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ABSTRACT 

The primary objective of this scholarly investigation is to critically evaluate 
the systemic dichotomy between the rigid, input-focused regulatory 
paradigm instituted by the Bar Council of India under the Rules of Legal 
Education 2008 and the progressive, competency-based framework 
envisaged by the National Education Policy 2020. Specifically, the research 
explores how these divergent philosophies impact the performance of Indian 
legal institutions within the fiercely competitive arena of global university 
rankings. For nearly two decades, the BCI has enforced a procedural 
approach to quality assurance, equating educational excellence with tangible 
physical assets such as specific classroom dimensions, precise student-
teacher ratios, and strict library volumes. Conversely, the NEP 2020 
champions an outcome-oriented pedagogical model that elevates critical 
thinking, multidisciplinary research, and demonstrable student 
competencies. Consequently, this study meticulously seeks to determine 
whether a definitive paradigm shift from a compliance-heavy, bureaucratic 
regime to an outcome-centric educational model can substantially enhance 
the international prestige and global standing of Indian law schools.This 
research critically evaluates the conflict between the Bar Council of India's 
rigid, input-focused Rules of Legal Education 2008 and the National 
Education Policy 2020's progressive, competency-based framework. The 
study analyzes how BCI's two-decade-long focus on physical assets 
(classroom size, student-teacher ratio, library volumes) contrasts with NEP 
2020's emphasis on critical thinking and demonstrable student competencies. 
The core objective is to determine if shifting from this compliance-heavy, 
bureaucratic regime to an outcome-centric educational model can 
significantly improve the global ranking and prestige of Indian law schools. 

This study adopts a qualitative, policy-analytical methodology to dissect the 
causal relationship between national regulatory mandates and the 
institutional quality of legal education. The core research design involves a 
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rigorous textual deconstruction of the BCI Rules 2008 and the NEP 2020, 
followed by a meticulous comparative mapping of these domestic 
frameworks against the performance metrics utilized by premier 
international ranking agencies, namely the Quacquarelli Symonds World 
University Rankings and the Times Higher Education Law subject rankings. 
The qualitative design was deliberately selected because indicators of global 
academic excellence such as employer perception and academic reputation 
are inherently subjective and cannot be adequately measured through mere 
quantitative compliance with infrastructural norms. Furthermore, the study 
synthesizes  data from recent Law Commission reports, 2024 standing 
committee summaries, and pivotal 2025 judicial observations to conduct an 
inductive analysis of the pervasive bureaucratic overreach and its severe 
detriment to academic innovation. 

The analytical results reveal a profound structural misalignment between the 
BCI’s procedural regulations and the fundamental prerequisites for global 
academic recognition. Notably, the BCI’s stringent infrastructural metrics 
are entirely disregarded by international ranking organizations, which 
predominantly reward research productivity, academic reputation, and 
employer satisfaction. By compelling educational institutions to divert vast 
capital resources toward physical compliance rather than faculty research 
grants or international scholarly collaborations, the BCI’s 2008 Rules have 
inadvertently constructed a developmental barrier that suffocates 
institutional growth. Additionally, the prevailing regulatory framework 
incentivizes rote summative assessments and mandatory attendance over the 
generation of impactful legal scholarship, thereby reducing faculty 
responsibilities to rudimentary classroom management rather than globally 
recognized scholarship. The research conclusively demonstrates that the 
compliance-driven model sustains a culture of managed mediocrity, whereas 
the adoption of the NEP 2020’s competency-based evaluation is an absolute 
prerequisite for elevating Indian law schools onto the international stage. 
Implementing the NEP 2020 framework successfully aligns institutional 
objectives with the research-intensive criteria of the global academic market, 
highlighting an urgent need for regulatory decoupling where the BCI focuses 
solely on professional licensure while an independent authority oversees 
academic rigor. 

Keywords: BCI Rules 2008, National Education Policy 2020, Outcome-
Based Education, Global University Rankings, Legal Education Reform. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background: The trajectory of legal education in India currently operates within a 

fundamentally bifurcated regulatory paradigm, perpetually oscillating between traditional 

vocational gatekeeping and progressive academic aspirations. Historically, the Bar Council of 

India, a statutory entity established under the Advocates Act of 1961, has functioned primarily 

as a professional licensure authority, enforcing rigid procedural mandates across the country's 

legal institutions. The pinnacle of this compliance-based approach is encapsulated within the 

BCI Rules of Legal Education 2008, which equate academic quality almost entirely with 

tangible infrastructural inputs; these rules explicitly mandate metrics such as precise classroom 

dimensions of 1500 square feet, strict student-teacher ratios of 1:40, and specific library volume 

counts. Conversely, the contemporary global academic landscape, coupled with India’s 

domestic developmental aspirations articulated in the National Education Policy 2020, 

champions a highly outcome-based educational framework. The NEP 2020 envisions 

transforming the nation into a "global knowledge superpower" by prioritizing experiential 

learning, critical thinking, robust multidisciplinary research, and demonstrable student 

competencies over mere physical compliance. 

