
Access to institutional facilities achieved the highest mean score of 3.88 and ranked 1st, indicating this as the strongest infrastructure dimension. A substantial proportion of respondents rated this aspect as Very Good and Excellent, suggesting that SPUs have been relatively effective in ensuring accessibility to academic and administrative facilities.
AD8. Use of Institutional Facilities for Community Engagement
With a mean score of 3.56 and 4th rank, this dimension reflects a fairly positive perception. A notable share of respondents rated it as Satisfactory (30.2%) and Very Good (10.7%). However, the presence of Bad (11.1%) and Poor (19.1%) responses indicates that community utilisation of institutional facilities remains inconsistent across SPUs.
B) STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES
	Table 2:  Showing Perception of Stakeholders about availability of Student Support Services

	 
	Success Rate Determi-nation
	Opportu-nities for Placement and Further Studies
	Facility for Educati-onal Counse-lling
	Facility for Career Counse-lling
	Mechanis-ms for Student Feedback and Grievance
	Student Participation in Achieving Educational Outcomes
	Transfer/Migration Policies for Students
	Co-curricular activities for students

	Bad
	146
	222
	220
	273
	200
	131
	102
	203

	
	15.90%
	24.20%
	24%
	29.70%
	21.80%
	14.30%
	11.10%
	22.10%

	Poor
	137
	171
	119
	103
	135
	173
	175
	223

	
	14.90%
	18.60%
	13%
	11.20%
	14.70%
	18.80%
	19.10%
	24.30%

	Average
	182
	115
	195
	183
	198
	94
	158
	68

	
	19.80%
	12.50%
	21.20%
	19.90%
	21.60%
	10.20%
	17.20%
	7.40%

	Satis-
factory
	74
	96
	86
	59
	55
	147
	113
	96

	
	8.10%
	10.50%
	9.40%
	6.40%
	6%
	16%
	12.30%
	10.50%

	Good
	108
	114
	141
	53
	162
	96
	218
	102

	
	11.80%
	12.40%
	15.40%
	5.80%
	17.60%
	10.50%
	23.70%
	11.10%

	Very Good
	205
	158
	73
	182
	116
	235
	121
	172

	
	22.30%
	17.20%
	8%
	19.80%
	12.60%
	25.60%
	13.20%
	18.70%

	Excellent
	66
	42
	84
	65
	52
	42
	31
	54

	
	7.20%
	4.60%
	9.20%
	7.10%
	5.70%
	4.60%
	3.40%
	5.90%

	Mean
	3.81
	3.38
	3.4
	3.35
	3.43
	3.85
	3.72
	3.44

	S.D
	1.962
	1.973
	1.955
	2.097
	1.908
	1.913
	1.71
	2.029

	Mean Rank
	2
	8
	7
	9
	6
	1
	3
	5


Source: Primary data

Table 2 illustrates stakeholders’ perception of different dimensions of student support services in State Public Universities of Rajasthan. The mean values range from 3.35 to 3.85, indicating an overall moderate to high level of satisfaction, though considerable variation is evident across individual support service components. 
BD1. Success Rate Determination
With the main score of 3.81 and a 2nd rank success rate determination is viewed positively by stakeholders A substantial proportion of respondents rated this dimension as Very Good 
(22.3%) and Excellent (7.2%), reflecting confidence in institutional processes for monitoring  academic achievement and student progression. 
BD2. Opportunities for Placement and Further Studies
This indicator recorded a mean score of 3.38 and ranked 8th, indicating relatively lower satisfaction. A notable proportion of respondents rated it as Bad (24.2%) or Poor (18.6%), pointing to concerns related to the effectiveness of placement cells industry linkages and guidance for higher education opportunities.
BD3. Facility for Educational Counselling
Educational counselling obtained a mean score of 3.40 and was ranked 7th. Although some respondents rated this service as Good (15.4%) and Excellent (9.2%), nearly 37% perceived it as Bad or Poor, suggesting inadequacies in counselling infrastructure and limited availability of professional support.
BD4. Facility for Career Counselling
Career Counselling received the lowest means score of 3.35 and ranked 9th, making it the weakest component among student support services. Approximately 41% of respondents rated this dimension as Bad or Poor, underscoring the need for more structured career guidance, mentoring systems and professional counselling services in SPUs.

