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INTRODUCTION

In today’s world, in the context of higher education,
there is a need to remain globally connected and
engaged for which internationalization of higher
education has become essential and almost all higher
education institutions (HEISs) across the globe have been
receptive to the call to internationalize. HEIs are making
rigorous efforts to internationalize their academic
programs, partnerships, and campuses in order to attract
global talent, enhance academic quality and improve
their positions in international rankings. In the Indian
context, the government has also placed
internationalization of higher education as one of its key
policy priorities in the last five years that has been
reflected in the National Education Policy (NEP) 2020.
The policy calls for promoting India as a global study
destination that offers affordable, high-quality
education and emphasizes the importance of
international  collaboration, student and faculty
exchanges and an internationally relevant curriculum.

Knight, J. (2008) defined internationalization as “the
process of integrating an international, intercultural or
global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery
of post-secondary education”. HEIs implement
internationalization through a variety of strategies,

including student and staff exchanges, international
student recruitment, transnational education, curriculum
internationalization, global research collaboration and
the establishment of branch campuses (de Witt, 2011).
Internationalization has evolved over the past two
decades, shaped by changing geopolitical contexts,
global academic mobility trends, and technological
advancements. As noted by Rumbley et.al.. (2012),
internationalization that was once a peripheral activity
has now become central to institutional identity and
strategic planning, impacting quality assurance, global
positioning, social relevance and revenue generation.
Despite the increasing importance of
internationalization, the implementation of
internationalization  strategies  remains  uneven,
particularly in countries such as India. Indian HEIs face
several roadblocks such as infrastructural limitations,
financial restrictions, regulatory constraints and lack of
clarity on returns on investment. Some HEIs have
successfully formed global partnerships and launched
joint programs, while many others continue to face
operational hurdles.

In response to these challenges, this study uses a
quantitative  research  design to evaluate the
effectiveness of internationalization strategies in Indian
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HEIls. It analyses institutional performance using
objective data and a set of structured evaluation models.
In order to enhance the international engagement and
competitiveness of Indian HEIls, this study aims to
inform benchmarking, strategic decision-making and
policy development by offering a data-driven and
scalable evaluation framework.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

There is a growing interest in the internationalization of
higher education, particularly with respect to the
performance of the HEIs internationally and their
standing in the global rankings. There are several
studies that have evaluated this phenomenon through
measurable indicators such as student mobility, research
collaborations, and international partnerships. A review
of relevant literature supporting the assessment of
internationalization in HEIs is presented in this section.
Internationalization in higher education is no longer
restricted to student and faculty mobility. It covers a
wide range of institutional strategies, from
internationalization of curriculum and joint research
initiatives to virtual partnerships. Avolio and
Benzaquen (2024) carried out an extensive study of 74
academic publications focusing on the
internationalization strategies adopted by the non-
western HEIs in the post pandemic era. The framework
comprised of six critical dimensions - students,
programs, faculty, research, international ventures, and
other ~ sources, and nine  facilitators  of
internationalization including international
partnerships,  funding,  government  education,
international policies, technology, internationalization
culture, diversity and inclusion, staff competence and
attitude, student/faculty engagement, intercultural
experience and satisfaction, English as a medium of
instruction (EMI), and knowledge transfer mechanisms.
The study used the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses)
methodology, and developed a conceptual framework
that links the strategic initiatives to performance
indicators. This model serves as a basis for the
Internationalization Index (1) in this present study that
captures multi-dimensional engagement. Enkhtur et al.
(2024) studied the role of virtual student mobility,
particularly in Erasmus+ and Collaborative Online
International Learning (COIL) frameworks and showed
that virtual exchanges are becoming central to
internationalization strategy, especially in HEIs with
limited resources. The study provides insights into
quantifying virtual engagement, making it an important
addition to student mobility metrics.

