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Resources for Education iik inaia

M»stract

U n iv e r & a i is a t io n  of eieuisntary eoucation  is  a uaslc  need ana a 

C o n stitut io n al  L/irective in  the ^ iv en  ueii.ocratic fraiuevoric o.t our 

countr>. At the sai^e tiiue, u n fortunately  this  is  one of tne ^oals  

whicn is  not yet a c h ie v e d ,  thou^jh targets lor tne saiae were 

continuously altered fot various points of time; ttie latest bein^ the 

>ear we iaentiiieci finances as one of the uiajor constraitits in

acnievin^^ the target. laerefore tne attempt of the present study is 

to look  into  ttie i in a n c ia l  aspects  so as to luateria lise  the ^oal oy 

the year In this context we c r i t i c a l l y  rcvievv tne a l l o c a t io n

ti'enus Hi ttie p'lst to education in j^eneral and exeii.entary euucation in 

particular. aide oy taidCj we analyse^- tne pertori^ance of eleihentary 

education xn teru.s of enrolment in ciilerent states of our country for 

the past decacies. troia tne a n a ly s is  i t  is  c lear  that i f  tiie past 

trends |;,uioe the future tnen universalisation of elementary euucation 

w i l l  be a d i s t a n t  ^ o a l  even  Ly ttie p r e s e n t l y  ta r e e l e d  y e a r ,  

T n re re io r e ,  we estiiuace the required  \,state-wise) ^rowtti rates  ana 

their financial iuiplications for the present uecaae. rurttier vve ar^^ue 

tnatj thou^n l inances  oy i t s e l f  w il l  not ensure u n iv e r s a l i s a t io n  of 

eieiiientary eaucatiouj a larger provibion of the saoie. as sliown by tne 

projections in Liie stuuy is a necessary concition to aciaeve the g,oal 

uy the targeted year. (quantitatively vve fino tnat atleast 1% of oi'il’ 

shouiu ue allocated for euucation 5% rroiu tne puolic exciiequer and 

anotner 2% from tne housetiuld sector -- uy to r e a l i s e  our

aoaest targets in eoucation.

(v)



IulSCURCES i'OR iiDUCATIOw

Jandhyala B .G . Tilak 

I<.V, Varghese

" 1  am s t r u c k ......  w ith  ttie r e l a t iv e l y  meagre resources whicti is

devotea to j^roblem of iiuuian learnings spite of the lact ttiat tnis 

is tii3 core of v irtually  all aevelopiaental process'* (V.enuetti L.oulaiiigj 

196G;iOb-/).

” .o..uiany hard choices  w il l  tiave to L>e faced ana r isks  taken. 

L.ut in an a^e or science^, ti.ere can be no greater  r is k  than a policy  

of d r i f t  and n ig g a r d l in e s s  in educa tio n ’'. ( jbducation Commission 

1966: bSZ ).

1. The Problem

inadequacy of resources forias an iiaportant bo ttleneck  in 

realising, any of ‘'he plan targets. Elementary education suifered in 

Inaia due to, apart from several factors, insuflicient  allocation of 

financial resources. While finances are an iiaportant constraint, we 

ate aw are  of tne fact that it  is  not tiie c o n s t r a in t ,  out is  only  one 

among many. Finances provide tiie necessary  anu not ttie s u f f i c i e n t  

c o nd it io n  in  f u l f i l l i n g  tne plan tarj^ets. The paper, attem pts at 

closely scrutinising in this framework, the a l l o c a t io n  of f in a n c ia l  

resources  co and w ith in  education  sector in In d ia  and in some major 

states  o f  tne c o u n t r y . W h i l e  tne ivotnari Lom m ission  (1 9 6 6 ;  noped 

tnat the expenditure on education would ue gradually raii>eu to 6% of 

GNF oy 19db-bd, it  is  oein^^ increasinj^ly  f e l t  that “ ttie total 

educational expenditure needed for a national system of education witn 

aaei^ua te coverage and q u a l it y  w il l  nave to 'Jt. worked out afresh** 

(ijaikj 19b2 : 194 ; .  iience in this  paper \\<e proceed to estim ate  the 

resources required for education sector to realise  some oi our mouest 

tar^^ets in education in Inaia in neat fuLure.

The bouy of ttie paper is  o r^aniseo  as f o l l o w s ;  the following, 

section presents a oiief analysis of educational expenditure in India 

auring the pcjst-inaependence p er io d ,  fo llo w e d  by an a n a ly s is  of the 

pattern of iratra-sectorax allocation of resources within education in 

Section  3. These  tvio sectio ns  serve as the m ain  background for a 

chorougti  d i s c u s s i o n  on  o u r  a c h i e v e m e n t s  w i t h  r e g a r d  to 

u n iv e r s a l i s a t io n  of elementary  education  in  Section  4 . Section  b 

would be devotea to (a) an a n a ly s is  of the prospects  for 19<i0s of 

^uiiv er sa 1 i sa ton o f elementary education  for 19oOs , i f  the e x is t in g



pattern of growtn in enrolments continues and (u) if  universaiisation 

is  to be actiieved by i!?90s vhat  should be the rate ol growth in 

enrolments, expenditures, etc. This will he followeci by a discussion 

on the f in a n c ia l  iiuplications  of the la t t e r  scenario vtJ“ ‘ibOvey in 

Lection  6 . bection 7 presents a b r ie f  suiuiaary of our findiiigs ana 

tlicir implications along with the limitations ol tht. stuoy.

2. ikialysis of Educational Expenditure in India

bources of financing v^uucatiuaal system can dc broaaly divideo

into  two categ ories  .--- the domestic  and the external. Lxternai

resources constitut^^ only a small proportion of tne total expv-ucliture.

The aouiestic resources  flow  from two s o u r c e s -- from tae public

exchequer and from tne private indiviam Us. In fact, ttie uistinction

between private ana public sources of financing is very important to 

understand  the tot^l investm ents  in education . There is  to some 

exLc:nt an element of com pi eruen tari ty between these two types o f  

sourct;S of  i in a n c in g .  This is  a unique feature  of i n v e s t m e n t  

decisions in eciucation that the tot<il investment is the result of tne 

decisions taken at two aomains. at the aomain of tne inuiviaual anu at 

tiic. cioi,:aln of institutions or society (Majumoar, iS>oi). however,, very 

OLten because of lack of adequate, information re^arain^ ttie reactions 

of in d iv id u a l  dom ains , the a n a ly s is  on educational  expenaiture  is  

coafiiiea to that sliare whicii is spent by tue public excnequer,

A glance at the public expenaiture on education shows that over

t h e  years i t  uas increased  as a proportion of the GhP, A t  tiie

inception of planning (i':;50“ 5i) Inaia was spenain^., i.z% of GiMl and by 

i>7‘:?~bO, this proportion incruasea to 3.9%. (Table 1) However, in some 

states  l ik e  bihar ana Vvest xiengai this proportion remained more or 

le s s  constant  auring t h e  recent past vl>60"-o i to i>7 5-7o> ana it  is

2.h% in ttiese two states --- - the lowest among tiie major statesas can

ue noticed  in Table 2. In aosolute  terms this  increase  at national  

level was more impressive: tne eaucational expenaiture iiicreased oy

about 30 times from Ks.li^4 million in r>50-5i to i^.s.jbuOu million in 

19/>-50. In per cap ita  terms this increased  oy i /  times only , 

b tartin g  from a very low  ligurv, of ks .3 .2  per capita  in lltjU-bL we 

reached a f ig u re  of uSo 53 per capita  by r^7:?-oU. In c o ntrast ,  the 

expenaiture per pupil increased only by 7.b times during this period 

from ks. ^4.33 to Rs. 337.!;0o The figures as they stand may proviae a 

seemingly cistorted picture, unless supported oy tiie other features of 

expenaiture.



Table 1

i:xpenditure on Mucation in India

(JXb . in 10 millions)

: 3 :

Year

(1)

GWP at 

current 

r)rices 

■ (2)

E'xpenditure 

on Education

(3)

M ucat i onal Ixpend iturc: 

as proportion of GiiP(/0

(4)

1950-51 9157 1 1 4 1 o2

51-52 9515 1 25 U 3

52-53 9324 138 1 . 5
53-54 9993 148 1o5
54-55 9174 165 108
55-56 9720 190 2o0

5b--57 11209 206 108
57-58 11237 241 2o1

58^59 12650 266 2 J

59-60 13090 300 2 ,3
60^61 13999 344 2 .5
61^-62 14799 396 2 .7
62-63 15727 442 2 08
63-64 17978 484 2 .7
64-65 2 1 1 1 3 535 2 . 5
65-66 21866 622 2 = 8

66-67 25250 698 2c8
67-68 29612 811 2 .7
68-“69 30293 898 3»0
69-70 33521 1010 3»0

70-71 36452 1118 3»1
71-72 m i2 . 1285 3^3
72-73 42939 1373 3 .2
73-74 53447 1450 2 .7
74-75 ^62972 1807 2»9
75-76 66139 2105 3 .^
76-77* 71826 2349++ 3o3
77-78* 81105 2719++ 3c4

78-79* 86927 29604+ ■ 3 .4
1979-80** 90173+ 350C>+ 3o9

+ Quick estima-tes

gources s -h- Trends of Expenditure on Education 1968-69 ~ 191&-19

**Ana].ysis ol Budget Expenditure on Education 1979-80 - 

1981--82

Col.- 1 s Eastern Economist (Annual taiber 1982)

Col,™ 2 ;Education Allied Statistics (Me-w Delhi, Ministry 

of Education, 1980)



F ir s t l y ,  these figu re s  are ^ iv e n  at current prices ana in thau 

bOuse the apt-arently iuxpressive picture  f^uts De iittxcu  i i  ta^> are 

converted into constant pricc^s. Jurin^, tliis period the wtioiesaie 

price Index incrtasce troui 114 to 4^3 while the index oi education^ii 

expenaiture  incrcaseu  troia lOu to b /4 .  In othi^r woras, while the 

v.ducational expenditure at current prices in India snowea a coiupound 

rate of growth of in real tertus^ the rate of growth is  only

0 .7 % as shown in  Taule 3o It luay De no tea that in Wtst Bengal the 

rate of growth in real terms is  as low as 2.4% couipared to at

current prices as can ue seen in Tault; 4.

Secondly, even thougii the educational expenditure as a proportion 

of stiowed an increase auring this period, this share is quite lov;

wnch these figures are compared witti that oi tne other less aevelopea 

countries.”' iaoreover, thes»j proportions at national level ana also 

the proportions  in almost a ll  states ,  excepting  Kv^rala, Himachal 

i‘raaesti and Tripura are far dwIow the 0% norm specificu by the ixothari 

CoTiiiaission (Eaucation Coiiimission, iib6), and aaopted by tlie erovcirnment 

of Inuia in the isational Policy on ii.ducation ( 196b)«

Third and perhaps more important is the question r e g a r d ji-ht, liow 

tar t h is  i n c r e a s e  in  e x p ^ n a i t u r e  was a b l e  to in d u c e  p r iv a t e  

in o iv iG u a ls  to spend on education  so tiiat the total invcstifiieuu in 

education can be iiicreasedo in a country like Inuia unless ttie. public 

expenuiture  is  matclied, equally  or more, w ith  expenditure  by the 

inaiviuual concerned, s^^reaa of education uecomes aifficult.^  wliile 

th^re e x is t s  no u ire c t  meciiaaisin to estim ate  ttiis aspect  it  is 

v^enerally oelievec  that parents ana stucents respona more promptly 

than puDlic boaies do to educational needs (^ctiultz, 1981 i |

may oe noted from Taule ^ that the household expenditure on education 

incrtaseu  at a rcite of ^ro w ta  of -j . j /o uuiinj^ tne i ^ /u s  to

l9 />-dU) from b^(jU million to f.s. 202^20 miiiioho"^ iyurin^ the

same period, the puulic eXi^enditure on eaucation, however increased 

from ks. iiiiiu milj.iou to ivs. 35000  m i l l io n ,  at a rate of growth of 

13o5% per annum. The coefficient of correlation uetween the two, to 

tae eAtent it  exp la ins  the r e la t io n s u ip  uetwecu the two, in a ic a te s  

L5,.at the r e la t io n s h ip  between  the two is strong, anu p o s it iv e ,  ttie 

value of tlie coelficient being G.962i>.