BD5. Mechanisms for Student Feedback and Grievances Redressal
This dimension achieved a mean score of 3.43, ranked 6th, indicating moderate satisfaction. While a portion of respondents rated it as Good (17.6%) and Very Good (12.6%), the combined Bad and Poor responses (36.5%) suggest inefficiencies in feedback collection and grievances redressal mechanisms in certain universities.
BD6. Student Participation in Achieving Educational Outcomes
Recording the highest mean score of 3.85 and securing the 1st rank, this dimension reflects strong stakeholder agreement that students actively contribute to achieving educational outcomes. A combined 30.2% of respondents related this aspect as Very Good or Excellent, indicating effective engagement strategies and participatory learning environments within SPUs.
BD7. Transfer/Migration Policies for Students
This indicator attained a mean score of 3.72 and ranked 3rd, reflecting generally favourable perceptions of transfer and migration policies. While Good (23.7%) and Very Good (13.2%) ratings predominate, the presence of Poor responses (19.1%) suggests procedural complexities or lack of clarity in policy implementation in some institutions.
BD8. Co-curricular Activities for Students
Co-curricular activities recorded a means goal of 3.44 and were placed at 5th rank. Although Very Good (18.7%) and Good (11.1%) responsive indicate positive engagement, a substantial proportion of respondents related this dimension as Bad or Poor highlighting, uneven availability of opportunities and participation across SPUs.








C) CURRICULAR ATTRIBUTES
	Table 3:  Showing Perception of Stakeholders about Curricular Attributes

	
	Alignment with Academic Goals
	Program Launch and Curriculum Revision
	Program Options & Multiple Exit
	Feedback from Employers and Academic Peers 
	Academic Continuity in Multidisciplinary Programs
	Offering Courses for Critical Thinking and Innovation