International research collaborations have a high impact
and play a significant role in enhancing the academic
quality and overall visibility of the HEI (Vorng 2024,
Wai-Chan  2017). Research  productivity and
international collaboration are important indicators used
by The Times Higher Education World University
Rankings and accounts for 5.5% and 2.5% weightage
respectively. Robinson-Garcia and Rafols (2019) have
analyzed joint research publications resulting from

international  collaboration as an indicator of
internationalization and their findings show that co-
authorship numbers remain a valid input for measuring
cross-border academic engagement. Wagner et al.
(2018) examined OECD (Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development) nations and found a
strong positive correlation between mobility of the
researcher and international co-authorship and research
impact which provided the basis for the use of research
partnerships as an indicator for evaluating
internationalization in the current study.

From the standpoint of financial sustainability,
internationalization offers potential benefits through
tuition revenue, research grants, and strategic alliances.
In a related study, Throsby (2017) studied the cost—
benefit framework to analyze the economic returns of
internationalization strategies particularly with respect
to international student flows. Studies by Chisti, S.
(1984), Heaton, C., & Throsby, D. (1998), llieva, R.
etal. (2014), Zhang et.al.. have shown that it is
important for HEIs to balance academic ambition with
institutional sustainability. These studies also laid the
basis for the Return on Internationalization Investment
(Roll) used in the current research work. A study by
Makrydakis et.al.. (2025) mapped 96 key performance
indicators (KPIs) across nine strategic categories of HEI
internationalization that include international student,
student mobility, faculty mobility, faculty international
profile and experience, study programs with
international elements, double/joint degree programs,
international partnerships and networks, international
research and international oriented management and
governance. The study’s empirical approach presents a
validated KPI set that aligns closely with the constructs
of Internationalization Index and Return on
Internationalization Investment of the current study.
Such mapping is essential for creating a data-driven
framework that captures the scope and effectiveness of
internationalization strategies.

Student mobility is a widely used internationalization
strategy by HEIs. However, balanced mobility between
partners is important for sustainable
internationalization. Imbalances in student exchanges
can lead to inequities in partnerships. Georgoudaki, E.
etal.. (2025) analyzed Erasmus+ student mobility
trends across European HEIs and underscored balanced
internationalization across Europe. Egron-Polak and
Hudson (2014) in the AU Global Survey emphasized
the need for institutions to track and benchmark both
inbound and outbound mobility for better planning.

There are several motivations for HEIs to
internationalize. For some it is a source of revenue
generation (economic). For others, it is driven by the
desire to collaborate for knowledge exchange or
curriculum internationalization (academic). Some HEIs
internationalize for socio-cultural reasons (Altbach and
Knight 2007). While global frameworks offer scalable
strategies, Indian HEIs face unique institutional,
regulatory, and cultural challenges. Studies have
highlighted constraints in the Indian context such as
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policy rigidity, absence of clear policies related to
internationalization, inadequate funding, and limited
institutional autonomy. Due to the lack of a
comprehensive internationalization policy, many Indian
HEIs often rely on short-term partnerships or ad hoc
student and faculty exchanges. There is a significant
policy shift with the recent National Education Policy
(NEP) 2020 that emphasizes internationalization and
India’s potential as a study destination. However, the
application of empirical tools to measure the
effectiveness of internationalization strategies remain
underdeveloped in Indian HEIs. Existing global ranking
mechanisms include international indicators but HEIs
do not have the access to customized tools for internal
assessment. This study addresses this gap by developing
and applying data-driven models to effectively quantify
internationalization in Indian HEIs.

Theoretical Framework

The internationalization of higher education is a
multifaceted process that requires a clear understanding
of how institutions align with global standards, optimize
internal resources and form strategic partnerships. This
study uses three interrelated theoretical frameworks -
Institutional Theory, the Resource-Based View (RBV),
and Network Theory to evaluate and interpret the
strategic  internationalization of Indian  Higher
Education Institutions (HEIs). Five quantitative
indicators are developed in this research which are
guided by the abovementioned frameworks:
Internationalization Index (1), Return ~ on
Internationalization Investment (Roll), Global Research
Collaboration Index (GRCI), Student Exchange
Efficiency (SEE), and the Institutional Competitiveness
Score (ICS). Each metric captures a unique Yyet
interconnected dimension of HEI’s internationalization
efforts. Overall, it provides a comprehensive, theory-
driven analysis of how effectively internationalization is
being implemented in the HEI.