1.2 Research Problem and Aims: This structural dichotomy presents a formidable research 

problem: Indian legal institutions, despite achieving rigorous compliance with the BCI's 

physical and procedural standards, consistently fail to secure prominent positions within 

prestigious global university rankings, such as the Quacquarelli Symonds and Times Higher 

Education indices. International ranking agencies overwhelmingly disregard input-centric, 

brick-and-mortar metrics, instead weighting qualitative indicators like global academic 

reputation, faculty research citations, and employer perception. Consequently, the overarching 

aim of this research is to critically evaluate the causal relationship between national regulatory 

philosophies and the institutional performance of Indian law schools on the global stage. 

Specifically, this study explores how the BCI’s infrastructure-heavy regime acts as an 

"innovation ceiling," compelling institutions to divert essential capital resources away from 

high-impact research and multidisciplinary academic advancement. By juxtaposing the BCI 

Rules 2008 with the competency-based paradigms of the NEP 2020, the research seeks to 

determine whether transitioning from bureaucratic proceduralism to an outcome-oriented 

evaluation framework can substantially elevate the international standing of Indian legal 

education. 
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1.3 Rationale: The rationale for undertaking this scholarly investigation is both exceptionally 

unique and urgently timely. The systemic friction between academic innovation and 

bureaucratic oversight precipitated a critical juncture in 2024 and 2025, underscored by the 

BCI’s highly controversial moratorium on the establishment of new law colleges and 

subsequent interventions by the Supreme Court. Prominent critics emphasize that the BCI's 

reliance on discretionary, periodic infrastructural inspections colloquially termed "Inspector 

Raj" has failed to curtail the proliferation of substandard institutions while actively stifling the 

developmental trajectory of elite, research-driven law schools. While existing literature 

frequently acknowledges the necessity of domestic regulatory reform, this research is uniquely 

positioned by empirically mapping domestic compliance metrics directly against the technical 

parameters of global university rankings. In doing so, it provides a crucial, evidence-based 

roadmap for re-engineering India’s regulatory architecture, demonstrating precisely how 

embracing the NEP 2020 framework can transition Indian legal institutions from being merely 

locally compliant to becoming globally competitive. 

2. Literature Review  

A Detailed Review of Key Research Papers: 

2.1 Historical Evolution and the Dominance of Proceduralism: The existing body of 

literature examining legal education reform in India traces a distinct historical evolution from 

colonial-era vocational instruction toward a contemporary, research-driven academic 

framework. This scholarly discourse traverses the foundational impact of the Advocates Act to 

the highly technical mandates of the Bar Council of India  Rules of Legal Education 2008, 

ultimately culminating in the transformative educational philosophies introduced by the 

National Education Policy 2020. A recurring thematic concern within this literature is the 

historical dominance of regulatory proceduralism, which has frequently marginalized outcome-

focused pedagogical quality. The historical trajectory of India's legal pedagogy was 

significantly catalyzed by the All-India Bar Committee and the 14th Law Commission Report 

in 1958. During this foundational period, Setalvad (1958) championed the necessity of 

comprehensive academic training designed to cultivate highly competent legal professionals, a 

vision that directly facilitated the consolidation of the Bar and the anointing of the BCI as the 

paramount regulatory authority. While initial efforts concentrated on standardizing curricula 

and establishing entry-level benchmarks, the subsequent introduction of the Five-Year 
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Integrated Program in the late twentieth century signaled a definitive attempt to modernize the 

legal profession. However, modern scholarly critiques, such as those presented by Singh and 

Kumar (2021), argue that India's educational policies have historically been undermined by 

entrenched bureaucratic inflexibility and market distortions. The BCI Rules 2008 

institutionalized these rigidities by codifying stringent procedural prerequisites, explicitly tying 

institutional legitimacy to physical metrics like a 1:40 student-teacher ratio, 1500-square-foot 

classrooms for an intake of sixty students, and highly specific library holdings comprising AIR 

manuals and SCC volumes. Critics like Aithala and Suresh (2025) contend that these 

standardization efforts have fundamentally failed to elevate professional acumen, as the 

regulatory body lacks the necessary administrative capacity to genuinely evaluate student 

learning, thereby reducing its function to mere licensure oversight rather than the cultivation 

of true academic competence. 

2.2 Theoretical Perspectives on Educational Frameworks: From a theoretical standpoint, 

educational literature sharply distinguishes between rigid proceduralism and progressive 

Outcome-Based Education. Employing the Capabilities Approach, Sen (2017) posits that the 

true measure of an educational system lies in the substantive skills and freedoms it endows 

upon its students, rather than the bureaucratic processes they are subjected to. Applied to the 

Indian legal context, this theoretical model necessitates a departure from superficial 

administrative compliance,such as the BCI's stringent 70% mandatory attendance rule, or "seat 

time" in favor of fostering demonstrable, practical abilities. Furthermore, Stables (2008) 

observes that process-heavy educational paradigms often act as barriers, preventing students 

from accessing powerful knowledge because institutions are forced to prioritize administrative 

hurdles over pedagogical innovation. 

2.3 The Emergence of the NEP 2020 Paradigm: Empirical analyses of the NEP 2020 

underscore a critical paradigm shift aimed at rectifying these systemic deficiencies. Raj (2024) 

notes that the NEP's overarching ambition to forge India into a "global knowledge superpower" 

is predicated on five foundational pillars: access, equity, affordability, accountability, and 

quality. To achieve this, the policy strongly advocates for competency-based educational 

models that eschew traditional rote memorization in favor of cultivating advanced problem-

solving capabilities and critical thinking. Nevertheless, Dutta (2025) offers a cautionary 

perspective, warning that while the NEP 2020 holds immense potential to radically transform 

the educational landscape through vocational integration and multidisciplinary study, its 
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actualization is threatened by the exact same structural rigidities embedded within the BCI's 

existing procedural framework. 