Tiie a is c u s s io n  t il l  now shows only ttie overall  expenditure  on 

educatioho but i t  w il l  be more in te re st in g  and useful  to know the 

nature of intra-sectoral allocation within educatioho This, pernaps, 

may ue able to provice some insigtit into the differential growth rates 

ieit  in different levels of our educational pyramid.



Table 2

: 5 :

jLiOucational Lxpendi ture as Tercenta^je oi S l  P

State l'>o0-61 W ib - l b Per Capita in

lv73-76

CKs)

U ; (3 ; ( 4 ;

i^aura Praciesh 2 . j 2. 6 23

As s aiii 2, 2 2 .b 2 '>

l.ihar 2 c j 2.4 i7

^jUjaraL 2 0 3 ,j ^1
haryana - 2.7 33

niiiiachai Piadesri - 6 . 2 65

Jaiiiiau u ivasiirnir 2. 2 4 .3 40

ivarnataKa 2.0 3 .9 35

iv.G i' aX a 4 oi 6 .3 60

ixacihya jtraaesti 2o3 4 .8 37

i:aharashLra 3 • C 3.7 51

Orissa 1.9 3 .3 26
Punjau 2o7 3.7 60

iva j a s t i.j.an i .4 3. A 2 't/

laiiiii waclu 2 O b 4 .2 37

Tripura - 3.9 49

uLtar irauesn 2. 2 3.7 Z.7

West ueiigai 2.6 2.4 25

rnOte s - i'jo t avaiiaoit

labie 3

Expenaiture on j^ducatioa in m aia  at Constant (iv70-7l)

ana -current Trices

(kSc in iO millions;

Year At constant prices At ourrent prices

i'l) ^3;

iiou-:)!. 2^0 il4

lybb-bb: 465 19u

1 >uu~u i. b2U

bb6 622

1 i i ib U l 8

lb/  b~~ ! Kj 1217 2105

i0U6 35o0

b.ate oi browth b .7 % 12.5%



ĵ ciuca tioiiai

: D :

Taule 4

jiXpenuiture at Current ana Loustant r'rices

(kso ill uiiiiionsj

At current i'rices AC constant 1 rices

otaLe i ‘;:

a >

OU-o 1 

( 2 )

i'y] b~l {j uate Oi

v.-rowLh(>o; 

(3 )  i:4)

1960-bl

v5y

1:?/ :d” /o 

(o>

ivate ol 

v̂ rov/ tii(%; 

(7 )

^iiahra rradesli 257 12u4 iO,o 25/ 444 3 . /

aS Sdlii yo ^63 1 1 . tj vu 17j 4 .-;+

liiiiar 2zb lu33 10.6 2o v> 3o3 3 oZ

Gu j a r a t Lbo 1/37 13.3 L'-JO 4 24 5 .5

JauiTuu ix i^jcibtiiuir 20 205 17. U zu 77 > o4

;..arna tatca 1 / / 1120 13,1 177 5^5 7 . u

ivsraia li/^ 13^6  14.1 i94 45b 5 ,3

liHuiiya Praaesn 2o2 1750 15.5 202 b 12 y .7

riaharastiLra 4 2765 12.3 4b^ % b 4 .6

Orissa 73 bJt  15,5 75 /.3i/ / .V

ir'unjau i o o o75 lOeVj 1 oL> j 05 3 .J

kajas ttian 127 83> i3.4 127

ielKill I>ia(iU 31d 1631 11.5 31c 5c0

Uttar i^rauesti j j i 254 S/ 13.3 3^7 o':>y .b

West iien^al 341 l25o l/.l 34 1 4z4 1.4

Tauie 5

housenoid LxpencituLe on L^ducation in India

(,ks. in luiilicasy

Year At Current Prices At 1970-•71 Prices

Vi) ^2; ( j ;

ly/G - / 1 d i> oO ( 2 .5 / UjijK) V z »5)

1971-72 VbiiO v300 ( 2 . 5 ;

i^72” 73 xO>20 ( 2 . 5 ; vr40 v2 . 6 /

1973-74 126Co (2.4y 1 'O->00 (2 .7  /

1974-73 11710 (l.S?y 5400 ( 2 . 2 ;

I'j/ !j ~/G 12530 (l.b;) 0440 2 oO)

l!^76-77 14400 ( 2 . 0 ) oLmjO ( 2 , 0 )

15370 (l .b ’y o5vO ( 1 .o ;

l6‘4t>u ( 2 . 1 ; ijy7u U o B ;

lS7^-bO 2G!>20 s.2 . 2) S;OoO ( 1 * >/

Grovvtii x ^ t e 0 .  z/o

Source s iMacionax Accoints btatistics 1970-71 - I'i'V̂ J-oU

Feuruary 1^02 (wew i)eitii, C .b .U . , iyo2)

[siote 1 ri^ures in brackets are % of bWr



3- Intra-Sectoral Allocation of Resources

An a n a ly s is  o f  intra- scctordl a l lo c a t io n  of rt.sources in  In d ia  

during the plan perioa shows a lopsided emphasis on different layers 

of education . A c lea r  cut stiif t in the p r io r i t i e s  is  quite  obvious 

from the figures in  Table 6 .

In the f i r s t  plan , 56% of the total plan resources  to education  

Were a llo c a te d  to elementary eaucations, 3% to seconoctry, S/o to 

university education and 13% to technical aucation. The allocation to 

elementary education came uown arat .tically  in the subsequent plans . 

Tiio f ig u re s  reacheu a lower l i m i t  of 17% in  the annual plan of lS d 6 - 

c7o At the Same time expenditure on other levels shows an increment. 

In the f i r s t  plan only 13% of the total eaucatio nai  expenditure  was 

uicant for Secondary eoucation ana by becona plan it increaseo tu b;%, 

wlierc as tliat for university level doui.»iea uetw^..en the first ana the 

Second plans and trebled between the first and the third plans.

A l l  tiiis may p r e s e n t  a p a r t i a l  p i c t u r e  oecause non-plan 

e xp e n d itu re  wnicii does not figure  in Taule 6 is  alsu  e qually  

importaxjt. The non-plan expenditure is not only many times lar^^er than 

tiie plan expenditure tue growth rate is  also  tii^^h: compouna rate ot 

grow th  o.f 14.6% co3ipared to 1 1 . 5% in the plan expenditure  during, che 

l a s t  3U years (See  Table / ) .

,, |jut the trends in tutal, plan plus non-planj, expenditure are also 

the sam«e. The share of primary ecucation  in  tiie total d ir e c t  

e ;aucationax e x p t n l it u r e , plan and non-plan combined together , also  

showed sitiilar st^sep aec lin e  as shown in TciDle 7 . It  aec l in e d  from 

40% in  It^SG-Sl to 25% in 1975-76. At the ame time the share ot higher 

e u u c a t io n  showed phenomenal increase  trom 20% in i>50-51 to 30% in 

1975-70.

Fur trier, i f  w£ consider the rate of growth of direct penditurv_ on 

d i f f e r e m t  l e v e l s ,  i t  a^,ain te l ls  us the same story* The rate of 

j,rowtn o>f expenaitare was higher at tiie higher levels uf educcition and 

lower at. lower levels. For instance, the compound rate of growth of 

direct eixpendituxe on primary education between 1950-51 to 11/75-70 is  

o n ly  10 .5%  where as that of the hi^ii^r education  for the same period  

v/as 4,5%'..

A s  evicient fiom the Table 6 , we can d iv id e  the plan period into  

three plnaees ae p e iu in^  on tne pattern  of a l lo c a t io n  of resources  to
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Table u

InLra-Sectoral iiesource idlocation in Laucation in India 

L>urin£, tiie Plan j?eriod

i.ivs.inl'j Uiill io n s ;

ijQucational Level 

( 1 ;

First

Plan

a )

beconci

i'lan

(3)

Third

Plan

(4)

Four th 

Plan

\5)

Flan

xxoli-

cxay

( 6 )

Filth

Plan

(7)

bixtti

jrian

(b ;

L.1 ementary"^ o5 95 176 05 235 4 10 !?06

(56) (35) (3u; ( 2o) 129) 0 2 ) v3b)

beconoary 2U 5i loj c: llo I'yij 2>o

(13) ( H ) ( it>; Ut>; V i4) U 9 ) i ibj

University 4b o7 77 1G4 zv 2 4 oo

K'-j) ( iti; V 15; ( 24; ( ^ 2 )  ̂23>)

Other ^.General)'* ik 116 46 Ibl 14 u 4 57

(yj C iO> ( 10 ; ( i5 ) ‘v 20) ( iÔ ) (lo ;

To tal - General i j j 224 4 04 C y / 10^2 22^7

U 7 ) (b 2 ) a ^ ) r/5) (o5) {'o'J) {u'j/

Tectinical 2o 4 ‘̂ 125 ol 125 l ‘j>b 2 / o

U 3 ) ( 16) ( 2 1 ; U 5 ) (15j ( 12) u D

Grand To tal 133 27 3 5bv 322 o23 12b5 2524

( 100 ; ( 100) ( 100) ( 100) ( luO; U O O ) V 100)

ijo te

bource

-h inciuaes pre-’Scnool eaucation 

-H- includes teacher eaucation, social education 

(youth services ;,  cuxturai prograiuiues etc.

Figures in orackets are ’t't^rcunta^es to total

Education in ttie Fittn jive Year Flan b

Filth Five Year Plan lS/4-7> 

oixth i?ive Year Flan lySU-bi
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Table 7

Trenas in Intra-sectoral resource ^iliocation ia iioucation in Iiiaia

(lis. in uiillioiiSy

Year

( i ;

i^irect Lxpenaiture on

To tal 

Indirect 

Expenai” 

ture 

(b)

Grana 

To tal

ky)

ir'Tiiaary

^2)

ra a ale 

U )

Seconaary

(^ )

oChool

(I’rofl.

(5)

iii^her

( 6 )

To tal 

\7)

ibj5U“ 51 JOO 77 231 00 154 ^21 23z 1,153

(40) (b ; (25) ( / ) (20) luu)

1953-56 540 154 376 ol 293 114 b 449 1 ji>97

(37 ; (11 ; (26) it.) (20) (100)

lJt)U-'61 630 429 (jo J 146 5t>5 2573 B70 3,444

(^:^) (17) (27 ; ^6) ( 22) (lUO)

i:>b5~t»b 1213 610 15u4 iu5 1241 <467 J 1192 5 ,b:>3

( 2o; (13) (32) u ; U ' / ) ( 100)

1370-71 2305 170-̂ 2700 12b 2701/ % 1 1 1572 l i ,l b 3

(25) (lb) <2b; ( 1 ; (28) ( 100)

1 >75~7b 4i+6 5 5^10 4b5b 2(j6 5410 17S25 3iz2 21,047

U 5 ) U 9 ) (25) ( 1 ) (JO) t iOO)

r*iiIlUcli

CJoiilpo una

Growtii(/o i 10.5 16 .4 12,0 5.1 14.5 12.0 1 1 . 1 11 .2

Source i Education in Inala Voii i (diflcrent voiuues/

* incluuiS professional, tecLaiical, vocational ana 

special cypeso



education  v i z . ,  Phase I s il;31-3b; Phase i i  : i 9 3 t “ 6> aiiu thase I I I  ; 

i^>o9 and after. Ptiase I witnessed a substantial part, nearly i /5 ,  of 

the total plan educatio nal  resources , bein^, a lio  ted to primaiy 

eaucation  ana only i / l l  of the resources to higher eauccition, i.e . 

lii^h priority was given to eleiuentary eaucation and a low priorit) to 

iiigher auu tecitnical education. iiiase II  shovvta a arastic decline of 

resv^urces a llo c a te a  to prim ary  anci a ciouL'ling or trebling of the 

resources a l lo c a te d  for u u n i v e r s i t y  e a u c a t i o n .  lu f a c t ,  ttie 

expenditure on higher eaucation reachea a proportion of by 1967-6b 

and t h a t  o f  t e c h n i c a l  e a u c a t i o n  2y% uy 19b 6 - 6 7 ,  w h i l e  tiic 

corresponding figure for elementary eai'cation snowed a decline from 

'ySh in first plan to 17% in iVot>-67. Phase I I I  i.e. periou after i'-yOb 

showeu a slight reversal of these trends. The proportion of primary 

eaucation  showed an in c r e a s in g  trend ana that of university  and 

technical education showed a gradual decline.