Institutional Theory

The Institutional Theory explains that organizations
conform to external expectations to achieve legitimacy
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). In the realm of higher
education, HEIs adopt globally accepted norms such as
accreditation standards, global rankings, and policy
alignment in order to demonstrate their commitment to
academic excellence and global relevance. Metrics such
as Student Exchange Efficiency (SEE) and the Global
Research Collaboration Index (GRCI) are used in this
study to assess the efforts made by the HEI to comply
with global academic expectations and enhance their
positioning in international rankings.

Resource-Based View (RBV)

The RBV framework emphasizes how organizations use
their internal resources to gain a competitive advantage
(Barney, 1991). In the context of higher education, this
includes faculty expertise, research infrastructure, and
administrative capacity. In this study,
Internationalization Index (Il) and the Return on
Internationalization Investment (Roll) are used to assess
how HEI convert their internal resources to quantifiable

international outcomes. (Makrydakis et.al.., 2025).
These models provide a quantitative basis to evaluate
resource utilization and financial viability in HEIs with
respect to internationalization.

Network Theory

Network Theory sheds light on how cooperation
arrangements such as international partnerships,
research collaboration and student/faculty exchanges
enhance institutional visibility and innovation capacity
(Powell et al., 1996; Wagner, Park, & Leydesdorff,
2018). The Global Research Collaboration Index
(GRCI) is used in this study to assess the institutional
visibility within global research networks and the
Institutional Competitiveness Score (ICS), a composite
metric, is used to capture the network strength and
strategic outcomes.

By grounding the study in these interrelated theoretical
perspectives, the research not only investigates what
strategies are used by Indian HEISs to internationalize but
also explains why and how these strategies are
developed and sustained. In the Indian context, while a
few institutions have adopted comprehensive strategies,
many continue to struggle with fragmented and ad hoc
approaches. Studies by Singh and Papa (2021), Kumar
(2020), and Tilak (2013) have documented the
structural and policy-level barriers that constrain
internationalization in Indian universities, including
regulatory rigidity, inadequate infrastructure, and
insufficient incentives for faculty participation. This
literature review  highlights  that  strategic
internationalization requires both  qualitative
transformation and quantitative monitoring. While
existing studies have proposed conceptual models and
case-based insights, there is a paucity of empirical
studies applying measurable frameworks to evaluate
internationalization efforts in Indian HEIs. By focusing
on student and faculty mobility, internationalization at
home, research collaboration, and virtual engagement—
and assessing their outcomes through II, Roll, GRCI,
SEE and ICS—this study seeks to contribute a
structured, replicable approach to understanding and
enhancing internationalization in the Indian higher
education context.

METHODOLOGY

This study adopts a model-based quantitative approach
to evaluate the strategic implementation and impact of
internationalization in Indian HEIls. This research is
grounded in objective institutional data and is structured
around the development and application of
mathematical models to quantify institutional
performance across key dimensions of global
engagement. The choice of a mathematical modeling
approach is driven by the need to:

*» Objectively quantify complex phenomena
(e.g., faculty diversity, research output,
student mobility)

Develop performance indicators aligned with
global benchmarks

7
*
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< Support decision-making and resource
allocation in institutional strategy
development

These models enable scenario-based evaluation and
comparative analysis, which are particularly useful in
the context of strategic planning at the institutional
level. To translate the theoretical constructs into
actionable evaluation models, this research introduces
five quantitative tools:

Internationalization Index (IT)

The Internationalization Index quantifies the level of
global engagement by aggregating indicators such as
student mobility, faculty diversity, international
research collaboration, and transnational education
programs. Similar to metrics proposed by Taylor (2004)
and van der Wende (2001), Il provides a composite
score that enables benchmarking and institutional self-
assessment.

The Internationalization Index (11) measures the degree
of global integration of a university:

11=Zwi = W,S + W,R + WP + W,C + W, T

Where:

« S = Student mobility rate (percentage of
international students enrolled)

* R = Research collaboration index (humber of
joint publications with international authors)

« P =Percentage of international faculty

% C = Cultural exchange programs (number of
global engagement initiatives)

« T = Number of transnational education
programs

< W; = Weights assigned based on institutional
priorities

A higher Il indicates a greater degree of
internationalization.