2.4 Regulatory Divides and Global Competitiveness: The broader academic consensus 

highlights a severe structural divide between the BCI's operational objectives and the 

demanding metrics of the globalized higher education sector. The prevailing regulatory 

environment is frequently condemned as overly complex and bureaucratic, prompting 

widespread advocacy for the establishment of a unified oversight entity, such as the Higher 

Education Commission of India. While a segment of the literature defends the BCI's strict 

infrastructural mandates as a necessary bulwark against the unchecked commercialization of 

legal education, legislative perspectives are increasingly advocating for a reduction in the 

Council's overarching power. Notably, the 2024 Standing Committee Report recommends 

stripping the BCI of its academic oversight, restricting its purview solely to determining basic 

professional eligibility for the Bar, and transferring the regulation of scholarly research and 

legal education to an autonomous authority. Despite these extensive domestic debates, a 

conspicuous gap remains in the literature regarding the direct intersection of these regulatory 

frameworks with international university rankings. Although prior scholarship has adeptly 

identified the misaligned incentives inherent in the current compliance-heavy system, there is 

a distinct lack of granular analysis explaining precisely why procedural adherence fails to 

translate into the high academic reputation and research citation metrics that heavily dictate 

global prestige. 

Current scholarly discourse highlights a fundamental conflict between bureaucratic 

proceduralism and progressive pedagogical methodologies within Indian legal education. 

Historically, the Bar Council of India has enforced rigid physical and administrative standards, 

such as specific classroom dimensions and strict teacher-student ratios, which critics argue 

suppress genuine academic advancement and professional acumen. Theoretical perspectives, 

including the Capabilities Approach, suggest that true educational quality is determined by the 

practical abilities and freedoms students acquire rather than mere administrative compliance 

with bureaucratic mandates. 

Recent studies widely endorse the National Education Policy 2020, identifying its emphasis on 

outcome-based education, multidisciplinary study, and critical thinking as a vital remedy to 

systemic educational flaws. Nevertheless, scholars warn that the BCI's deeply entrenched 
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regulatory framework poses a significant threat to the successful execution of these progressive 

educational reforms. As a result, legislative reports and academic consensus increasingly 

advocate for limiting the BCI's jurisdiction solely to professional licensure while delegating 

academic oversight to an autonomous entity. Despite this widespread agreement on domestic 

regulatory reform, current literature lacks a detailed empirical analysis of exactly how these 

specific procedural compliances directly impede Indian law schools from attaining the research 

citations and academic reputation required to succeed in global university rankings. 

The academic discourse is well-established concerning the historical progression of legal 

pedagogy and the theoretical shortcomings of bureaucratic oversight in India. Extensive 

scholarship thoroughly critiques the Bar Council of India  for imposing rigid administrative 

standards that prioritize physical infrastructure over genuine educational innovation. However, 

a distinct gap remains in the literature regarding how these domestic regulatory frameworks 

directly intersect with global university rankings. Specifically, current research lacks granular 

analysis explaining why strict adherence to procedural rules fails to yield the robust research 

citations and academic reputation necessary for international prestige. 

Regarding consensus, scholars generally agree that the prevailing regulatory environment is 

overly complex and that outcome-based reforms are urgently needed. Furthermore, researchers 

unite in praising the progressive, competency-based framework introduced by the National 

Education Policy 2020. Despite this broad agreement, a minor division exists within the 

academic community. A specific segment of the literature defends the BCI's stringent 

infrastructural requirements as an essential safeguard to prevent the unchecked commercial 

exploitation of legal academies. Nevertheless, the dominant legislative and academic 

perspective firmly advocates for restricting the BCI to professional licensure while delegating 

academic governance to an autonomous regulatory body. 

This research bridges a vital gap between domestic legal education critiques and the broader 

landscape of global academic competitiveness. While the sources extensively critique the Bar 

Council of India for enforcing rigid, infrastructure-based regulations that hinder pedagogical 

innovation, the existing literature predominantly focuses on internal consequences. 

Furthermore, current studies praise the National Education Policy  2020 for its progressive, 

competency-based framework, yet they fail to empirically analyze how these domestic policies 

intersect with international evaluation standards. 
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This investigation addresses that conspicuous scholarly void by explicitly linking domestic 

regulatory frameworks to international university rankings. It provides the missing granular 

analysis to explain exactly why strict compliance with the BCI's procedural rules does not 

translate into the high research citations and academic reputation necessary for global prestige. 

By mapping these misaligned administrative incentives against global metrics, the research 

offers an evidence-based justification for systemic reform. Ultimately, this study reinforces the 

broader legislative consensus that transferring academic governance to an autonomous body is 

essential for elevating Indian legal education onto the world stage. 

This research offers a novel contribution by directly connecting India's domestic legal 

education regulations to the evaluative criteria of global university rankings. While current 

scholarship thoroughly critiques the Bar Council of India for enforcing rigid administrative 

mandates that hinder academic innovation, these discussions predominantly focus on domestic 

impacts. Furthermore, although existing studies commend the National Education Policy 2020 

for its progressive, outcome-based framework, they do not empirically examine how these 

evolving domestic policies align with international benchmarks. 