The resources to secondary education showed that after an initial 

juiiip from 13% to 19% uetween  tiie f i r s t  and the seconu plans it  got 

relatively stabilised. however, it  is to oe noted tluit though inase

I I  sliowea m arginal im provements so far as elementary education is 

concernea, it  has yet to go a long way to reach the proportion tnat it 

obtaineu  in  tiie f i r s t  plan . As we snow l a t e r ,  haa the pattern of 

intra-sectoral allocation of resources in educational sector adopted 

in the first  five year plan continued, universalisation of elementary 

education would luive been an easy task, if  not already accompiisiiea.

Increasing allocation of resources to higher education by itself 

is not an unhealthy trend,

a) i f  in the i n i t i a l  periou  educational expansion aas 

tat'.en place substc.ntially at lower levels;

d) i f  the economy is  fac ing  acute shortage of iiighly 

4ualified  manpower, ana

c) auove a l l ,  i f  i t  is  not at the expense of education at 

lower levels .

In the case of I n d ia ,  i t  is  doubtful  to see vjhetlier any of these 

arguments stands goods firstly ,  the uase of our educational pyramid is 

not adequately broad; secondly we face unemployment of the educated; 

and ttiirdly, increasing allocation for higiier education resulted in a 

ieeuction of resources to primary education.

: 10 :



This ais  tor teu pa ttern of resource a i io c a u io n  nas o trier socio- 

poiiticai iuiplj-cations also, uur experience in Inciia is ttiat sLucientb 

to hij^her eaucation are neaviiy cirawn trom tiie better socio-economic 

uaci^ii^rounQs ana that for lower levels oelong to lower ano lower income 

croups. In ttiis context a aistorted and a aisproportionate increase 

of resources to lii^iier education nas two luiplications :

Cl; it  enriches the richer sections oy transferring tne resources in 

favour of theiu. This is ciouDly true when hij^tier suasioies exist 

at 'ai(^her eaucatioaal l e v e l , anu

u) i t  re str icts  the entry of the masses to the formal eaucation  

system t^ince iiigiier education  is expanding at the expense of 

lovver eaucation  sector. Luucation bein^, one of tiie im portant 

factors in occupational entry ana job-uiouility sucn a policy will 

ue ref,ressive.

r’olitically  in a aemocratic set-uj;. eaucation of the masses snouiu be 

the primary focus. A real political tramewort<. of democracy uecomes 

meaningless wtien the mass oi people are kept in a state or 'ulissfui 

ignorance', Aoove a l l ,  ttie pattern of allocation describea aoove fc,oes 

ag a in st  tne proclaimea o b je c t iv e s  of the nation  enshrinea  in the 

C o n stitut io n .  Further , it  is  necessary  to note tt.at "'the lo ss  of 

economic w elfare  oy the total society  as a re s u lt  of c o m p l a c e n t l y  

lollowi^ existinij trenas rather taan trying to a l lo c a t e  eaucatio nal  

resources  most e f f i c i e n t l y  uiay ue as l a r ^ t  as the cost of tiie total 

budfatL of education” .^.ijou^iier ty a r sacnaropoulos, iS77 4 5 / ) .

io suia up; ttie structure and pattern of aistriuution of resources 

to eaucation it India producea many undesirable results which may be 

briefly notea Uiiow;

i. The couiiti)- is still  far away from the Uons ti tutional airective 

of universalisation of elementary eaucation which w a s  expecLea to be 

fu iiilleo  more than two aecades ayo. ihis itselr is one of the most 

conspicuous failures  ol our educational  policy  ana the a l lo c a t io n  

pattern resulting therefrom.

1, Another equally im portant f a i lu r e  is  the ^rovvin^- i l l i t e r a c y  in  

our country. bince tlie rate of literacy is growin^^ at a snail's pace, 

tiie country has been becoming more ana more i l l i t e r a t e .  At present 

Ina ia  ranks f irst  in terms oi number of i l l i t e r a t e s  in the w orld .

: 11 ;



Yfc<) r

o

Plan ana. wonri'lan Lxpenditure on r^uucation iii Iiidici

( k s . in 10 tuiiiions) 

t'lan Lxpcnditure Non-i'ian LxpenaiLurt; Total

iZ) O )  (A)

: 12  :

iy50-51 ZO (26) 51 r/2> 7i (100)

1 (3£i) 144 (62) 234 (100;

176 (41) 25^ (5!>) 437 (iOO)

i^70-/i 115 (14) /31 (60) 640 (100)

xi;73-74 2Z5 (1 /) 1U60 (63) 1311

iy/7-7o 324 (14) (»0) 2315 (100)

1 i>-7 ̂ ^13 (16) 2245 (o4) 265c vlUO)

lSi>0-bl 520 (14) 3226 (66) 374o (100)

Kate ot t,rowtu C/oj 11.5 14.6 i:> .u

L>ource : k .K. iinanaari (1S»62); and lor otliers

Planning Commission (197o)

Table

Public iixpenaiturt; per Pupil in India

(Ks. per annuni)

Year

( i ;

Primary

(2)

iiidUle

U )

btcondary

(4)

Universities a 

Institutions 

of iiigiier 

Luucation 

C5)

Colle^^ies

(0)

(6)

Colleges

(P)

(7)

A. iit Current jcTices

11^50-51 37.1 1 1 , 'n 15*05.6 231.2 77^.2

l‘yoO-01 11 40.:? 51.7 2524.2 JU2.4 613.4

l!>/o-71 57.0 64 168.4 4141.2 421.6 117i^.U

11/75-76 95.1/ 114 .2 Ibl-J 5>!?3 .'t 572.5 153G.^'

L>. iit Constant (1570-71) prices

i>50-:>i 41 . y 78.1 15j .5 ^011.7 466.7 1640.4

iyCO-61 5u.i 73.5 166.4 4581.1 546.6 1476.2

1V70-71 5 7 .U 64. '•J 106.4 414 1.2 421.6 il7^;.0

IV75-76 55.2 63.3 146. V 3o&4 .5 330.^ 6^0.1

Dource : a : i^apoor (n .a .)

6: Couiputeu by the present autnors utiin^ all-India wtiole 

sale price iuaex.



liOVvcver in Lernib oil nuiujtrr or literates, axso luaia iaiiivS rairiy ni^u. 

x^ut I t  wt. were to rcaak u> tie percentai^e or literacy, India tij,urcs at 

tile bottom.

: 13 :

j). Ttie 4 u a i it y  olf eaucdtion is  cou.ing down at an increasing, rate 

wnicLi paves the roo)m tor devaluation ot education ana uist,ust to tlit 

educatea.

<4. The unbalanced growth of eaucatioii at dittereixt iayerb result in 

uneiuplo>iuent ot ecuucatea. liiis ir.iuaiance ib true in at l e a s t  two 

senses: f i r s t ,  thei fcrov;tu pattern snov^s an im oalance  w it u in  tiic

eaucatio nal  sector ';  seccnc, there devclopee iuibalance between ttie 

absorbing capacity ot the econoiuy in teruis ot euipioywent generation 

and ttic rate of growth  of ecucation especially at higrier levelb makcing 

the prouleiit or unemiployineiit more severe.

iiioi^jjii a i l  the i>robleus l i s t e a  above are e 4 u ally  ifuportant, in  

our furthej: anaxysiis we confinc ourselves to tne first  probleia namely 

the univer sal isa  ti>on of eleiuentary education , before v.e >̂0 to tue 

next s e c t io n ,  it  isi necetsary to note that w hile  public  expenditure  

per pupil  on t.very level of eaucation increased by several times

a u r i n ^  th^; l a b t  2:5 years as e v i d e n t  t ro u  T a b le  S;, the ' r e a l '
1

expenditure per pup:il on all levels ot eaucation declinea during, the 

same p e rio a .  Vvhiii.le trie rt.al expenaiture  per pupil increasea  

marginally during, sitiort pnases, over the lou^ perioa i.e ., to

t h is  nas aeclinea suggesting  that we are in c r e a s in g ly  

sponaing l e s s  ana l e s s  auount of resources per pupil on eaucation . 

nowevcr, wnen we analyse u> levels of education, we notice ttiat tii^her 

eacati.on suffered tine most. In fact there is a marginal increase in 

real expenditure at primary ana miadlt levels of eaucation auring this 

!:> year period. The. effect of price inflation etrecteu aaverseiy tue 

n igner  eaucation  more s ig n i f ic a n t ly  that any other level  i .e . ,  ttie 

real expenaiture per pupil declined more at higher levels of education 

and witiiin  higlier level  i t  is  the professio nal  education  wnich  

sufierea most, i^evertneless it should^ be noted that in absolute terms 

tiie expenditure per pupil both at constant and current prices, is much 

liigher at nigher levels of eaucation tiian at lov/er levels of eaucation 

at any point  of time and the expenaiture  per pupil at higher 

p r o fe ss io n a l  level  iias been two-three tl,-es nigher tnan those at 

higher  general l e v e l ,  however to v iew  it  as a iiidaen mechanisim  of 

different allocation pattern of resources away from hlghei education 

may not î e totally right.



4 .  Oniversaiisation of Lieiaentary Education

L le i a e n t a r y  euu cat ior i  i s  c o n s ia e r e t i  to a ' b a s i c '  liuiuan ncea or  
a 'illiriiiiiutii' human neecij, a s  i t  " e q u i p s  p e o p l e  Vvith lui idaiaen t a l  
knovvied^e, s k i l l s ,  v a u i e s ,  ana a t t i t u o e s  ana enliances  t h e i i  c a p a c i t y  

to c h a n g e  and t i i e i i  w i l l i n g n e s s  to a c c e p t  new iUuas** O'ioor., 2

2).^ El feuientary e a u c a t i o n  i s  a l s o  an e s s e n t i a l  lueans o t  lue^tin^ o t h e r  
' c o r e '  b a s i c  n e e d s  l i K e  a a e q u a t c  n u t r i t i o n ,  c l e a n  o r i n k i n ^ ,  v v a t c r ,  
t i e a i t h - c a r e  e t c .  i t  i s  n o t  a i f f i c u i t  to v i s u a l i s e  t i ie s p i r a l l i n g  

i n f l u e n c e  o t  e l e m e n t a r y  e a u c a t i o n  on m e e t in g  o t h e r  b a s i c  n e e a s /

The im p o r ta n c e  o f  e l e m e n t a r y  e d u c a t i o n  i n  In u ia  tidS u<L:en c l e a r l y  

r e c o g n i s e d  a s  Ccirly a s  a t  tne beg in n in g  0 1  the c e n t u r y .  Gopal Kris t ina 
G o K h a le  m ovea  a u i l l  f o r  c o m p u l s o r y  p r i m a r y  e a u c a t i o n  i n  ib/lz .  i n e  

C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  m akers  o t  tne ind ep enaen t  i n d i a  maae i t  a p a r t  ot  the
i , a r e c t i v e  P r i n c i p l e s  o f  th e  C o n s t i t u t i o n .  L v e r y  p l a n  a o c u m e n t  
h i g h i i g h t e a  tl ie  i m p o r t a n c e  anu n e c e s s i t y  o f  u n i v e r s a l i s a t i o n  o f  
e le m e n t a r y  e a u c a t i o n .  l i e c e n t ly  e le m e n t a r y  e a u c a t i o n  has been i n c i u a e u  

cis an i m p o r t a n t  i t e m  i n  the ' i i inimum IJeeas ir'rOi^ramme' o i  the i^'ive Year  
r ' l a n s .

bee tion 4b of part IV of the C o nstitution  of In c ia  l a ia  aown a 

lO-year time-frame for f u l f i l l i n g  u n iv e r s a l is a t io n  of cleifientar> 

education, i^early two decaaes after the specifiea aeaaiine ^^changee 

twice since tlien), the picture is not wnolly satisfactory, iJo doubt, 

tne ratios  have been aouuiea over ttie period . From the enrolment 

l e v e l  ot 2o% of the c h i l d r e n  in  the a g e - ^r o u p  6-14 when the 

C o nstitutio n  came into  fo rce ,  la t e s t  f ig u re s  suggest a more thcxn 

aoubling  of the rat io  of 6 0 % in <See Table 1 0 ), In otiier

woras, 32% of the chiiaren in iVoU were still non-participants in tae 

universal  compulsoi> elementary level  of eaucatio n , in absolute 

f i g u r e s  tne c o u n t r y  is  having, touay a lar^^er num ber  or non- 

participants in tiie elementary level of education compared to i>31 or 

even Iv l l  as we see in  Table 11. The actual number of ch ildren  not 

attending the schools was 5bo3 million (in the a^e-^rou^ u-14) in 

U^iCLivT, as comparea to 4S .z  m i l l io n  in l-j5i (Prasad , l':/o4).