Return on Internationalization Investment

The Return on Internationalization Investment (Roll)
provides a financial viewpoint by comparing revenues
that a HEI generates from internationalization activities
such as tuition fee from international students, research
grants with the associated costs. This model resonates
the call by Choudaha (2017) and Agarwal (2009) for
having evidence-based strategies that can justify the
financial viability of internationalization efforts in
Indian HElIs.

The financial sustainability of investments in
internationalization is assessed by
n

Roll = Z(It —c)
t=1
Where:

« I, = Revenue generated from international
students, research grants, and institutional
partnerships in year t

« C, = Cost of implementing internationalization
strategies in year t

o

* n=Number of years under evaluation

A positive Roll suggests financial sustainability, while
a negative Roll indicates financial challenges.

Global Research Collaboration Index (GRCI)

The Global Research Collaboration Index (GRCI) is
used to quantify the research based international
engagement. It is computed as the proportion of
internationally co-authored publications to the total
number of research publications, expressed as a
percentage.

To assess the impact of international collaborations, the
Global Research Collaboration Index (GRCI) is
calculated as:

Tp
GRCI =+ x 100
I
Where:

% Jp, = Number of joint research papers
published with international authors
% T, =Total research papers published

A higher GRCI represents greater global engagement in
research activities.

Student Exchange Efficiency (SEE)

The Student Exchange Efficiency (SEE) metric
evaluates the balance in student mobility flows between
inbound and outbound students in the student exchange
programs implemented by the HEI.

The efficiency of student exchange programs is
determined by:

Os
SEE = —
I

Where:
< I, = Number of inbound exchange students
% O; = Number of outbound exchange students

A SEE value close to 1 suggests a balanced exchange
program, while values greater or lower than 1 indicate
imbalances.

Institutional Competitiveness Score (ICS)
The Institutional Competitiveness Score (ICS) is
introduced as a composite metric that evaluates an
institution's overall standing and effectiveness in
internationalization. It  integrates three  core
performance indicators—Internationalization Index
(1), Global Research Collaboration Index (GRCI), and
Student Exchange Efficiency (SEE)—while adjusting
for the cost of implementation. It builds on RBV by
evaluating resource efficiency and on
Network/Institutional Theory by incorporating global
engagement indicators.
Institutional competitiveness in internationalization is
determined using:

ICS = all + BGRCI + YSEE — &C;
Where:
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R/
0.0

o,B,y,0 = Weight factors based on institutional
priorities

I = Internationalization Index

GRCI = Global Research Collaboration Index
SEE = Student Exchange Efficiency

R/
0.0

X3

2

X3

2

7

« (. = Cost of internationalization

A higher ICS implies a more competitive and
strategically aligned internationalization effort that
balances performance with cost-efficiency and signifies
stronger global positioning.

Table 1: Summary of the theoretical alignment

Metric | Theory

Key Constructs Measured

Strategic Value

I Institutional Theory | Conformity to international norms

Global standing

Roll RBV .
Investments

Financial returns from strategic

Efficiency, sustainability

GRCI Network Theory

International research linkages

Knowledge
reputation

exchange,

SEE Institutional Theory | Balance in student mobility

Equity in exchange
partnerships

ICS view Cost

RBV + Composite | Combined impact of Il, GRCI, SEE,

Strategic performance

Together, these five indicators form a comprehensive
evaluative framework that is both theoretically
grounded and can be empirically tested. Five Indian
universities were selected for this study using purposive
sampling to ensure diversity in institutional type,
location, and level of internationalization. 15
administrators (Heads of International Offices, Senior
Administrative Officials looking after international
initiatives), 30 faculty members involved in
international collaborations and 50 students (both
inbound International and Indian students with mobility
experience) were the respondents. Data sources that
were used included publicly available annual reports,
institutional  records  (mobility reports, MOUs,
partnership databases), financial documents related to
internationalization  efforts, research  publication
databases, institutional websites and survey responses.
To validate the findings, results from the models were
compared with the institutions’ standings in global
rankings (QS World University Rankings and THE

Rankings). Triangulation was applied to enhance
credibility by cross-verifying insights from different
sources (quantitative scores, survey responses and
institutional documents).