This study fills a distinct scholarly void by supplying the granular analysis missing from 

contemporary literature. It explicitly demonstrates why mere compliance with physical and 

procedural rules fails to generate the substantial research citations and esteemed academic 

reputation required to achieve worldwide academic prestige. By evaluating these misaligned 

bureaucratic incentives against international evaluation metrics, the research provides an 

original, evidence-based foundation for understanding why Indian law schools struggle 

globally and how systemic reform can elevate them. 

Previous research primarily employs broad theoretical models and general empirical 

evaluations to critique the bureaucratic rigidities of India's educational policies. While these 

foundational approaches successfully identify the systemic flaws of administrative compliance, 

they distinctly lack the detailed methodological techniques required to link domestic 

regulations with international performance indicators. Consequently, the methodology for the 

current investigation is deliberately structured to address this precise analytical deficit. By 

moving beyond general theoretical critiques, the present research design adopts the granular 

analytical methods missing from earlier studies to explicitly map how strict adherence to 

domestic procedural mandates undermines a university's global academic reputation and 
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research citation metrics. 

The theoretical foundation of this research is constructed upon the fundamental dichotomy 

between rigid bureaucratic proceduralism and progressive Outcome-Based Education. At the 

core of this framework is the Capabilities Approach, which asserts that the genuine efficacy of 

an educational system is determined by the substantive skills and personal freedoms it imparts 

to learners, rather than their subjection to arbitrary administrative processes. When applied to 

Indian legal pedagogy, this theoretical model demands a decisive shift away from superficial 

compliance metrics, such as mandatory physical attendance rules, and toward the cultivation 

of verifiable, practical competencies. Additionally, the theoretical framework incorporates the 

perspective that process-centric educational models inherently act as instructional barriers. By 

compelling academic institutions to prioritize bureaucratic requirements, these procedural 

paradigms ultimately stifle pedagogical innovation and prevent students from acquiring 

profound, impactful knowledge. 

The emergent research gap exists at the critical intersection of domestic regulatory frameworks 

and international academic performance metrics. Although prior studies thoroughly critique 

the misaligned incentives within India's compliance-heavy educational system, they 

conspicuously fail to connect these domestic policies to global university rankings. 

Consequently, there is a profound need for granular, empirical analysis that explicitly explains 

why strict adherence to bureaucratic procedures does not generate the elevated academic 

reputation and robust research citations required for global prestige. 

Conclusion: In summation, the literature unequivocally demonstrates that while the BCI Rules 

2008 provided an essential infrastructural floor during the developmental phases of the Indian 

legal market, they currently function as a restrictive innovation ceiling within a globally 

competitive academic arena. Although there is a growing scholarly consensus advocating for 

outcome-based pedagogical reforms, a pronounced dearth of evidence-based strategies 

persists. Future research must empirically delineate how standardizing competency-based 

assessments can accurately generate the requisite signals of quality demanded by international 

ranking institutions. 

3. Methodology 

This study employs a qualitative, policy-analytical methodology to investigate the impact of 
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competing regulatory frameworks on the quality and global standing of Indian legal education. 

The research design is structured around a multi-layered comparative and textual 

deconstruction. Primarily, it scrutinizes the Bar Council of India Rules of Legal Education 

2008, specifically targeting infrastructural and academic mandates, alongside a critical 

evaluation of the National Education Policy  2020’s directives regarding outcome-based legal 

education. Subsequently, these domestic regulatory paradigms are comparatively mapped 

against the formal performance indicators utilized by prominent international evaluators, 

namely the Quacquarelli Symonds  and Times Higher Education  World University Rankings. 

To enrich this comparative framework, the study synthesizes critical findings from secondary 

legal and legislative documents, including Law Commission reports, 2024 standing committee 

summaries, and 2025 judicial observations regarding bureaucratic overreach and regulatory 

capture. A qualitative paradigm is deliberately justified because vital indicators of global 

academic excellence, such as academic reputation and employer perception, are inherently 

subjective and cannot be accurately assessed through quantitative measurements of physical 

infrastructure. Relying solely on quantitative data would merely replicate the BCI's flawed 

procedural logic. Finally, the research utilizes inductive reasoning to synthesize    second-order 

insights from specific instances of regulatory failure, thereby logically extrapolating broader 

causal relationships regarding how compliance-heavy administrative models stifle institutional 

innovation and pedagogical risk-taking. 

3.1 This research will be executed through a qualitative, policy-analytical framework designed 

to critically evaluate the systemic impacts of domestic educational regulations. The 

methodology relies on a multi-layered comparative deconstruction of primary regulatory texts 

to identify points of convergence and conflict. Initially, the study will conduct a rigorous 

textual analysis of the Bar Council of India Rules of Legal Education 2008, specifically 

targeting infrastructural mandates under Schedule III and academic standards under Rule 11. 

Subsequently, this procedural framework will be juxtaposed against the National Education 

Policy 2020, with a particular emphasis on Section 20.4, which delineates the shift toward 

outcome-based, justice-centric legal education. 