it is a i s t r e s s in g  to note ttiat the average annual rate oi ^rov'/th or 

number of non-enrolied ctiildren in India was 0 .4b% auring tne jt^lan-era 

'vlbi)l-/b), compared to 0.20% eurin^ the irre-inuepehdence period ( Ib'li- 

lSbl). Tlie rapid ^rowlh of popultion in the inoependent india may ue 

an liiiportant factor responsible for tnis. ilevertiieless, this reflects 

*'ttie most conspicuous f a i l u r e  ol tiie Indian  educational  system** 

vivurien , 1 >0 1),
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Tcibxe iU

Progress ot Univcrsalisation oi bi en;entary Lducation

(uross L.nrol merit ivci tio s )

Year Priraary (6-11 Croup) Iiiddle (li-14 iige Group)

ju.oys Girls 'ibtal boys Girls To tell

( 1 ) ( 2) v3) V.4 } V J  ̂/ )

1950-5i t>U.6 24 .0 4^ .1 20.6 4 .6 1 2 . ’>

51-32 6 0.6 25 oi 4 j . 3 2 1 . 6 4 .> 13.3

52-53 Xil.'J 2o .l 4^ .4 23.7 S . 3 14.6

53-5A 64 oC> 27.9 46 .7 23.6 5.=^ x5 .1
54-55 6 8 . 1 29 o 9 49 .4 24 .5 6 .4 1 5 .b

55-5'o 6 2 . U 32 .8 5 2 .b 25 .4 6 .9 lo .5

56-57 73.7 34 .5 54.5 26 .4 7c7 17. j

57-5b 7 t .i 36 .2 56.7 29 .2 6 . 6 i9 .3

5o-59 76 oO 3 / .5 57.3 30o. 9.7 20.7

di .4 40 .5 ol .5 30 .5 1 0.2 2 0 . /

6U-61 80 .9 4 2 .0 62 .0 36 .4 12.4 24 .7

6 i "6  2 87.4 4 7 . C \J I . u 3b. 7 13.5 20 .4

62-03 90 . b 4 9 .8 42 .1 15.2 29 .0
o J-64 i/2 .o 5 0 .o 72 .0 4 0 .4 14. b 27 .9

64-65 i/5.7 5 4 . / 75.5 4 2 .3 lo .i 29.4

o5-6b 96 .3 5o .5 7 b .7 44 .2 17.0 30. o

ij6-o7 i?6 .3 57,6 77.4 4 9 .1 17.9 31.7

(j7-bh 'i/ 6 . 3 59 .2 78 .2 4 6 .5 18.6 33 .0

Ob-tS' 95 .5 59 .5 7 8 . i 4 7 .0 i9 .4 33 .5

t)9-70 95.1 60 .0 78.1 4 7 .0 19.0 3 3 .8
7U-71 95 .5 60 .5 7 o . 6 4 6 .3 lb>.9 J3.4

71-7Z 96 .7 0 1 .7 79 .8 4 6 .3 20.4 33.7

72-73 100.4 6 5 . i b3.3 4 6 .8 21.4 34 .4

7 3-74+ 1 0 1 . 0 66 .0 84 .0 4o .O !2 . 0 3b .0

1 0 1 . 0 65 .9 8 4 . 0 47 .7 2 3 .u j 5 . o

75-76 iOO.4 6 6 . 1 83.9 4o .o 23 .•:> 36.7

76-77 99 .2 64 .7 82.4 4 7 .8 24 .0 3 6 . 3

77-78 99 .3 6 5 . 4  ' ■ 82 ,8 4 V o 7 25 .3 3 7 .9

78-75 1 Go . 7 67 .8 , 84 o5 4 9 .4 26 .0 38 .0

X ~ j l !?—bO* 100 .2 o5 .9 83 .6 5 2 .0 27.7 40 .2

Sources s Lducatiori in Inaia (.various voluuics)

+ Lratt Five Year Flan 19 7 ti—u3

iixth Five Year Plan 1980-05
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Tcible li

Non Participants in ttie group b-14 in Lducation in Incia

Year

( i ;

iJon-Par t ic ip a n  ts 

(in  million) 

( 2 )

7o 0 f to tal po pula t ien  

(6-14 a^e-^roup) 

(3 ;

1^11
1V51

1 > o i 

lb'73 

i9/c

'4^ .14

49 .18

47 .94

4̂4 .o 

55 .3

:»0.5 

71 .5  

5^ .9  

37 o8 
42 .1

bource ; Prasaci 

uCLkT

U ':'64)

(ib*7o ana I9b0)

TaDle 12

i^ctuai and uiticial  Lnroiuient Figures ( 1979-gO>

u f f i c i a 1 c t u a 1

L,cvel

Ci)

Enrolment enrolment i^!on~tnroiiccl 

vratio) (uillion) (riiliions) 

(% ;

U )  (3 ) ^4;

Lnroliaent 

ratio ) 

i% )

(5>

Lnroliuent Non-Jinroll ea 

(.i'iillion) (^lilliuns;

(o) V 7)

Primary 81 .9 7 0 . S 15.7 61 .4 53 ,2  33.^

widtlle 36.4 io.7 30 .0 23 .0 11 .2  37.5

tie-

Taentary

66 .2 45 .7 47 .6 64 .4  70. V



in ausolutt: terias, enroiiaent at cicu>^nt.ai> ic.vei incrcas^u irou 

22 liiiiixun in to uiilion  in li^7b»-oU at an annual coiujjouna

rate oi ^.rowta oi: 1 0 . 5%. liowcvcr, it  snoulu dc no tea that tac ratcb 

of j^rowt£i ueciineti c onsistently  ovct ttic tiireo dccaacs ot planning,. 

At tiit primary level  tnc rate of ^row tu  oi: euroliiient: a e c iin c a  iroia 

during  19»bl-G0, to ciurin^ x’>Oi-70 ana to ab low at 2.^y'/o

during 197 i-77

liie '(gross' enroliiiOiiL ratio^  at primary le ve l  increaseu  Irom 

4 ^ . 1% at the inctpLion  of planning to 6 J.u% in 1\j 1 anu the ratio

at uiaule  levc.1 increasea froy. 12.9% to 4 0 . aurint, the sauie ].^erioa 

(TaLlv- 1 0 ). in re lative  terius, we iuay find  tnus co nsid era ble  

pro£,ress, but not at all ade^juate pro^resso

furtiier i f  we relate  tlie growth oi enroluient to the rate ot 

growth in teachcrs, we find that tne nuuiuer of pupils per teacher wenc 

on in c r e a s in g ,  pushing down consistently  the quality  oi educcition. 

Tile in d f x  oi t.nrolment at primary i^ivel increased  to jKjb : n  i^7u-7i 

‘vwith  i'ybU-ji as the uase = lUd), wnile tho index  of teachers 

increases from lOu to !./>• during the same pcrioa, tlms incieasing the 

oiverag^^ nuuiber oi pupils per teachers from 35 to 54 ourin^ this ^^eriod 

<anu pushing uown ttie 4uality of education. Further it  iias found

that witii reSpect to L.oth q u a lita t iv e  and q u a n t ita t iv e  a s p e c t s ,  ttie 

rural cuilaren sufierea the mosu.^^

Tuuis tne s^^v^ctacular grovvth in absolute  enrolments coula not 

re b u lL  in sim ilar s p e c t a c u l a r  g r o w th  in  x i t e r a c y  nor in  tae 

accom plishm ent  of u n iv e r s a lis a t io n  of elementary eaucation, mainly 

because of high rate ot drop-out-cum-relapSe into illiteracy aoout du% 

aropout between Classes i and V and auout 7 5% between Clat.t>es I and 

ViII .

5 . Dniversalisations of Elecientary jcxiucation : Prospects for 8 0 's

11 wati shown in the earlier section that we nave milc.b to travel 

to reac h  the target of universal elementary eaucatiovi. in this  

Sv^ction v;e w^iil try to sec how bright are its prospects in ttie present 

decade.

lb^B4“ o5 i .e .  by the ena of the sixtli plan the total nuiuoer of 

c a i l d r c n  in the age group b“ i4 is  expecteci to in cre as e  to 1j7 .7
J j

m i l l i o n . T h e  Planning, Liommission iixed the target of enrolling id 

m illion  cildren additionally. The enrolment target fixed accordingly 

is luo .2 uiiliiou {,o2.o million at priuuiry anc 20 liiiliion at middle^ to

: 17 :



Dt roiiiiscu u> the ^au oi: siXLii plan as against liil. actual pubition oi 

>0.4 m i l l io n  iii Tliis a^aiii leaves  a oi z>.7 iuilliori

chilaren out oi sciioul, accoiuiiig, to tiic plan Cbtimates.

Given the ^rovvth rate tnat ve expericncea in tlie st.venties, ttiiJit. 

at,aiu requires an increase in tne «L;nrolL.ent both in aDsolute terus ana 

in ^rov^th rates . To achieve  the tar^^et it  requires  an average 

incr^_ase of 3.6 m i l l io n  a o u it io n a i  enroliuent per annuu . The tasK 

becoiiies really clilficult when wc consiaer the tact ttiat ti.e growth in 

enrolment curing i>73-7l> was onl> 2 . 3  million per annum,

i f  tht: p ro jec tio n s  are  mouifiecl uasea on l!?ol Census U'l'an 

pro jec tio ns  are basea on ly?i  Census), we get  a s l ig h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  

picture. leased on iS-Lii Census tne nmuucr or cuiiuren in the a^e ^ruu^^ 

C“ i4 w o u I q  oe m i l l io n .  Ttiis shoves that even an o p t im is t ic

assumption ttiat the plan targets woula bu achieveu, tĉ êps 4u m illion  

cilareii outsice  tue scliool system uy uaseu on ttiiSj an

o p t im is t ic  estim ate  of enrolment ratio  in  woula be 87.8% in

ag,v̂  ^roup 0-ii >-ucl 47 ,6%  in  the a^e group of 11-14 anu on the whaii^ 

7j ,z%  in tne age group b-x4. Tlie corresponuing, f igu res  projected by 

Lite Planning Couxmission are b?:>.2%, 50.3% ana /o.u% ret.pecLively. T;ids 

siiows that the targets put forward for ttio first half of the pr*_S(tnt 

uecaae will urastically fall siiort of achieving. Tliere will L>e a j^ap 

or no L le s s  than 4U m i l l io n  c ila re n .  Even i f  tne b ix ta  rlan  targets 

are u-chieveu, it  is extremely doubtful whetticr it  would be possible to 

cover 50% of rem aining  c ilu r t n  in the age-group 11-14 anu 5% ol 

c ila r e n  in the age-group 0 - 1 1  aurin^, the 7tli plan pc^rioa unless  

extrem ely  serious  e f fo r t s  and resources are put in . Thus i f  we 

consider tiie prospects of universalisation of elementary euucation for 

the rem aining  period of the present decade , the picutre  is very 

gloomy. The projected  population  in tue a£,e-group b-14 in tiie year 

ib^i is 143.7 million.

Until now we are concerned w ith  'g ro ss ' or o f f i c i a l  enrolment 

r a t io s .  Sen ^,197i; ana ;1972> tiaa long ago siioweu tiiat ttie

actual enrolment ratios are much bciov^ tne o fficial  fii^ures. ixeceatly 

Kurien ( .libl) hc> s estim ated  tne v a r ia t io n  uqtween tlie two. using 

i'.urien's estimates tuat tiie gross enrolment ratio at primary level is 

Z3% tiit,tier ttian tne actuc^l \adjusteu for a^e-£,roups; enrolment ratio, 

and i t  ii> 40% iiigher at m iddle  l e v e l ,  V7c. tiave estim ated  the actual 

enrolments and enrolment ratios in lS7:y-80 in I n d i a . T h e  same all 

India aifierentials  are usea to estimate tne actual enrolments anu

: 1 6 :
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ricij us teci a'tic Unaajusted Enrolment Katies
in Eleiuent.ary Education lii In a ia , 1979-bO

LinaajUbted iidjustea

vitaLe Primary ixiduie Friuary Ilia ole

u ; v3) (4 ; (5 ;

xiTiahra Praaesti ao . 3 2 0 . 1? 50 o 2 1 2 . D
iibsaiii 07 .3 35 .^ 50 .5 21 .5
Mhar 74 .4 2 2 . y 55 .8 13.7
GujaraL iO i .3 4 7 .3 76 .0 28.4
i^aryona 71.4 43 .3 53.^ Zb .U
iJ.iuachal Pr.aaesii iOO .3 5i .2 ao .2 30 .7
a aiiuxi u 6( i-,a s hin i r 7 z .3 40 .2 54 .2 24 .1
isxi m a  ta lea 51 .0 37.7 6d .3 22 .b
ivciral a 1 0 1 . b8 .3 70 .4 53 .0
loadhya i^radesl. o 3 .1 30.6 4 7 .3 id .4
t'la haras htra 111.4 40 .4 03 .6 27 .8
Grissa b l . a 3U.7 0 i .0 io .4
Punjab i i l . 4 5 6 . 1 o3 .6 j4 .
iwijastiian JO .C 2 6 .̂ ^ 4 2 .5 17 .3
Tauiii fNaciu 1 1 3 . / 31 .3 65 .3 31 .1
Tripuic* 72 .5 . 1 50 .1 2 1 . 1
Uttar Praiatdsti 68 .7 3b . 8 5.1 .5 2 2. 1
west <31.2 33. Z bOo-j 19.