	Bad
	273
	200
	146
	131
	102
	203

	
	29.70%
	21.80%
	15.90%
	14.30%
	11.10%
	22.10%

	Poor
	103
	135
	137
	173
	175
	223

	
	11.20%
	14.70%
	14.90%
	18.80%
	19.10%
	24.30%

	Average
	183
	198
	182
	94
	158
	68

	
	19.90%
	21.60%
	19.80%
	10.20%
	17.20%
	7.40%

	Satisfa-ctory
	59
	55
	74
	147
	113
	96

	
	6.40%
	6%
	8.10%
	16%
	12.30%
	10.50%

	Good
	53
	163
	108
	96
	218
	102

	
	5.80%
	17.80%
	11.80%
	10.50%
	23.70%
	11.10%

	Very Good
	108
	69
	184
	183
	99
	93

	
	11.80%
	7.50%
	20%
	19.90%
	10.80%
	10.10%

	Excellent
	139
	98
	87
	94
	53
	133

	
	15.10%
	10.70%
	9.50%
	10.20%
	5.80%
	14.50%

	Mean
	3.43
	3.48
	3.83
	3.9
	3.74
	3.53

	S.D
	2.213
	1.986
	1.993
	1.99
	1.749
	2.153

	Mean Rank
	6
	5
	2
	1
	3
	4


Source: Primary data
Table 3 presents stakeholders’ perceptions of key curricular attributes contributing to academic excellence in State Public Universities of Rajasthan. The mean scores range from 3.43 to 3.90, indicating an overall moderate to high level of satisfaction, although noticeable variation exists across individual curricular attributes.
CD1. Alignment with Academic Goals 
This attribute recorded the lowest mean score of 3.43 and was ranked 6th.Nearly 41% of respondents rated it as Bad or Poor, indicating a perceived disconnect between stated academic objectives and actual curricular practices in certain institutions.
CD2. Program Launch and Curriculum Revision
Program launch and revision achieved a mean score of 3.48 and ranked 5th, reflecting moderate stakeholder satisfaction. While Good (17.8%) and Excellent (10.7%) responses suggest that curriculum updates do occur, the relatively high proportion of Bad (21.8%) and Average (21.6%) rating imply that revision processes may lack timeliness or comprehensiveness across SPUs.
CD3. Program Options and Multiple Exit Opportunities
With the mean score of 3.83 and a 2nd rank, this attribute reflects a positive perception of flexibility within academic programs. A substantial proportion of respondents rated it as Very Good (20%) and Excellence (9.5%), indicating alignment with contemporary higher education reforms that emphasise learner choice, mobility and multiple exit pathways.
CD4. Feedback from Employers and Academic Peers 
This dimension recorded the highest mean score of 3.90 and scored the 1st rank, suggesting that stakeholders view external feedback from employers and academic peers as a strong component of curriculum design. Nearly 30% of respondents rated this attribute as Very good or Excellent, reflecting growing responsiveness of curricula to industry and academic inputs, thereby enhancing relevance and employability.
CD5. Academic Continuity in Multidisciplinary Programs
This attribute attained a mean score of 3.74 and ranked 3rd, indicating a generally favourable perception of multidisciplinary continuity. While a notable proportion of respondents rated it as Good (23.7%), the presence of Poor responses (19.1%) points to challenges in achieving seamless integration and coordination across disciplines.
CD6. Offering Courses for Critical Thinking and Innovation
The provision of courses aimed at fostering Critical Thinking and Innovation recorded a mean score of.3.53 and ranked 4th. Although Excellent (14.5%) and Very Good (10.1%) responses highlight strengths in some institutions, a considerable proportion of respondents rated this attribute as Bad (22.1%) or Poor (24.3%), indicating inconsistency in course design, delivery and implementation.

	D) TEACHING-LEARNING AND EVALUATION
Table 4:  Showing Perception of Stakeholders about Teaching-Learning and Evaluation 

	 
	Use of Innovative Teaching Methods
	Student Capacity 
and Compet-ency Develop-ment
	Work-
Based and Experiential Learning Opportu-nities
	Academic-Industry Collabo-rations
	Internal Evaluation and Assess-ment
	External Assess-ment of Student Perform-ance
	Evaluation Processes and Feedback
	Co-Curric-ular Activities 
for Holistic Develop-ment