The core of the methodology involves directly mapping these contrasting domestic frameworks 

against the formal evaluative criteria established by the Quacquarelli Symonds  and Times 

Higher Education World University Rankings. A qualitative paradigm is deliberately utilized 
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because vital international performance indicators, such as academic reputation and employer 

perception, are inherently subjective and cannot be accurately captured through quantitative 

measurements of physical infrastructure. Relying on quantitative metrics would merely 

replicate the BCI's inherently flawed procedural logic. Finally, the research applies inductive 

reasoning to synthesize specific contemporary examples of regulatory failure, i.e. the BCI's 

moratorium on law colleges and judicial observations regarding institutional malpractice, into 

broader, systemic conclusions concerning bureaucratic overreach and the stifling of academic 

innovation. 

3.2 The selection of a qualitative, policy-analytical framework is justified primarily because 

the fundamental indicators of global academic prestige (specifically academic reputation and 

employer perception) are intrinsically subjective constructs. Utilizing a quantitative 

methodology to simply measure physical assets, such as library capacities or classroom 

dimensions, would merely duplicate the Bar Council of India's inherently defective procedural 

logic. Instead, a qualitative paradigm facilitates a rigorous examination of the deeper causal 

relationships between strict regulatory mandates and subsequent institutional behavior. 

Furthermore, the incorporation of inductive reasoning is essential to synthesize complex, 

second-order insights. Analyzing qualitative evidence of administrative dysfunction, such as 

the detrimental impact of excessive bureaucratic inspections on pedagogical innovation and 

academic risk-taking, it enables the logical extrapolation of broader systemic flaws. This 

approach provides the necessary analytical depth to demonstrate exactly how compliance-

heavy oversight compels academic institutions to prioritize superficial physical metrics over 

the cultivation of a globally competitive research culture. 

3.3 Statement of the Problem 

A profound structural misalignment currently exists between India's domestic regulatory 

framework for legal education and the evaluative metrics utilized by global university ranking 

agencies. Governed primarily by the Bar Council of India Rules of Legal Education 2008, 

Indian law schools are subjected to a rigid, procedural paradigm that explicitly equates 

educational quality with tangible physical infrastructure, such as mandated classroom 

dimensions and specific library capacities. However, prominent international ranking indices, 

including Quacquarelli Symonds and Times Higher Education, entirely disregard these 

infrastructural assets, instead prioritizing outcome-based indicators like academic reputation, 
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faculty research citations, and international employer perception. 

Consequently, to avoid disaffiliation, Indian legal institutions are compelled to divert essential 

capital resources toward maintaining bureaucratic physical compliance rather than investing in 

high-impact research or international academic collaborations. This compliance-heavy 

regulatory regime establishes a systemic "innovation ceiling" that actively prevents law schools 

from adopting the globally aligned, competency-based pedagogical frameworks championed 

by the National Education Policy  2020. Ultimately, the core research problem is that strict 

adherence to the BCI's infrastructure-centric mandates inherently stifles academic innovation, 

thereby directly causing Indian law schools to stagnate in international rankings despite 

achieving complete domestic regulatory compliance. 

3.4 The principal objective of the study is to critically appraise the systemic dichotomy between 

the input-driven regulatory mechanisms of the Bar Council of India and the outcome-focused 

educational paradigm envisioned by the National Education Policy  2020. Specifically, the 

research endeavors to evaluate how these divergent regulatory philosophies affect the 

institutional performance and prestige of Indian law schools within the demanding context of 

global university rankings. By mapping these contrasting models, the study ultimately seeks to 

determine whether abandoning a procedural, compliance-heavy framework in favor of a 

competency-based learning approach can meaningfully enhance the international standing and 

overall academic quality of legal education in India. 

3.5 This investigation is driven by the following primary research questions: 

RQ1. Does transitioning to a system of learning-outcome regulation directly improve the 

position of Indian legal institutions within global university rankings? 

RQ2. Does the rigid administrative proceduralism enforced by the Bar Council of India 

function as a definitive barrier to achieving the competency-based academic excellence 

demanded by international metrics? 

RQ3. How do the conflicting regulatory frameworks—specifically, input-heavy compliance 

versus the outcome-oriented National Education Policy 2020—impact the overall academic 

quality and institutional performance of law schools? 

3.6 The following are the sources: 
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Regulatory and Policy Documents: BCI Education Rules, 2008, National Education Policy 

2020, Ministry of Education, The Advocates Act, 1961, Report on Strengthening Legal 

Education in India, Parliamentary Standing Committee, NEP 2020 Proposals and Suggestions 

for Implementation, AIU. 

Academic and Theoretical Literature: Pathways to Inclusive Higher Education: Learnings 

from India's National Education Policy 2020, Reforming the Indian Bar: The Limits of 

Technological Solutions, Indian Education in the 21st Century: Issues, Trends, and Prospects 

by Sreelogna Dutta Banerjee and Jayanta Mete, Curriculum and the Specialization of 

Knowledge: Studies in the Sociology of Education,How the Use of Information and 

Communication Technology Enables School Teachers to Generate Educational Outcomes 

(Thesis applying the Capabilities Approach, University of Cape Town),Evolution of Legal 

Education Reforms in India, International Journal of Law Management & Humanities, 

Genealogical Critique of Indian Education Policy, Himachal Pradesh National Law University. 

Global Ranking Methodologies: QS World University Rankings by Subject Methodology, 

World University Rankings by Subject Methodology, Times Higher Education, Impact 

Rankings Methodology, Times Higher Education. 