Jource Selec tea bducatioal btatxbtj.cs in Inciia 

xicijusteu 2 till text.
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Table

Estj-iii.3 Los of i:.nrolled (adjustea) and i'«on-Lnroiied Children

in iadia , Ibl'j-oQ

i^iii^ures in oOO's)

L> ta Le 

( 1 /

L n r o 1 111 e n t 

irriiiiary niadle L±eiaentary

( 2 ) (3 ) (4 )

U o n  

b“ l 1 
group 

(5 )

e n r o l l e a  

11-14 b-14 x^^e

group L^oup

Ko) (7)

iii'idhra i'radesh JbiA 33^9 7433 232o 3390 5916

iissaiu 1324 1960 J364 1396 1134 2530

iiihar 4 64 4 53iu 10134 3o36 ^173 oU09

Gujarat 307 y 2660 3739 yJl 1669 zb4l

har>ana 67 2 lOlo 166o 74 3 7 36 1461

aimactiai Pradesh 3ii4 2^3 b'/3 93 162 m

Jamuu iji Kasiuuir 43o 633 3z4 306 b30

Kama taka 310b 2620 144 1 2023 34i>6

kerala 24 zb 20b 3 4325 230 l04o 129b

I'lauhya Pradesn 3371 4271 7b4 2 3301 9 2 do

rianatashtia 6145 4103 10250 3264 44by

Orissa 2011 2034 4065 12b3 1501 cl bo

ir’unjab 1331 1146 'Ih^l j 04 744 104o

i\i.i j a s t na n 1^33 314 7 50d2 2b 19 2039 465o

'i'aiuil Wadu 4673 332t> buOl 605 2331 3l5o

Tripuia 160 Lb3 34 ij 115 119 234

U t t a r  rradesh 6b^b4 67 2b 15710 590b 124b2

west :>engal 4:>42 5046 556a 2917 3160 t»097

oource s Selcct Lducational btaListicb at a glance 197^-oO.



enroliuent ratios in the states anci they are given in Tables i2 ana i3. 

iis Vve i;Otice in these taoies ttiis adjuslment pushea dov^n the enroliLicnt 

ratios as well as absolute enrolments very steeply.

T h u s  now 7u.9 n-iilion c ild ren  in ttie a^e-i^roup are

outside the school systeui. i^aon ,̂ the states, Uttar jr^raaesn tops the 

I x s t  in tne number of non-enrollea c ild re n  follow eG  oy oiiiar ana 

Kaanya rraaesii. 4u% of the total non-enrollea chilaren in the country 

are concentrated  in unese three states . In fact  we fiuo  ttiat 71% ol 

tlie total non-enrolled cnildren in the country are in the ^ reco<3nisea 

euucationally Dack\vard states vi^», imdhra Pradesii, Assaiu,iiinar, jaiuiuu 

(i «^ashruir, luaaiiya Praaesa^ urissa, Kajastiian, Uttar Praaesii ana West 

ijeagal. Lence it is ri^^ntly saia that the probleia of universalisation 

of elementary education in Inaici is essentially the ijroulem of these 9 

states  as we find  in Table 14. In tact , laany a study on inter- state  

in e q u a l i t i e s  in educational  aevelopiuent c l a s s i f i e a  these states  as 

backwara or Lelow average, (e.^. see Tilak, 197:>).

It can oe noted, that the gross enrolments at primary and middle 

levels increased during the 1970s at a rate of ^rowtli of 2.6% and 3.3% 

respectively (the overall rate of ^ii^owth of elementary education ueint, 

3oC%) at ttie national level. Let us assume ttiat tiie rate of growtn is 

tne same for tlie adjusted enrolments also. Then if  tne same rate of 

growtn continues in the l^^dOs, we find that the enrolment at primary 

and m iuu le  le ve ls  w il l  be respectively  70 .12  m i l l io n  ana 15 .5U 

Liiliion, thus leaving 20.3 million children in the age group b-11 and

37 .0  m illion  in the age group 11-14 outside the school system.

It  i s  d ist re ss in g  to note that desp ite  the ^^i^antic tasK being 

ta 3d in almost all the States, no significantly satisfactory pro^^ress 

iias ueen made during the i^7Us in variout. states .  In Uttar rraoesn  

where the situation is most severe, the rate of growth in enrolments 

in  pr im ary  education is  n eg at iv e .  if the rate of growth r e a l i s e a  

auring 1960-61 to 197 7̂-60 in Uttar Pradesh (4.4%) continues during tne 

iVoOs (w h ic h  i t s e l f  is  an am bitious  assum ption  p a r t ic u l a i l y  in 

relation to the nefc,ative growth rate experienceu auring ttie

11 m i l l i o n  c ild re n  in Uttar i^radesh alone w i l l  remain o utside  the 

school system in v.Table 15). Our estimates inaicate ttiat if'

tne existing, rates of growth continue even by l90!?-90 we will be very 

luucn far away from the goal of u n iv e r s a l is a t io n  in many s ta tes ,  in 

fact, in states like Assam, r«ajasthan and West bengal, we will end up 

w it h  more non-enrollea c h ild r e n  than the e x is t in g  number of non-

: 21 :



Table 13

: 22 :

Liicely Lnrolment in Lleinentary EaucatJ-on in Inaia, 19o9-9u

(at tne realised l - j ' / i ) - -71 - Bu grovvtti rates) 

v^i'it.urcs in OUO's)

a tu. tti 

( i ;

ii^rimary 

Lnrol- Won- 

meiit i^nroliea

( 2 ; O )

liiddl 

Lnrpl^ 

men t 

(4 )

0 jjleinentaiy 

i«ion- Lnrol- ixon- 

iinrolled ment Enroll tU 

Co; (o)  \ 1 ^

i-̂xicihra r'raoesn 3203 1144 579 3020 d 7o 2 4 164

jtiSSclXii 17aG , 19:23 413 1347 220 i 347 2
iiihar /ol3 139b/ 653 4443. bOciO 3b44

Gujarat M ' l c 421 1036 lb 02: 3236 2023

iiair ysna i ibO b62 33o 67b 149o 134 u

liiiuac iial I’raoe s h 353 —  . 164 131 ‘ 717 164

JanaiiU in ivasUiiir 53U 2bO : 144 306 674 386

Karnataka 3^61 lu5i^ VOl i ; i v 47b2 i r n

kerala'^- 2b4 2 3uo 1110 3v32 1357

I'xaahya i'raaesii j 762 134o 2^y26 7108 4 925

i' .̂iaharastilra bo37 ■■ ^ ; ISOC 2197 10743 2197

Otissa 2 1 6 2 L5<3 624 1430 3406 22bo

Fuiijau 2366 — 30b b40 2b92 640

icajastlian 312z. 2307 704 23^3 jbb6 47uO '

iaiaxl Wadu 3^26 — 1356 1720 1 ^ ' o L/ 133b

i'r ipuia 215 • 43 14 3 23b 241, .̂

Uttar Fradusti* lu742 439b^ 21ci7 6539 12929 lUi/3b

Vvcst Len^al ^55^1 2bol i>43 4101 6336 67b

i\lote 2 at i960--61 - lyy ■:>-oO grow th rate.
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Year

Ci)

Tauie lb

.vuquirea Gro\^ch in Knroluicnts in Inciia l^oU-ol -

(I'igures in millions)

6 -ii a^e-i^roup

i îHrol- i^on- 

iiient iinrolltd 

U )  (3)

li-i4 £,roup

Lnroi-

ment

(4)

t>lon“ 

Enrolleu 

O )

6-i4 age iciroup

Enrol- I\ion- 

liient Enrolled

1979-uU

<,,x.ctual)
Ibi3U-6l

it/csl-S2 

1 ’-;o2-ij3 

i i>63-o4 

1 ^b4—u5 

ib^5-u6

ijcb-tl 

l9o7“ Oii 

1 !̂ 68~bi> 

iyo'y-9U^‘

53 = 2

36. i 

5v .2

62 .5  

65 .  i;

09 .5

73.4  

77 .4

oi .6
tio. 1
90.4

33.^

31.4

io

wii

11.2

13.1

15.3 

17.

20. V 
24.5  

23.0

33.4 

3S . 1 
4 5 . /  

53 .3

37 .5  

36

Z3

U±1

64 .4

69 .d 

7 5 . /  

b2.0 

bo o9 

.4

104.5

113.3

122.0

133.1

143.7

70 .̂ 7

6 b oO

37

uii

i-̂ ote ; Assuuied to be equivcilent to the population vprojecLeu) in  l!>vl
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Table i7

keaiised ana Required kates of Growtti 

in Lnroiuents in Elementary Lducacion 

in Inaia

estate

U )

ir'rimary hidule

197:^--8U i^7U~7i. ly7>-ou

to to to to

it>‘79"oU lV /9—i>G 19u9“ 9G

U )  U )  (4) (.3)

Seconaary tiiĵ tier 

lV70-7i 1970-/1

to to

Ib70-d0 197'J-8U

(b) O )

anahra Pradesn 3.1 3 .1 lot) 2 2 . 0 1 1 . 2 6 .5

Assaiii 2 .3 10. 0 2 .9 20 .3 2 .7 * 7 .3

bitiar o .6 2.7 2b . 0 1 .4“-- b.O

Gujarat 3 ,3 4ol 4 .G 13.0 4 .4 3.S

iiaryana 7.G 2.7 14 .9 n.7 2. 1
hiuacnal Pradesh 3.7 2 ob 4 .3 lU.o 1 .6 2 .6

J ax.uuu a l̂ a s t an i r 3 .3 7 .6 4 ,C lb. 5 0 .9 4 . 2̂ '̂

i^arna taka 2. 2 4 .7 4 .3 16.0 4 .0 3.4

Kerala -ve 1.5 3 .2 8 . 1 6 .6 4 oZ

Ijauhya Pradesh 4 .9 a. 1 bol 19.0 3 .0 4 .>

fiatiarashtra 3.7 1 .b 4 .2 12 .3 3 .3 3 .2

Orissa 3.7 fo.i 5 .3 ZO.O 3 .3 7.7

runjab 4 2.4 3.7 1 1 . 1 3 .4 1 0 . 2>̂

rvajftsttian 4 .9 10 o 9 5 .0 22 . 0 3 .5 3 .2

Taiuil i'^adu 2.4 1 .4 3.V 1 2 . 1 3 .0 l.l'^

Tripura 3 .0 b . 9 3.1 19,3 3 .0 3 .2 *

Uttar Praaesn -ve 8 . 0 2.7 1 8 .0 4 .1 3 .1 ’̂

Kvest ben^al 2 .5 b o7 1,8 20 .3 3 .9 0 .4

Lio te Growth rates refer to l'50U-6i to 1979-o0

i.ates of growtti in this  and other tables  and tnrou^hout the 

text are annual coiitpound rates of ^,rowLn (%) computed on tiie 

uasis of final ana base year aatao
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TaDie 16

Lnroiiiient in Lducation in India, oy States 15t;9-90

vin thousands)

r<aihe or the Prin.ary h ia d i  e x-iî ĥer fii^ her To tai Grana

‘Jtatt oeconaary Elementary To tai

( 1 ) ( 2 ) (3) (4) C3; ( 6 ) (7 ;