System Architecture

As illustrated in the system architecture (Figure 1), the
process begins with institutional data collection,
followed by computation of I, Roll, GRCI, and SEE.
These are then integrated into the ICS framework. The
system outputs are benchmarked against international
standards (e.g., QS World University Rankings, Times
Higher Education Ranking), supporting strategic
planning, internal audits, and resource allocation. This
theoretically grounded and quantitatively rigorous
architecture provides Indian HEIls with a scalable,
evidence-based model to assess, benchmark and
enhance their internationalization strategies, in
alignment with global best practices and national policy
directives such as NEP 2020 (Varghese, 2013).

Figure 1: System Architecture
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Institutional Data
¢ Student/faculty mobility
e Research output
e International faculty %
e Exchange program records

N

v

o I

e Roll
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e SEE

Metric Calculation

N

V

Computation of ICS
ICS = all +BGRCI+ySEE- 8t

4

N

Global Benchmanking
* QS/THE rankings

l

[ Strategic Output ]

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The data presented in the Table 2 reflects the
performance of five HEIs based on two key parameters:
Student Mobility (%) and Research Collaborations (%),
both of which contribute to the calculation of the
Internationalization Index (I1). The Percentage Change
in Il from the Previous Year illustrates the progression
of internationalization efforts over time.

Institution E stands out with the highest Student
Mobility (90%) and Research Collaborations (85%),
resulting in the highest 1l score (0.95). The institution
has also recorded the most significant year-on-year
improvement in Il (+10%), indicating a robust and
rapidly evolving internationalization strategy. This

suggests a strong institutional focus on both
outbound/inbound mobility and global research
partnerships.

Institution B also demonstrates notable

internationalization metrics, with 80% student mobility
and 70% research collaborations, leading to a high Il
score of 0.92 and a percentage change of +8%. These
figures suggest a mature and consistently improving
international engagement strategy.

Institution A performs moderately well with a student
mobility rate of 75% and research collaboration at 60%,
achieving an 1l of 0.85 and a +5% growth. While
competitive, the lower collaboration metric compared to
top performers like Institution E highlights a potential
area for strategic investment.

Institution C and Institution D lag behind, with 1l scores
of 0.78 and 0.65, respectively. Their student mobility
and collaboration percentages are significantly lower,
particularly for Institution D (50% and 40%,
respectively), correlating with the lowest percentage
change in Il (+2%). These results suggest limited
international exposure and underline the need for more
focused policy interventions.

These results clearly demonstrate the correlation
between strong performance in student mobility and
research collaboration with higher internationalization
index scores. Institutions E and B are leveraging
international partnerships, student and faculty mobility
to strengthen their international presence. The Il thus
proves to be a reliable quantitative indicator to compare
the international engagement performance of HEIs.

The percentage change in Il from previous year
indicates that it is a dynamic process and institutions are
strategically scaling their efforts over time. These
findings corroborate the idea that strategic prioritization
of internationalization not only enhances academic
reputation but also contributes to long-term institutional
competitiveness, as indicated by the ICS (Institutional
Competitiveness Score) framework. Policymakers and
academic leaders can reassess their internationalization
strategies, prioritize investment areas, and monitor
progress over time with the help of this data-driven
approach. Future studies could explore correlations
between 1l scores and student satisfaction levels to
further validate its predictive value.

Table 2: Internationalization Index (I1) Analysis
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Institution ﬁ/lttj)g?m Research Internationalization | Percentage Change in 1l
%) y Collaborations (%) | Index (1) from Previous Year (%)
Institution A | 75% 60% 0.85 +5%
Institution B | 80% 70% 0.92 +8%
Institution C | 65% 55% 0.78 +3%
Institution D | 50% 40% 0.65 +2%
Institution E | 90% 85% 0.95 +10%
The analysis of Return on Internationalization internationalization, it has not yet yielded significant

Investment (Roll) and global rankings (Table 3)
provides insights into how well Indian HEIls are
translating their internationalization strategies into
tangible outcomes. The five institutions in this study
exhibit varying degrees of success in leveraging their
international efforts for institutional benefit.