Legal and News Reports: BCI Withdraws Three-Year Moratorium: Revives Inspection-

Based Approval of Law Colleges, SCC Online, BCI's Three-Year Ban on New Law Colleges: 

Supreme Court Issues Notice in Plea, LawBeat. 

Pedagogical and Competency-Based Education Studies:  NEP 2020: A Shift Towards 

Competency Based Education, Understanding Competency-Based Education and Assessment 

Under NEP 2020, Impact of Competency-Based Education under NEP 2020 on Students' 

Learning Outcomes.  

4. Finding: The investigation reveals a profound structural misalignment between India's 

domestic legal education regulations and international academic evaluation criteria. The core 

findings are distilled as follows:  

The Infrastructure-Reputation Paradox: The Bar Council of India  strictly equates 

institutional quality with physical assets, such as land ownership and classroom dimensions. 

However, prominent global evaluators like Quacquarelli Symonds  and Times Higher 
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Education  assign zero value to these infrastructural metrics, focusing instead on research 

environments and international academic reputation. This divergence forces Indian law schools 

to divert essential capital toward physical compliance rather than funding high-impact research 

networks, establishing an "innovation ceiling" that stifles global competitiveness. 

Administrative Compliance over Research Productivity: The prevailing BCI rules 

prioritize pedagogical "seat time" enforcing a 70% attendance mandate and emphasize faculty 

teaching tenure rather than scholarly output. Because the regulations do not require a minimum 

publication record or H-index, legal educators are incentivized to operate as basic classroom 

managers rather than producing the globally cited research that significantly influences 

international rankings. 

Summative Assessment vs. Employer Perception: The BCI's traditional reliance on 

summative final examinations and rigid procedural exercises frequently fails to capture 

authentic student ability and has been linked to the use of unfair academic practices. 

Conversely, the National Education Policy 2020 champions a competency-based, formative 

assessment model designed to foster critical thinking and problem-solving. This progressive 

approach aligns seamlessly with the employer reputation metrics heavily prioritized by global 

ranking agencies. 

Systemic Regulatory Dysfunction: The pervasive reliance on physical inspections, 

colloquially termed "Inspector Raj," encourages academic institutions to superficially game the 

system by meeting minimum infrastructural thresholds while ignoring qualitative academic 

enhancements and intellectual freedom. Furthermore, BCI restrictions on multidisciplinary 

partnerships create an information asymmetry that prevents institutions from signaling 

academic quality and producing the specialized legal talent demanded by the contemporary 

global market. 

Ultimately, the research concludes that the BCI's compliance-heavy model is an outdated 

regulatory mechanism that actively hinders global academic prestige. Transitioning to the NEP 

2020's outcome-based framework is an absolute prerequisite for Indian law schools aspiring to 

achieve international recognition. 

5. Discussion:  

5.1 The analytical findings substantiate the presence of a detrimental administrative culture, 
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often referred to as the "Inspector Raj," which is perpetuated by the Bar Council of India's 

(BCI) reliance on periodic physical infrastructure audits. Because regulatory affiliation hinges 

on verifiable tangible assets rather than academic excellence, legal institutions are incentivized 

to artificially comply with minimal physical standards while disregarding vital scholarly 

metrics like research quality and intellectual freedom. This procedural environment facilitates 

regulatory capture, allowing systemic educational malpractices to persist due to insular peer 

evaluations rather than rigorous, independent accreditation. 

Furthermore, the synthesis of data directly answers the primary research question by 

confirming that a transition to learning-outcome regulation is critical for achieving global 

competitiveness. International ranking indices evaluate universities based on global prestige 

and research citations rather than physical spatial dimensions. Therefore, the BCI's failure to 

promote and incentivize research productivity intrinsically misaligns with international 

benchmarks of academic success. Conversely, the National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 

rectifies this structural misalignment by prioritizing research, pedagogical innovation, and 

adaptable regulatory frameworks that seamlessly map onto global evaluation criteria. 

Lastly, the existing BCI mandates generate profound information asymmetry within the legal 

market by restricting multidisciplinary collaborations and preventing the professional signaling 

of academic quality. Without competitive market pressure, institutions lack the incentive to 

cultivate highly specialized legal talent. By embracing the NEP 2020’s vision for 

multidisciplinary and integrated academic programs, the legal education sector can dismantle 

these market restrictions, breaking the cycle of institutional stagnation and equipping Indian 

graduates to navigate the complexities of the modern global economy. 

5.2 The findings empirically establish that equating educational quality with tangible 

infrastructural compliance inherently disadvantages Indian legal institutions within the global 

academic market. By compelling universities to exhaust capital on physical assets rather than 

high-impact international research, the Bar Council of India artificially caps academic 

innovation and critically restricts global competitiveness. 

Furthermore, the regulatory prioritization of mandatory physical attendance over scholarly 

output creates a profound misalignment with international ranking methodologies, which 

heavily weight academic reputation and research citations. This procedural regime incentivizes 

faculty to act as rudimentary classroom managers rather than globally recognized scholars, 
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thereby sustaining a systemic culture of managed mediocrity. 

Additionally, the traditional reliance on rigid, summative examinations fails to cultivate or 

accurately signal the advanced critical thinking skills demanded by modern international 

employers. Implementing the formative, competency-based assessment model championed by 

the National Education Policy 2020 is strictly essential for academic institutions to satisfy the 

rigorous employer reputation metrics utilized by global ranking indices. 