Biiahra Prdciesh 6 2090 603 9946 12641

As sani 3714 li/OO 271 24 1 3674 6 loo

rihar bZl4 3310 4'>2 . oOy 14324 l3o23

uujarat 2b oO 340 211 7^3v 6410

iiaryana ib22 iUl6 164 37 233b 309 b

iiimactial fraaesn i)U7 123 2U d02 ">43

jaiiduu 6t i<asiuuir biO 4 30 Ot; 3u 1260 1336

ivarnataka 4 > 1V 2620 3vO 4 0j> 7339 bi>32

keraia 3410 209^ 14/3 333 S3U9 7337

iiaaiiya Frauesh 7761 k ill 7 274 12033 1303V

Maharashtra /4G4 4103 16 37 409 1136^ 13633

‘jrissa Jb4o 2034 4 c52 203 36 94 63bx

i-’unjaLi 191S 114t> 303 241 3063 3ol 1

kajasthan 34 29 3147 366 21<3 33/3 9 Jt5o

i'aiail l>iauu :>393 3326 1 lud 131 o/19 1003b

Tripura 310 Ibb 5u 7 4 >b 3:)3

Uttar Praaesti 15141 o720 1770 613 23667 26232

west i^eii^al o27 2 3046 1142 Z64 13318 147 24



Uii Liie oLiitr tiatia, w e were to uiiJLversaiibe tiic uit-Lucitcary

ecucalxoa uy it  requircta ttiat tiie enrol Lien ts at piiiuary levei a t

the tia tional level  siioula increase  a t ^  coiQt>ounct ra te ot  ^ro w tii oi

ana enrol men t a t i.iieul e a t 1 0 . yanc in a ll  tiie enrol laen t at 

eleiaentary level eaucation at o.4%; rate of ^;rowtu uurin^ tne ii.L»Qs ay 

ag a in st  2 .0% and 3 . 3% rates ol t,rovv'tli at  prim ary ana ruiaole levels  

re sp e c tiv e ly  experienced  durinj^ the l> /O s .  Thus from TaDle 16 it 

vvoula be c lear  that tiie enrolm ents w ill  ^row from 53.2 m ill io n  at 

i^rimary and i l .z  m i l l io n  at m idale  in iv'/V-ou to bu.4 m ill io n  at 

primary ana 33.3 million at midale levels Dy lSoV-90. Thus the numL>er 

ol non-enrollea c h ilaren  w il l  d ecline  from 33.4 m ill io n  in the a^e 

ĵ roui-- <̂“ 11 ii'i 1979-60 to 31.4 m il l io n  in  19b5-o6 and to 16.1 m illio n  

Dy i^o:j-d6 and to zero by lyOO* In the 11-14 a5 e-g,roup, the number ol 

non-enrollea chilaren will oecline from 37.3 million in 197i-oO 23.6 

m il l io n  in iiyb5-bo and to n i l  uy 13b^-VU. Ihe rates of i^rowtn in 

several states tiave to be stepped up very signiticantly in tne i':?bUs 

(Taole x/y. For instancej in Uttar iraaesii the enrolii>ent in primary 

c la sse s  shoula increase  at an annual compound rate of  grow th ot 0% , 

compared to the negative  ^row th  rate experienced  in the lS'7L!s; m  

Assam tlie requirea rate oi £,rowth is 10% comparea to 2,3>o ol ttic lb>7 0s 

ana in  Kajasttian the corresponain^  f ig u re s  are ana 4 . ‘-̂%

r e s p e c t iv e ly .  Thus it  poses so ^ i ^ a n t i c  a tasic tiiet one wjnaers 

V, hether u n iv e r s a l is a  tion of elementary eaucation woulci lue possiujie 

even by ttie turn of tne century.

6 . Financial Implications

ii.3 we have no tea e a r l i e r ,  f in a n c ia l  resouces con 'stitute  an 

im portant  c on stra in t  in  ac h ie v in g  ttie goal of universial isation  of 

e lem entary  education . i'iow le t  us see what are thie tinar.cial 

implications ol tne aoove anaiysii>.

v;e nave shown earlier that despite the severity ol tihe situation, 

resources  a l lo c a tc a  to elementiiry eaucation  liave Dtim (constantly 

declining. Though in Ltie first  plan elementary educal̂ -Oiii reu.aineci a 

top priority with an alloccxtion of l>o% of tne total ear-f-iomal outlay, 

it  awic aovvn to 33% in tiie sixth plan.

The total direct expenaiture on primary eaucationirucirease^ froiu 

r.s. m ill io n  in 1930-31 to ks, .̂3 oj m i l l io n  ir l^>7/b-71 at c*

compouna rate of £,rowth of 9 .7 o%. burin^, this perioa t̂*̂ iinaex of ^er 

pupil expenaiture at primary levei increased from l O u 3 } Q 4 .  a s  we 

have pointea out in S( ction 1. tliis growtli in expenaitt^ educat:.on

is not totally real.

: 26 :



ly tlie tarj^ct lor cnroiii.ent will  ut 90.4 million in b-ii

ciî e £,roup aaa j3.^ luilliou in the a^e ^roup 11-14. bastiu on the cost- 

uorias feiveii oy the iiinis try ot Luuca t i o n w e  fiixU chat iu r>6 i/-'j/0 , 

Lae uiri^ct expenaitur^  shall oe us. louou u/illiuii for ^.riiuary level

ano i^s. ib L j /  luillioi: tor iiiiaald l e v e l -- a total ol us. 34017

lain  ions at pticcs aa -iven in Table 1^.

±t snoulc. be no tea that this excluu^^b major capital expenditure

o .ctiv ities  l i k e  coas true tion oi c lass  rooms ana teachers ' quarters . 

Thus excluaini^ taajor capital expenditure activities  lit;e construction 

ol class  rooius ana tOctchcrs' quarters ^na sp ec ia l  in ce n t iv e s  ror 

tribal ctiildren ana also ignoring tne expenditure on Lc^acher training. 

CLC., we rind tiiat in lO-^y-jO a total of x<s. 34ui7 millions at 197V-80 

prices is  r e q u ir e d ,  which woula bt: about ol ol projected  GiJJc' in

i>ci>“ >0 i.e. curing ly'/j-It, to i><j9-i?0, direct expenditure on primary 

education should increase at a ceuipouna rate oi ^rowtti of 10.5% and at 

Uiicldle le v e l  by 1 1 .6% at constant prices,^'^ w h ile  auj.in^ l ’ybb-t)6 to 

Ly/5- /o  the expenditure on primary ana m idulc  le v e ls  education  

incr^.asea respectively  at a rate of growth  of 3 .0% ana 5 .0% at 

constant prices.

It v/e consider the ^roDlem of uackio^ ttie actual expeiidituie to 

L/C incurred oecoiues ii'ucn more. The clearance of existing backlog, on 

u u ild in ^  b /c l a s s  rtooms is estim atea  to cost iis.dOOu millions for tlie 

Govtrnnient i,Ltie Gowerniient stiaring only ju%>.

Tiie a d a it io n a l  enrolment of 37 m i l l io n  at primary level  ana 42  

i-iillioLi eit luidulo ilevei dirinj^ the l^/dOs requires construction oi V30 

thousania class roouis at p iuiary level ana 1403 thousand cLasb rooms at 

m idale  lt.vcl. Tiit. u:0\uriment snare uein^j u s . 3 ,uuu per c lass  roOTii, 

thub in  a l l ,  incluidin^ tie oackxOi,, J-f re q u ires  ttiat the Goverment. 

shoula speuu L.i.lli.ons during tne .lUt̂ os on tue construction of

class roomo.

Talking ttie exi.btin_, .vcra^e si^e ol tne schools (iuO for primary 

and 220 for middle^,, it  is estimated tnat 4 ^b tnousane primary scliools 

and 12 / tuouScind mi-adlt s:hools vvill oa added to ttie existin- number 

of sc h o o ls  aurin^ t.ne LeCxde. The cost norms giveri-^^ in d ic a te  that 

quality improvement; prtt,riiuL..es reuuirc an expenditure of us. ol6 per 

pr im ary  sctiool and i.s.]Q7iu per m idule  school. Assuming, that 3u% of 

tue e x i s t i n g  sciioo>ls lo n ut  have the f a c i l i t i e s  included  in the 

quality improvumenc prc^rnume such as science education kit, rauio, 

etCo> it  can b estiimattci t,at resource requireu-ent for the aeeitional

; 27 :
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Table IS

i-ecurririg; Expenditure on Eleiaentary hducation 

(at lv/b>-LiO ir ices ;

U-.s in luiiiion;

Year Primary kiddle hiementary

u ; U>

l97^-7o 4463 34 iu 7o73

i, Ac t uai ) 

i>75~7b 380o 443b 1024b

vat i979“ Ou 

ib'io-77

prices)

63G2 4864 11166

iv n - io ■ 6b37 5331 121ob

7377 5843 13220

I>7b-<iO 404 6404 14453

1 1 8733 701S 15751

il/ui~C>2 '34 7 0 7692 17 IbCJ

i o^“o -J 102ol 84 31 18712

r>b3-o4 11155 i>y40 210‘>5

ri>o4 -o5 12i03 10127 22230

i Vo j~C/0 13132 1 01 !̂ ^ 24231

1 'jo v —ilJ 1424 b 12165 2o4 13

1 'J'ol ~bo 1545V 13333 2b7^2

ibi*OC;-L> iu773 14t)13 jl386

IbOoO 15!>37 34017

Seconaary and

iable 20 

i-.i^her iiducation in Inio.:;

Lnroluient (millions)

1*570- 1^79- i-:ate ot Lyb\/~ irer-

Direct iixpGuditure 

at ly7 y“ ol i^xpr. in

1971 ijbij ^rowtri 19S0 pUpil prices l̂ >"i;L>-i>0 at

•v J-;

V /o;

( 2 ;  v3) (4 ) (5y Co)

l97̂ --<>0

prices

<,in iiiilions; 

(7 )  vo)

Secondary / • fc 7 'j . 6 > z • C 11.81 257 334 3S45

xii;-her 2 .43  3.37 3 .8 4 . 8^ 1 10b 144 2 70 d 1
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scr.oois anu of tiic CAistiu^ scuuois • wouia uc if.s. Ijly  mill ions lor 

L,oth tno priuiary aua midclie acnoois.

L’iraiictriy on cue bc^sis oi tcracner-pupil ratio  iiorius at

primary ana jiO at mitiait.;, we find  tnat u.>j u iiiiion  ptiuiary school 

i;<_aciii-r3 aact o.SA million miadlti school ttiacuors voula l»e auuitionall> 

rc4birea aurin^ tuc av^cauco iuc prc anc in-seivicc training of thcst, 

teactiers would cost k s .S ^ /  m i i l io n  at tiio. rate of us .juO  lor prc- 

seivj.cc anu Ks.20G for in-service training ^̂ er Loacticr.

Thus a meagre estiiac-te of the total c a p it a l  cost of e leuentary  

tuucation  to be incurred  auriu^  tiie decade w il l  Dc of tiie order i.s. 

io,511. laillioDS i.e. us. io52 luillions ;yuar on average. rroiu tnis

oac-; can calculate that in eleii-entary eoucation rc.4uireij in all

a.joOV liiillions <i.s, 34017 m ilx io n s  plus l̂ So iobl  luJ-llionsy at 

iv7 9-i^O prices .

