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REVIEW OF DIPLOMA THESIS 

Review type: opponent’s review 

Author of the diploma thesis: Piyush Prakash Yadav 

Title: Comparative study of the barriers of access to higher education to applicants from 

disadvantaged backgrounds in three different states of India: A study of New Delhi, 

Madhya Pradesh and Chhattisgarh 

Author of the review: PhDr. Vilém Novotný, Ph.D. 

 
Factual benefits of thesis and its added value 
The submitted diploma thesis of Piyush Prakash Yadav addresses an interesting issue of barriers 

of access to higher education to applicants from disadvantaged backgrounds in three different 

states of India. The issue is actual and relevant for the Public and Social Policy program.  

However, I am somewhat abashed when concerning the substantial benefits and added value of 

the thesis. The thesis provides basic descriptive insight into the issue, but its theoretical and 

methodological backing is weak. I miss an answer to "so what" question (what interesting it 

brings to our knowledge).  

 

Structure of thesis (form, structure, and conception of the outline, presentation of content) 

The thesis contains parts that are supposed to be present in a diploma thesis. It has an outline 

starting with the introduction where some Indian background as well as research goals and 

objectives are presented. Then, a literature review concerning identifying the problem (inequity 

of access in Indian higher education), state government’s role and policy implementation, state 

government’s expenditure, and budget allocation follows. After it, the methodology of the thesis 

is presented. Next, a more empirical part comes, concerning the model of higher education 

administration in India and the selected states, process of or transition from secondary education 

to higher education, and findings concerning the three states. Finally, there are the Discussion 

and Conclusions of the thesis. The thesis structure, better said the logic of the content of 

particular parts is not clear to me. Therefore, I suggest restructuring Part 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 more 

logically. 

 

Setting and answering research questions and objectives 
The research questions and objectives (pp. 17-18) are well set, but I would appreciate some 

deeper reasoning of their focus and wording. It is tough for me to find answers to some 

questions in the thesis (effectiveness of policy implementation of governments in reducing 

barriers, identification core policy beliefs). There is a descriptive presentation of some facts, but 

they are not explained in light of the theoretical underpinnings of the thesis. 

 

Sophistication and application of theoretical approaches 

Sophistication and application of theoretical approaches are weak. The focus on inequalities and 

ACF is ok, but the elaboration of this theoretical background is shallow. For example, it is not 

clear what theory stands behind the construction of the context (why were particular factors 

chosen). In the same way, presentation as well as application of ACF is a very unclear and 

missing reference to relevant literature (e.g., Jenkins-Smith et al. (2018). The Advocacy 

Coalition Framework: An Overview of the Research Program. In Ch. Weible & P. Sabatier 

(eds.). Theories of the Policy Process). 

 
Methodological approach and application of particular methods and approaches 

The methodological approach and application of particular methods and approaches are also 

very weak. I have not learned about the thesis' research design or particular application of 
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quantitative and qualitative methods to the data. In this respect, the sections in the methodology 

part are very short and very general. To my surprise, I have not also learned about the 

comparative method that should be addressed in a thesis comparing three states. 

 

Use of literature and data 
The use of literature is weak in the theoretical background of the thesis. Notably, the absence of 

relevant ACF literature is striking. Otherwise, there are India-related works, but the number of 

referred literature should be more extensive in general.  

The use of data is better and relevant resources are used but mostly in a descriptive manner 

without clear explanation methods (see above). 

 

The factual accuracy and convincing of the argumentation 
The convincingness of the argumentation is not strong because the thesis is very descriptive, 

with a weak interpretation of findings or backing by theory. For example, it is unclear why the 

author considers that his statements are based on strong evidence (p. 50). 

 

Stylistic and text editing 

The stylistic and text editing of the thesis is poor (e.g., there are too many orthographical 

mistakes), and I recommend better proofreading to improve the form of the thesis.  

The work with references should be checked and harmonize in one style. I also recommend 

distinguishing primary resources and secondary literature in the list of references. There has to 

be an exact reference to the author and page when directly quoting (p. 39).  

In general, the graphical outline of the thesis should be better. 

 

In sum, I feel really abashed about the thesis. On the one hand, the thesis provides a basic 

descriptive insight into the issue. However, on the other hand, there are very weak theoretical 

and methodological underpinnings, and the thesis seems to be more like a draft than the final 

version. 

 

 

For the reasons mentioned above, I still recommend the thesis for defense. 

However, my grading is E when performance in the thesis' defense is compelling. 

 

Questions for defense: 

What is added value of your thesis (“so what?” question)?  

Can you profoundly explain the research design of your thesis? 

Can you explain the application of the Advocacy Coalition Framework in the thesis? 
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