Ultimately, the data reveals that pervasive bureaucratic inspection models foster superficial 

compliance and institutional regulatory capture rather than genuine pedagogical advancement. 

Achieving international academic prestige necessitates a definitive regulatory decoupling, 

wherein the Bar Council of India retains authority exclusively over professional licensure, 

while an independent, outcome-oriented body actively governs academic rigor and research 

excellence. 

5.3 The empirical findings directly substantiate theoretical critiques of bureaucratic 

proceduralism identified in prior literature. The observed culture of excessive regulatory 

control, where the Bar Council of India (BCI) rigidly enforces physical infrastructural metrics 

over pedagogical quality, validates earlier scholarly assertions that inflexible administrative 

frameworks inherently stifle academic evolution. Specifically, the finding that this compliance-

heavy regime creates an "innovation ceiling" provides the concrete empirical evidence missing 

from Sen's theoretical "Capabilities Approach." It demonstrates exactly how prioritizing 

administrative processes, such as mandatory 70% physical attendance, actively prevents the 

cultivation of substantive student competencies and intellectual freedoms. 

Furthermore, the data confirms literary warnings regarding the fundamental incompatibility 

between existing domestic regulations and the metrics of global academic prestige. The finding 

that the BCI's reliance on rote summative examinations and teaching tenure suppresses vital 

research output directly supports Stables' theory that process-heavy educational models block 

profound knowledge acquisition. This also empirically validates contemporary warnings that 

the progressive, outcome-based ambitions of the National Education Policy 2020 are actively 

thwarted by the BCI's entrenched structural rigidities. Ultimately, the conclusion that achieving 

global academic recognition requires a definitive shift to competency-based accreditation 

strongly reinforces the legislative consensus found in the 2024 Parliamentary Standing 

Committee Report, which explicitly recommends transferring academic governance from the 



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research     Volume VIII Issue III | ISSN: 2582-8878 
 

     Page: 3760 

BCI to an independent regulatory body. 

5.4 The  findings of this investigation provide definitive resolutions to the core research 

questions, highlighting the profound structural tension between domestic regulation and global 

academic standards. 

First, regarding whether a transition to learning-outcome regulation improves global ranking 

positions, the findings explicitly affirm that such a shift is indispensable. Because international 

evaluators, such as Quacquarelli Symonds and Times Higher Education, entirely disregard 

physical infrastructure and heavily prioritize outcome-based metrics like research citations and 

academic reputation, the competency-based framework proposed by the National Education 

Policy (NEP) 2020 seamlessly aligns with international benchmarks. 

Second, the data conclusively establishes that the Bar Council of India’s rigid administrative 

proceduralism functions as a definitive barrier to academic excellence, operating as a systemic 

"innovation ceiling". By compelling legal institutions to allocate scarce capital toward strict 

physical infrastructural mandates rather than international research networks, and by 

prioritizing pedagogical "seat time" over verifiable scholarly output, the existing regulatory 

environment actively suppresses the advanced research cultures demanded by global metrics. 

Finally, in assessing how conflicting regulatory frameworks impact overall institutional 

quality, the findings reveal a profound structural misalignment. The Bar Council of India's 

input-heavy compliance regime, characterized by "Inspector Raj" and an overreliance on rote 

summative assessments, cultivates regulatory capture and ultimately results in "managed 

mediocrity". In stark contrast, the outcome-oriented directives of the NEP 2020 emphasize 

continuous formative assessment, multidisciplinary problem-solving, and robust research 

initiatives, offering a verifiable mechanism to enhance genuine pedagogical quality and 

international employer perception. 

6. Conclusion  

The overarching aim of this research is to critically evaluate the systemic divergence between 

the input-centric regulatory framework of the Bar Council of India (BCI) and the outcome-

oriented educational paradigm established by the National Education Policy (NEP) 2020. 

Specifically, the primary objective is to investigate how these conflicting regulatory 
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philosophies influence the institutional performance of Indian law schools within the context 

of global university rankings. Ultimately, the study seeks to determine whether abandoning a 

compliance-heavy regulatory regime in favor of a competency-based learning model can 

effectively elevate the international academic standing of Indian legal institutions. 

To fulfill these objectives, the investigation is guided by the following primary research 

questions: 

1. Does transitioning to a system of learning-outcome regulation directly improve the 

position of Indian legal institutions within global university rankings? 

2. Does the rigid administrative proceduralism enforced by the BCI function as a 

definitive hindrance to achieving the competency-based academic excellence required 

for international recognition? 

3. How do the conflicting regulatory frameworks specifically, the BCI's procedural 

compliance versus the NEP 2020's outcome-based methodology, impact the overall 

academic quality and institutional performance of law schools? 

The investigation reveals a profound structural misalignment between India's domestic legal 

education regulations and the metrics utilized by global university ranking agencies. The key 

discoveries are as follows: 

The Infrastructure-Reputation Paradox: The Bar Council of India  enforces a procedural 

regulatory model that explicitly equates educational quality with tangible physical assets, such 

as specific classroom dimensions and library capacities. However, international evaluators, 

including Quacquarelli Symonds and Times Higher Education, entirely disregard these 

infrastructural metrics, focusing instead on academic reputation and research environments. 

This divergence creates an "innovation ceiling," compelling institutions to exhaust capital on 

physical compliance rather than funding the high-impact research networks required for global 

prestige. 