	Bad
	220
	273
	200
	146
	131
	102
	203
	118

	
	24%
	29.70%
	21.80%
	15.90%
	14.30%
	11.10%
	22.10%
	12.90%

	Poor
	119
	103
	135
	137
	173
	175
	223
	254

	
	13%
	11.20%
	14.70%
	14.90%
	18.80%
	19.10%
	24.30%
	27.70%

	Average
	195
	183
	198
	182
	94
	158
	68
	97

	
	21.20%
	19.90%
	21.60%
	19.80%
	10.20%
	17.20%
	7.40%
	10.60%

	Satisf-
actory
	193
	86
	175
	182
	203
	268
	163
	175

	
	21%
	9.40%
	19.10%
	19.80%
	22.10%
	29.20%
	17.80%
	19.10%

	Good
	34
	26
	42
	154
	40
	63
	35
	11

	
	3.70%
	2.80%
	4.60%
	16.80%
	4.40%
	6.90%
	3.80%
	1.20%

	Very
Good
	113
	216
	126
	41
	229
	111
	161
	204

	
	12.30%
	23.50%
	13.70%
	4.50%
	24.90%
	12.10%
	17.50%
	22.20%

	Excellent
	44
	31
	42
	76
	48
	41
	65
	59

	
	4.80%
	3.40%
	4.60%
	8.30%
	5.20%
	4.50%
	7.10%
	6.40%

	Mean
	3.24
	3.28
	3.29
	3.53
	3.79
	3.56
	3.38
	3.6

	S.D
	1.808
	2.022
	1.81
	1.761
	1.901
	1.642
	2.008
	1.923

	Mean
Rank
	8
	7
	6
	4
	1
	3
	5
	2


Source: Primary data

Table 4 depicts stakeholders’ perception of various dimension related to teaching-learning, processes and evaluation practices in State Public Universities of Rajasthan. The mean scores range from 3.24 to 3.79, indicating an overall of moderate level of satisfaction, with noticeable variation across different components of teaching, learning and assessment.
DD1. Use of Innovative Teaching Methods
This dimension recoded the lowest mean score of 3.24 and was ranked 8th, identifying it as the weakest area within teaching-learning practices. Nearly 37% of respondents rated this aspect as a Bad or Poor, highlighting limited use of innovative, technology enabled and learner centred by the Pedagogical approaches.

DD2. Student Capacity and Competency Development
With a mean score of 3.28 and 7th rank, this dimension reflects average satisfaction. The relatively high proportion of Bad responses (29.7%) indicates gap in the systematic development of student competencies aligned with the academic standards and professional requirements. 
DD3. Work-Based and Experiential Learning Opportunities
Experiential Learning Opportunities achieved a mean score of 3.29 and ranked 6th, suggesting moderate effectiveness. While some respondents rated this dimension as satisfactory (19.1%) and Very Good (13.7%), concerns persist regarding the availability and quality of Internship, fieldwork and hands on learning experiences.
DD4. Academic-Industry Collaborations
This dimension obtained a mean score of 3.53 and was ranked 4th. Although Good (16.8%) and Excellent (8.3%) responses reflect positive initiatives, the presence of Bad (15.9%) and Poor (14.9%) ratings suggest limited or inconsistent industry linkages in several SPUs.
DD5. Internal Evaluation and Assessment
Internal evaluation mechanism recorded the highest mean score of 3.79 and secured the 1st rank, indicating strong stakeholder confidence. A substantial proportion of respondents rated this dimension as Very Good (24.9%) and Satisfactory (22.1%), reflecting transparent, continuous and structured assessment practices across SPUs.
DD6. External Assessment of Student Performance
This dimension attained a mean score of 3.56 and ranked 3rd reflecting moderate satisfaction with external examination system. The high proportion of Satisfactory responses (29.2%) suggests general acceptance of standardized evaluation procedures, although concerns regarding consistency and fairness remain.

DD7. Evaluation Processes and Feedback
With a mean score of 3.38 and 6th rank, this dimension reflects average satisfaction. Despite Very Good (17.5%) and Excellent (7.1%) ratings, a significant proportion of respondents related this aspect as Poor (24.3%), indicating the need for more timely, constructive and student focused feedback mechanisms.
DD8. Co-Curricular Activities for Holistic Development
Co-curricular activities recorded a relatively high mean score of 3.60 and ranked 2nd, reflecting strong stakeholder appreciation. Although Poor response (27.7%) suggest uneven access or participation, the high Very Good (22.2%) and Satisfactory (19.1%) ratings underscore the positive role of co-curriculum activities in fostering holistic student development.

RESULTS
The present study examined academic excellence in State Public Universities (SPUs) of Rajasthan access four core dimensions: Resources and infrastructure for learning, student support services, Curricular attributes and teaching- learning and evaluation practices. The consolidated analysis of Table 1 to 4 indicates that academic excellence in SPUs has been moderately achieved, with institutions exhibiting selective areas of strengths alongside persistent systematic gaps. 
[  ]