Fuf scconaary ana aitiiier levels of eaucatioa tne rate: of growta 

v-.A.i.t;rienceu in  tht: i „ /O s  is  assaiaua to continue  in the iucUs a lso , 

iiius we fine t m t  in tne enrolment at secondary level v;oula

i l .4 i  liiillionb and at n i^ner  le v e ls  4.d> iailli>_nbj as j^ivcn in 

20. AiSUiuin;^ tne ib.73-76 cost (direct; structure at these two 

levels ana iniiati.i^ theu; to 1 y?ic-oO prices, wc finu that d> ii/os-bu 

tuc a i r  ec t e e : i a  j. tur e on s e c o n u a i  y ana n i ^ h u r  l e v e l s  w i l l  

respectivelj' be ^̂ s. uiiilions ana ks. 7051 luillions.

v-̂e uo not n.i7e aciGrquate aata on indir«-;ct or capital expenaiture 

on seconaary ana liKner levels or caucation, the.t wu need. Ine latest 

f igures  on capital expenaiture  (or in a ir e c t  expe-nci tur ey a v a i la b le  

refer to 1970-71, that too only on uuilain^s ana hostels. In l'>7u-7l 

rvS. 7 3.b lui-lions w\.re spent on i^uilain^s ana tiosteis au seconaary 

lovel ana hs. 2j 2.o luillions at hi^hei level, ine r.otxiari Coijuiission 

d e sire a  ttiat tne cap ita l  expenaiture  on seconaary; educatioi. siiouic 

increase cj.t a cotuj^ound r^te of ^ro\vtli of iO/c per annuia ana on hi^uer 

euucation  at 1 0 . 5/i per year aurini_, 1)15- 1^  to I'vd^-ofc. 11 v/e adopt 

cneae noriuS, in l'jdl)->U tiie capital expenditure on secondary e^^ucation 

w ill  be of tne ocaer of Ks. 127b u i l l i o n s  and on h i^ae r  eaucation  

ivSollijuo Uiillions. Tiius, tne total expenaiture on eaucation in Ij-dS- 

.s'a w 'l l  L-e ivb. t)0,lG m illions and tiiis v/orks ouL to be about 5/o oi tiie 

pro3 CO ted co-Uipared to the e x is c ia ^  le v e l  of .xu l>/>-bO.

iue requireu yearly pro^^rebs ib shown in Ta.jle 21.

Tnus at all India level , auout 5% of GI-jF suoula couie froui puLlic 

xcti: ‘̂juer iar eavcatiou. As we ii.eationea in a<̂ c Lion j., tiiis uoes not
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i^rojected Ntional Inconie and i.equired kesources 

for Education in India 

(at iV7^i-oO Prices)

(Rs. in 10 iiiiilions;

Year

(ly

G In i ’ 
U )

e s o u r c e s  for Education  (3 )  / ( 4 ;  a 

O )  ^4 )

197^-80 >0173 3300 3 .9

bi '^3039 3 0 % 4 .0

bZ 96036 3903 4 .1

83 Vt/110 4122 4 .2

84 'iC 22ol ^332 4 . 3

o5 10351)4 43v6 4 .4

86 iOoV32 4833 4 .3

o7 ilz418 5i2:> 4 .6

6b 116013 3412 4o7

69 11S727 3713 4 . 8

I'-jo'-J-yD 123340 bOll 3 .U

Rate of urovtn 3.2% 3.6%

Table 22

Estiruated Kequiretuents of Financial uesources for Eaucation 1989—90

(Rfa in m illions)

Level of Kecurrin^ i^on-recurring lo tal

education Lixpenditure Expenui ture

( i ) i 2j (3> <.4}

Friiiiary 18080 789 l6o69v31)

hiddle i5 ‘J37 1064 17 OOiV ̂ o)

iiigtier Secondary 3943 lz7o , 3223^9)

r.iglier 7031 11 >66 1 9 0 1 7 0 2 )

To tal 43013 130'>; bOllOi, iuO;
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latra-Sectoral HiiocaLiori of kesourceb in Education 

{Direct LXj-.endiLure; in India

(ivs. in millions)

Level of 

j:.aucation

i U

1950-31

U )

l'J73~7b

(3y

l^^dV-90 

(.largt t>

Primar> 366(40) 4^63 ( 23) idOBO(^O)

I'jiddle 77 (6 ) 34 10( 1 :;; i y j 3 7 u 7 )

becoaaary Zbi{J 2 ) 4b3o(25) 31/45(9)

uit,her lo4C20) 5410(30) 7 0 5 1 (16)

lo tal 1 ( 100) i7>25(10G) 45013 (100 /

bourcfc : Cols 2 6i 3 : Tilaic ^,1980)

Col. A ^ee the text
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iricl uQC housetioid cx}. eiici Lur c on uaucaLion , cxccpL lo ta^_ oxLuat oi 

tcts . The iioufaehold expenditure  on education  as pcr IJSS fit,ures, 

c o nstitutes  i.9% oi eui' in  iv7'i-bu, as couipared to 2.4% oi Gl>iP in 

In aDsolutc- ttri..b, I t  iucreaseu  f.roiii ruillion in

i S /U - 7 1  to eis. ^Oou  m i l l i o n  in  ly /v - d G  1 y? u~ 7 1 p r i c e s ; ,

registering;, an annual rate ol g,rowtn oi 0 . 2% auring  tnib ^̂ .-eriou

Table b;. If  the saiue raCc of gro'W'th continues auriii^ rthc: K o O s , tiie

hous^nola expenuiturv. can iuci.ease unxy uptu ±vs. z i , j ^ 3  luiiiion by 

iSb 9 "^U  (at  l97y-oU p r ic e s ) ,  wiiich vvili be ju s t  lo7% of oiMir. Ue 

f e e l ,  as C h e llio h  sugges tec , -a t 1-eas t 2% of GUi-'. i l  .no t. 2«4%L..a&,

in i 'j7G- /i, shoula come from nouseholu sector by lyob’-jU for 

euucation, i.e. Rs. 24,600 luillions, whicti thus requires the househola 

expenditure  to grov^ at a rate of 1 .5% per annum auring  the 19bUs. 

Thus m  cxil, 7% of Gl'iP shoula be spent on education -—  5% frotu puLlic 

exchequer and 2% by household sector.

The financicil i iuplications  for various states are iiianitoia. We 

startea aaopting the cost structure at tne national i^vel for primary 

ana laiadle levels and ^ipplied it  uniformly for all states and wotKeu 

out ttie resorces requirea for universalisation of elementary eaucation 

uy At the secondary ana tiigher l e v d s  we fo llo w e d ,  (as

detaileu aata ciro availaole by states), a slightly different methoa. 

Ttie airect expenditure per pu^il in secondary levL.ls of education was 

woricea out for a ll  statv_s for the year 1^75-76 and tlien they are 

convertcu into iS/^^-ou p r i c e s . W e  also estimated the rates of growth 

in tnrolment at secondary and lii^ îjer I c v d s  in various states euring 

to 1v 79~60. These rates  of ^rowtti nave oe^n useu for

jK^rojecting ttie l i k e i y  enrolm>_nt in various  states  la  19b9-90 in

Secondary ana higher l e v e l s .  Thus using the estiiuates of costs ana 

enrolments ttms projecteu.; the requirement of resources on recurring 

account for 1989-yO nave been estimated.

vvitii regaid to indirect expenaiture on eauccition (i.iot divisiule

by levels), tii^ ratios oi inairect expenditure to direct ex^enoiture 

in r>/.5-7b in various  otates (w h ic h  is  assumeo to ue constant until 

are usea for estiiaating  total i n d ir e c t  expenuiture  on 

education in the states in iboy~9^o

Ttius the total financial requirements for education in 19i5S~'>0 ty 

states are worlvCa out ana tiicy are presentea in Table 24. bepenairg

upon the avuiilability  of data on State income (biJT) at constant
') 2

prices'" we estimatea ttie rate of growth in oDt for the peiioa i 9bO-L/ 

to I'y/b-TI for various  s ta t es .  Tiies^ rates nave been used for 

proj^^tin^ the :3j:P in i9o>-^>0 (at li/7^-oO prices).
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Table 24

Resource - Kequirement for Education in In d ia , 1939~b»0

i v 7S-bO P r i c e s )

(irvs. in millions)

I\aiae ot the 

State

( 1)

Pri-

mary

i 2 )

iiiddle

(3)

Ele

mentary

( 2)+i,j;

(4)

Higher 

bee.

(5 ;

Kigher

( 6 ;

To tal To tal 

In-

airect 

(7 )  (d)

Grand 

To tal

t9)

Grand 

To tal 

as of 

% tiut 

< io)

Andiira 

tracesh 1269 1190 24 7 9 754 563 3796 190 3986 5.1

Afcisatu ibb 04 2 13>7 74 j 3o IdO/ 271 2078 9 .d

i,ihai 1722 359b 115 740 4453 66d 5121 d .9

vor Li j ̂  r a L ^^49 793 1744 34 d 261 2353 4u0 2/53 3 .5

ii.ar }(ta iia 375 345 7 20 3o 125 do j 106 9d'i 2.4

aimac ricii 

i’rauesh 105 'jl ll?6 52 6d 316 2d 344 3 .6

jaiiiiiiU u 

-Ĥa s iiiiti r lb3 135 2 :>o 16 5o 3 /0 126 496 4 .6

i^rnataica iUOG 783 1789 23d 394 i.-v2i 387 2du8 4 .0
r ax a 702 530 13J2 504 616 24 52 221 2673 7 .3

î .ad Vet

i radesti 1571 13b3 2954 377 427 375d 244 2 6200 9 .6

i.cdiarasiiLra 152g 1251 2o22 631 62d 4081 531 4612 2.6
OJ' i S S2L 732 63b 136d Idl 34 d 1097 2d5 2182 6 .5

PunjaL) 390 3o2 772 149 613 1534 291 ld25 2 .5

tvajas than 1113 i03> 2152 2o7 511 2950 207 3157 6 .9

'iaii.ii i-iacu 10o9 1095 2 1 '̂ '4 400 Zu3 2877 zbo 3165 3.0
Til i pur a 63 62 125 29 9 16j 31 lb»4 6 . 0
U t ta r 

Prauesti 301)0 2692 59o6 520 937 7443 lv35 93/0 6 . b

v.est bengal 1686 1720 3-̂ 06 246 2ol 3993 569 4562 5 .3
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Table 23

required r^te of Growtn in Lciuccitionai Lxpenditure

(ks . in iflillions)

State

a ;

Total Lxpenui- 

ture on Eau~ 

cation in 

Vjlb-IKJ

U )

lS75“ 7b Expendi

ture on ii/oucation 

at Ib'i’j-bi) prices

(3)

Lducational 

expenditure 

in 19b9-‘jU

kequired 

î a te o t 

crowtn (%) 

1^7 3“ 7G to 

19d9-b0 

( 3 ;

iiuahra Pradesh x204

Assaiii 4-0 3
i>itiar 1033

buja^at 1237

iidryana 3o!>

hiiaac tiai Prade s li 24 6
it kastiriiiT' 2ul)

x^arnataica 1235

Ke r ai a 13 *>o

ijadiiya Pradesh i730

iiatiarashtia ^ll>^

Orissa 636

Punjab 673

^.ajasthan b39
Taijiil I'Jadu 1631

Tripurci ol

Li t ta r Prau e s n z 34

West uenv_al 1236

1567 

6u3 

1373 

1637 

3U6 

320 

2o7 

lo33 

1617 

227 d 

3o23

b2o

1 U 3

10:^2
2123

il3

3317

1635

3vd6

2u7d

3121

2753

344

4^6 

23(Jd 

267 J 

6200 

4612 

zl82 

1623 

3157 

3163

1S4

V37d

4562

5 . t/ 

V .2 
9 .9

3.7 

4

0 .3  

4 .6
4 .0

2 .0
7 .4

1.7 

7 .2
3.4 

7 .

2 .y

4 .0

7.7 

7 .6
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Table 26

Intra-Sectorai Distribution of resources in Eaucation 

(1973-76 anu L9ti)>-90)

( percent;

L>tate Primary iliddle Lie- Ki^ner higiier Total Total Grand

laentary bee. i/irect Indirect Total

U )  (2 )  (3 )  ;A )  (5 ) ( 6 ; (7 )  (b)

i\nuhra A 

Praacsh ii

Assam A
1 ••

iii ha r a

b

Gujarat A 

ii

haryana A

u

hiiiiaciial A 

i^radesh i. 

Jaiuuiu ix 

Kastoir 

i^arna- 

taka 

ixerala

A 

ib 

A 

L 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A

u

A 

it 

A 

ti

ica jas thanA 

ii

Ta.mil 

Uadu 

Tr ipura

iiaidhya

Praaesh

i^aiha-

raistitra

Orissa

PLunjai)

Ut tar 

Praaesh 

we s t 

ueiru:al

2b.

32 .3

30 .3

36 .3  

27.7 

36 «u

0 . 6

3 4 . 5

lu . 2
37.!. 

17. V

30 .5

13.6

32 .9  

13.^  

35 .b

21 .3

26 .3

Z.Z.. 0
25 .3

14.0

33.1

33.4

3 3 . 0

13.1 

^1.4

22.9

35 .3

26.6

34.4

23.0 

32.3

25.7

33.0

26.7

37.0

11.6

29. y 

12.7

30.