Administrative Compliance over Scholarly Output: The prevailing BCI framework 

prioritizes pedagogical "seat time" mandating a 70% attendance threshold and emphasizes 

faculty teaching experience while omitting requirements for scholarly publication records or 

citation indices. Consequently, this system incentivizes faculty to operate primarily as 
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classroom managers rather than the globally recognized scholars necessary to elevate 

institutional rankings. 

Assessment Deficiencies and Employer Perception: The BCI’s traditional reliance on 

summative, rote-based final examinations fails to accurately capture authentic student ability 

and has been linked to unchecked academic malpractice. Conversely, the National Education 

Policy (NEP) 2020 champions a formative, competency-based education  model that fosters 

critical thinking and directly aligns with the employer reputation indicators heavily weighted 

by international ranking bodies. 

Systemic Regulatory Dysfunction: The pervasive reliance on physical infrastructural audits, 

colloquially termed "Inspector Raj," actively encourages academic institutions to superficially 

game the regulatory system. Institutions strategically invest the bare minimum to pass physical 

inspections while neglecting crucial intangible outcomes, such as academic freedom and 

research quality, thereby fostering regulatory capture. 

Information Asymmetry and Market Restrictions: Current BCI mandates prohibit 

multidisciplinary partnerships, creating severe information asymmetry within the legal 

education market. This lack of professional quality signaling eliminates the competitive 

pressure required to cultivate highly specialized legal talent, whereas the NEP 2020’s 

integrated, multidisciplinary approach offers a mechanism to break this cycle of institutional 

stagnation. 

The empirical findings of this study systematically answer the primary research questions by 

explicitly mapping domestic educational policies against global evaluation criteria. 

Regarding the first research question, the findings confirm that transitioning to a learning-

outcome regulatory model directly improves a university's global ranking potential. 

International evaluators, such as Quacquarelli Symonds and Times Higher Education, 

completely disregard physical infrastructural metrics, instead prioritizing research 

environments, employer satisfaction, and academic reputation. Because the National Education 

Policy  2020 advocates for a competency-based framework emphasizing advanced research 

and critical thinking, it seamlessly aligns institutional incentives with the demands of the global 

academic market. 
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Addressing the second question, the analysis establishes that the Bar Council of India's (BCI) 

rigid proceduralism functions as a definitive barrier to international recognition. By compelling 

universities to allocate essential capital toward strict physical compliance rather than high-

impact international research networks, the current regulatory regime establishes a systemic 

"innovation ceiling". Furthermore, prioritizing pedagogical "seat time" and teaching tenure 

over verifiable scholarly output incentivizes faculty to act as mere classroom managers rather 

than globally recognized researchers. 

Finally, concerning the impact of conflicting regulatory frameworks on institutional quality, 

the data reveals a profound structural divergence. The BCI's compliance-heavy model relies on 

periodic infrastructural inspections, which fosters a culture of "Inspector Raj," regulatory 

capture, and superficial compliance, ultimately resulting in "managed mediocrity". In contrast, 

the outcome-oriented directives of the NEP 2020 emphasize continuous formative assessment, 

multidisciplinary problem-solving, and robust research initiatives. Ultimately, these findings 

satisfy the core research objectives by demonstrating that achieving global academic excellence 

requires a fundamental paradigm shift: restricting the BCI's authority strictly to professional 

licensure while delegating academic regulation to an independent, outcome-based authority. 

The primary limitation of this investigation is its exclusive methodological reliance on 

qualitative evaluations and policy analysis. To robustly substantiate these qualitative insights, 

future scholarship necessitates longitudinal, quantitative examinations of actual faculty citation 

rates following the implementation of the National Education Policy 2020. Additionally, the 

inherent volatility of contemporary Bar Council of India mandates exemplified by the abrupt 

enforcement and subsequent retraction of the 2025 moratorium on new law colleges fosters an 

unstable regulatory landscape. This continuous regulatory fluctuation fundamentally constrains 

the capacity to generate definitive, long-term forecasts regarding institutional behavior and 

global ranking trajectories. 

The implications of this research indicate that maintaining the Bar Council of India's  current 

infrastructure-centric regulations will continue to restrict Indian law schools from achieving 

global academic prestige. The findings suggest that transitioning to the outcome-based model 

proposed by the National Education Policy 2020 is not merely an option, but a mandatory 

prerequisite to move the legal education system from "managed mediocrity" to "global 

excellence". 
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To achieve this paradigm shift, the following structural recommendations are proposed: 

Regulatory Decoupling: The BCI’s authority should be strictly confined to overseeing 

professional licensure and basic Bar eligibility. The governance of academic quality and 

research should be transferred to an independent entity, such as the National Council for Legal 

Education and Research. 

Outcome-Based Accreditation: Institutional recognition and affiliation must be evaluated 

based on measurable learning outcomes, faculty research impact (such as citation rates and H-

index), and employer satisfaction, rather than physical infrastructure metrics like square 

footage. 

Incentivizing Research: Law schools must be required to allocate specific portions of their 

mandated capital funds directly toward faculty research grants and international academic 

collaborations. 

Continuous Assessment Integration: Institutions should abandon rote-based, summative 

final examinations in favor of the continuous, formative assessment models recommended by 

the NEP 2020 to minimize unfair practices and accurately measure true student competency. 
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