1. Resources and Infrastructure for Learning
Institutional facilities and campus life experience emerged as relative strengths, reflecting improved accessibility and student engagement key. Inter objectives under NEP 2020’s emphasis on inclusive and learner friendly campuses. However, ICT infrastructure, classroom and laboratory facilities and physical resources received lower mean scores, indicating uneven infrastructural development across SPUs.
Such disparities constrain the effective adoption of digital learning platforms, blended teaching models and research oriented instruction, which are central to NEP’s vision of technology driven and innovation focused higher education. Strengthening digital and laboratory infrastructure is therefore essential for achieving sustainable academic excellence.
2. Student Support Services
Student participation in achieving learning outcome and mechanism for monitoring success rates were perceived as effective, reflecting structured academic tracking and engagement practices. These findings align with NEP 2020's emphasis on student centric governance and continuous mentoring.
In contrast, career counselling, placement assistance and educational guidance were rated comparatively lower. Revealing a significant gap between academic instruction and employability preparedness. This limited alignment with NEP’s focus on career pathways, vocational integration and industry oriented skill development highlights the need for stronger career support framework within SPU's.
3. Curricular Attributes
Curricular flexibility such as multiple entry and exit options, multidisciplinary continuity and incorporation of feedback from employer and academic peers emerged as major strength. These features closely aligned with NEP 2020 reforms, including the Academic Bank of Credits and multidisciplinary education models. However, weaker alignment with institutional academy goals, irregular curriculum revision cycles and limited emphasis on critical thinking, creativity and innovation suggest incomplete implementation of outcome based education. To fully realize NEP objectives, curricula must evolve toward dynamic competency based and future oriented frameworks.
4. Teaching, Learning and Evaluation practices
Among all dimensions, internal evaluation and assessment systems were perceived as the strongest, reflecting transparency, continuity and fairness, consistent with NEP 2020’s recommendations for formative, competency base and continuous assessment. While external assessment mechanisms and co-curricular activities also contributed positively to holistic development, lower satisfaction with innovative pedagogy, experiential learning and competency development indicates limited integration of technology enabled teaching, industry linked learning internships, project based learning and student centred Instructional approaches, key pillar of NEP’s learner centric philosophy.
Overall, the findings indicate that SPUs in Rajasthan have made measurable progress in structural and procedural reforms, particularly in assessment practices and curricular flexibility, demonstrating initial alignment with NEP 2020. However, shortcomings in infrastructure modernization, career oriented student support, pedagogical innovations, and experiential learning continue to constraint the full realisation of NEP’s transformative vision.

DISCUSSION

The results demonstrate that academic excellence in State Public Universities of Rajasthan is characterised by selective institutional strengths alongside persistent systematic gaps, resulting in partial alignment with NEP 2020. The prominence of curricular flexibility and internal evaluation reforms indicates that structural and procedural changes are being prioritised within SPUs. However, the relatively weaker performance in infrastructure adequacy, experiential pedagogy and employability oriented student support highlights challenges in translating policy intent into transformative institutional practices.
While assessment reforms and curricular restructuring are more readily institutionalised, pedagogical innovation and learning environment enhancement require greater faculty capacity, infrastructural investment and institutional support.
Limited access to ICT enable classrooms, laboratories and industry linked learning opportunities constrains the development of higher order cognitive skills, applied learning and graduate preparedness, which are central to NEP 2020’s learner centred philosophy.
CONCLUSION
The study concludes that academic excellence in State Public Universities of Rajasthan is progressing but remains unevenly institutionalized. While curricular flexibility, internal evaluation mechanism and student engagement practices show alignment with NEP 2020, particularly in multidisciplinary learning and continuous assessment. Significant gaps persist in infrastructure adequacy, experiential pedagogy, career oriented student support system and academic industry collaboration. As a result, academic excellence remains largely structural and rather than transformative.
Achieving sustained academic excellence requires holistic and integrated approach in which curriculum design pedagogy, infrastructure development and student support services are aligned with institutional goals and societal needs as envisaged under NEP 2020. Strengthening these dimensions collectively is critical for improving educational quality, graduate employability and institutional credibility within State Public Universities. 
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