Institution E recorded the highest Roll at 20%, followed
by Institution B at 18%, which shows that these
institutions are maximizing the financial returns from
their internationalization strategies. This includes
revenue from international student tuition, research
grants and institutional partnerships, offset by the
expenses of international programs, faculty mobility,
and infrastructure.

In contrast, Institution D, with an Roll of only 10%,
appears to lag behind in generating proportional returns.

financial sustainability. This disparity emphasizes the
need for either more targeted investments or better
execution of current strategies.

The annual change in Roll further complements
institutional progress. Institution E stands out with an
increase of 8%, followed by Institution B at 6%, both
indicating effective growth in returns resulting from
improved student recruitment, diversified international
partnerships,  and more  efficient  program
implementation.

Institutions C and D show minimal improvements (+2%
and +1%, respectively), which could be due either
stalled initiatives or challenges in making the most of
existing resources. This calls for strategic re-assessment
and possibly a shift in emphasis toward international
collaborations with significant impact.

Although

there has

been some

investment in

Table 3: Return on Investment (Roll) and Global Ranking Comparison

Institution Return on Investment | Global Global Ranking Percentage Change in Roll
(Roll) (%) Ranking (QS) (THE) from Previous Year (%)

Institution A 15% Within top 700 | 601-800 +4%

Institution B 18% Within top 600 | 501-600 +6%

Institution C 12% 1001-1200 601-800 +2%

Institution D 10% 1201-1400 801-1000 +1%

Institution E 20% Within top 510 | 401-500 +8%

Global Rankings

The correlation between Roll and institutional prestige
is further supported by the HEI’s standing in the QS
World University Rankings and Times Higher
Education (THE) World University Rankings.
Institution E, with the highest Roll, ranks in the top 510
in QS World University Rankings 2026 and within 401-
500 in THE World University Rankings 2025,
exhibiting a strong global brand presence and research
output. Keeping up with its high Roll, Institution B also
performs well with ranking within the top 600 (QS) and
in the 501-600 (THE). Institution D which has the
lowest Roll and the least growth, ranks lowest among
1201-1400 (QS) and 801-1000 (THE). This clearly
suggests that inefficient internationalization efforts can
directly  impact  institutional  visibility = and
competitiveness on the global stage. The findings
support the hypothesis that when effective
internationalization is strategically implemented, it can
enhance both financial sustainability and global
academic reputation. Institutions like E and B
demonstrate that a high Roll have improved global
positioning, validating the Return on

Internationalization Investment (Roll) as a reliable
metric for assessing institutional success in this area.

CONCLUSION

The internationalization of higher education has become
a strategic priority for institutions aiming to enhance
academic quality, global visibility, and financial
sustainability. This study examined the strategic
approaches adopted by Indian HEIs to effectively
manage their internationalization processes, focusing on
student and faculty mobility, international research
collaborations, and virtual academic partnerships. The
study introduced and applied quantitative tools such as
the Internationalization Index (Il), Return on
Internationalization Investment (Roll), Global Research
Collaboration Index (GRCI), Student Exchange
Efficiency (SEE), and Institutional Competitiveness
Score (ICS) to quantify the internationalization efforts.
The results confirm that HEIs with higher international
engagement reflected through mobility, collaborations,
and global partnerships tend to report higher financial
returns and better global rankings. The study further
validates that HEIs can evaluate the effectiveness of
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their internationalization strategies and do an evidence-
based decision-making through data-driven
frameworks.

However, this research is not without limitations. The
focus of this study was on quantitative data and limited
institutional sampling. Complex institutional factors
such as leadership vision, stakeholder engagement, and
organizational  culture  which could influence
internationalization strategies were beyond the scope of
this study. Future research can expand on this work by
incorporating qualitative methodologies. Additionally,
this model could be expanded to include longitudinal
data and assess the impact of national and international
policy shifts to further enhance our understanding of
drivers of sustainable and impactful internationalization
in higher education.
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