19.3

33.6

3 3 .0 
2y .0

9 .3  

34 .3

22.4 

26

16.5

27 .2

27.1

27.9

20.1
23.6

10.7 

22. J

23.2

27.1

13.6

29.2  

9 .0

20.9

23.3

32.9

15.3 

3^ o6 
16. i 

32.0

b.C

30.6  

3.7

37.7

40 .4

62 .2

4 3 .0  

b7 .2  

47 .0 
70 .3

41 .6  

OJ .4

27 .6  

7 2 .9

4 0 .2  

5 7 .U

32 .2

60 .0

4 1 .0

6 3 . 7

41 .3

4 9 .0

33 .3

47 .7

39.1

61 .2

4 9 .2

62 .7  

24 cl

4 2 .3  

46 .4 

6 6 . 2
42 .4  

69 o 3

39 .1  

6 4 .0

34 .2

6 3 .6

30.4

74 .7

2<j. / 

16 .V 

2i.7  

3.6

13.6 

2.3

2j .  /

12.6

36.6

3 . 0

32.9

15.1

22.4

3.2  

l^ .b

6.5

32.4 

16. ̂

13.6

6.1

26.6 

13.7

18.9

6.3

26.1 

6.2

23.5 

9.1

27.2

12.6

33.3 

13.0

23 ;o

3.6 

27.2

5.4

25.7

14.1

21 .9

16.2

26.4

14.5

20 .3

9 .5

25 .0

12.0

16.7

19.6  

20.0

11.3

30 .2

l4  . 0
10.0

23 .1

13.7

6 .9  

2 2 . t)

13.0

15.0

1 6 .U 

28 . i 

33 .6

21 .3

16.2 

21 .5

6 .9

11.3

4 .6

20.0 

10.0
26 .9  

6 . 2

94 .3

95 .2  

b 7 .0 
67 .0
67 .0  

67 .0
65 .5

65 .5

0 9 .3

69 .3  

91 .7  

vl.7  

74 .6

74 .6  

66 .2
06 . 2
91.7

91.7

60 .7  

6 0 .6

66 .3  

6o . 3 

bu . 9 

6b .V

64 .1

64 .1

93 .3

93 .3

90 .9

90 .9

63 .9  

64 .0

79 .3

79.4

67 .3

87 .3

3.1

4 .0

13.0

13.0

13.0 

IJ.O

14.3

14.3

10.7

10.7

6 .3

6 .3

23.4

23.4

13.6

13.6 

0 .3

6 .3

39.4

39.4

11.3

11.3

13.1

13.1 

16.0 

16.0

6 .3

6 .3

9 .1

9 . 1

1 6 .1  
Ib.O

20.7 

20.6
12 .3

12.3

iOO

100

100

100

100

lOO

100

100

100

lOO

luo

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

luu

100
100

100

100

100

100

iOO

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100
100

100

rtoitt; i A - 1975-76; ii -

--------- —vTTtrr

15^59-90

I
'y



Many of the s ta te s ,  i t  may be noteu, iiave to step up their 

euucatiouai expenditures as a proportion ot their respective oDts by 

from the e x is t in g  le v e ls .  ii-xcepL Jaiuiiiu 6i Kasniair a ll  the 

eau c a tio n a lly  oack-wara states  have to a llo c ate  luucti more ttian, y/„ 

(requirea at national level) of their LjUIs. For instance, Assoi.i, tias 

to allocate t/.o% of i>hif for education xn i98l7-’>U5 Haatiya Pradesn 7.6%, 

iiinar Kajastiian 6 .^% ana Uttar Praoesh t>.V% and it  may oe noted

that these figures are substantially higher than what tne states have 

actually been allocating now. jammu h rvashuiir already spenos aL>out 

4.5% of SDP on education (,ii/7 5-7b). Our analysis also indicates that 

i f  this  proportion  is  more or le ss  m aintaineu  upto Jaainu h

Kashmir w il l  ue'^afale to meet the target of universalisatior . of 

elementary  eaucation  by the end of 19bOs. Further , the figures  on 

other states  also  in d ic a te  that tne rates of growth  in educational 

expenditure in the backward btates in the lb80s shoula be much nigtier 

ttian the rates of growth experienced auring tne iSbU-bl to i97b-76, as 

we notice in Table 25. lurttier, as tne figures in Table 26 indicate, 

i t  also  requires  a d r a st ic  re a llo c a tio n  of resource in favour of 

primary and miudle levels ot eaucation,

7•  Conclusions

The primary objective of tlie stuay was to analyse ttie finaincial 

implications of achieving txie target of universalisation of eleme;ntary 

education by l^S/0 in Inuia. In section 1 we focussed our attenti.on on 

ttie general allocation pattern ot resources to eaucation. An at tempt 

was also made to closely analyse the intra-sectoral allocation ^mong 

d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  w ith in  the educational  sector. We have found taat 

callocation pattern snowed a consistent trend of sliifting tue emphdsis 

from elementary education to the other levels of education especially 

to higher education. Universalisa tion of eler.ientary eaucation, in a 

comprehensive sense, involves (i )  universal provision  of f a c i l i t i e s ,  

( i i ;  u n iversal  enrolment and ( i i i )  universal  re ten t io n ,  however in 

the present paper, we confined to ( i i j  only.

In section 2 we critically  reviewed our performance in the field 

of universaliScition  of e lem entary  education  t i l l  lyou which showea 

ttiat we have miles to travel to reach the target. bection 3 analysed 

ttie prospects of ttiis goal in ttie present decade . Comparing the 

projected targets of ttie Planning Commission with the actual figures, 

we founu that more ttian m illion children in the age £,roup of o~14 

w il l  be out of school by the end of i ‘i55-uG. Assuming ttie same rate 

of growth in enrolment ttiat was experienced in ttie seventies, it was
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riotea that by not less Lliari jo million chiiareu will be uncovered

by the school system. - tound that i f  at .ai,i the target of 

u n i v e r & a l - E o - ' - ' b - c  'acifiVvu'a'uy i'jyU, Lue eurgiiuentS' at  the 

priruary level stiouici inctease at a coiiipouna rate oi ^lowtn of 5.3% for 

priiuary ana io.S/% for luicidle or at an overall compounci ^^rowth rate of

0 .4% at eleaientary level durinj^ tiie present decade.

In the remaining part of tiie paper we tried to araw the financial 

im p l ic a t io n s  of the above a n a ly s is ,  xhe stuay ieaas  us to conclude 

tti.j.t the resources allocated for eoucation in inaia have been grossly 

inaaequate  to meet the e a u c a t i o n a l  t a r g e t s  i u i u  down in  the 

C o n stitut io n  of Indid  aivu in the £ a J .^uc:n t plan dLCuments. One of 

the reasons for the unuer-spendint, on eaucatio n  could be that ttie 

expenaitures on eaucation are still tieateci as **welfarc*‘ expenditures 

and not a s / i n v e s t m e n t '  expenditures  that r e su lt  in (human) c ap ita l  

formation.^'^

Secondly, while we are aware tnat higner education is essential 

for the oraerly aevelopment of developing countries (Schults., 19<5i and 

1982) y tlie relatively less empliasis givcu to elementary eaucation vis- 

a-vis nigher eaucation  in inuia l e f t  us far awu.y from tlie goal of 

universalisation of elementary eaucation.

The major policy implications ttiat stem from our analysis are as 

follows 2-

i)  By the enrolment targets w il l  be ^>0.4 m il l io n  in 6 - 1 1
iigt;-group and 53.3 million in the age-group 11-14. This requires an 

increase at a compouna rate of growth of 5 .5% at the priiuary level ana

1 0 . at midale level. Given tne past growth rates in enrolment, this 

is a Q ifficult  task.

i i )  baseu on the cost norms given by the Iiinistry  of liuucation we

workea out the direct expenditure on eaucation. It is found that in 

1989-90, the direct expenditure should be Ks.iuOoU million for primary 

le v e l  and xs.s.15,937 m il l io n  for luiuale leve l  i .e .  a total of bs .jA u I?  

m illion  (̂ at 1979-bO prices) for the elt entary level as a whole. This 

means that 2.o% of the projectea snail nave to be spent on airect

expenaiture items alone, on elementary eaucation, i f  universalisation 

is to be achievea by ttie turn of the present decaoe.

i i i )  This shows f-hat the growth rate (v_ompounu) of direcc expenditure 

during  197 5-7,6 to 19«39-9U shduld be o.7% aL primary level  and at the 

m iddle  level by 9 .u% at constant pr ices .  when comparea ag ainst  ttie
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ratcb of growtn expericricec: in the preceediilg uecade (IvoS—Ob to 1973- 

7C)j 5% at priruary and 6 .6% at miadie,the possibility of provision for 

a suautn spurt lu tne expenaiture is not ueyona douL/to Ouir projected 

growtn rates become unaer estimates it we consider the ia<ct taac tne 

^rovtn of expenditure projected was frou 1j>73-7o and we n.uve already 

covered 7 years when the actual  expenditure could be far oulov the 

projectea rates. This iuiplies that the expenditure in tlie; reuainin;^ 

years of the present uecaue should increase at a faster ratie than tiiat 

of ttie projected  rates  of 6.1%  and at priiuary and l u i d d l e  levels

respectively,

ivj Given the extent  of L.tct-io^ on ^uiluin;^ ana classiooius, the 

requireiuents for 1 9 6 0 s lor tiic adaitiional c lass  rooius siiovv tnat we 

nave to construct  3.9 luillion  c lass  ruoiuS at ttie priiuaiy and middle 

le v e ls  (U .93  u iillion  for priiuary levc;l and 1.4 m illio n  lo r  wicale 

level), incluaing 1.6 million  class roouis of backlog. On thve oasis of 

ttie cost sharing norius ^iven by tae ixinistry ot iiducation, tthis works 

out to be i<s.l4,S>9 million during tlie ISbOs.

V) On the oasis  of e x is t in g  teacnt.r-pupil rat io ,  the ad d it io n a l  

i-inancial burden for ttie incoming new teacheis on pre-ana i.n~service 

tra in in g  woula be to tlie tune of K.s.^>/ m i l l io n ,  unu anotner  Ks.ZSl'i* 

m i l l io n  on q u a lit y  iiaprovcUient. 1 us in a l l ,  the non-recurring 

expenaiture  on these item s at elementary education level w il l  ue 

ivs.16 ,5 1 3  luillion  for the eecade , i .e .  1632 m ill io n  per ye:ar on an 

averageo

vi) The total expenaiture as workea out, inclusive of recurring and 

non- recurring , works out to be jL<.s.j3,o70 m ill io n  for elementary 

education by lVo9-9U.

v i i )  To find  out the total educatio nal  exp»_nuiture wt projected the 

expenditure at secondary and higher levels under the assumption tnat 

these two le v e l s  w i l l  have the same rates of growth of enrolment as 

they have experienced in tne seventies. It was found that enrolment 

at the secondary level oy l9b^?-yO would be li.4i million and at higiicr 

level 4.c9 million, /i^ssuming 1S73-76 cast structure, thc^e two levels 

of education  would cost  K s .3 9 4 .3  m ill io n  ana k s . / ,U 31 m il l io n  

respectively at i;i/’;>-bO prices.

v i ii )  On the oasis of thu rate of growtti on capitcd expenaiture given 

by ivOtiiari Commission, the capital exp^aditure worKs out to oe ivS.iz/6 

m ill io n  at secondary and K s .11966 at tne nigiier education  level in
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1969-^0. Thus the total (recurring and non-recurrin^) expenditure on 

secondary and higher education woula be k s . 2 4 j240 raillion in

XX) The total  resource  a l lo c a t io n  to education  as required  by our 

estiiiiates for the year 1989-90 at 197j^-bU prices is is.s.6U,liO niiliion. 

Assuming tne 3.2% compound rate of ^rovvth of n ational  incouie at 

constant prices (the satae rate we achieved between trie years lvt/9--7ij 

and ii>7 9-dO> tne pro3 ectea educational expenditure worics out to be i>% 

of tiie projectoa GNP.

x) The in tra- secto ral  a l l o c a t io n  of resources (direct expenoiture) 

in 19b9-::^Us as our pro:;ection woula be 40% to the primary, j 5% to

luiualej J7c to the secondary and 16% to the iiigtier education  as 

compared to 25% to priuiary, 19% to luiudlej 26% to seconaary and oO% to 

ni^iier education  in All this shows tnac it  requires  a

rauical re-allocation of resources in favour of eleuientary education. 

Ttius the universalisation of eleiuentary education uy 1990 requires not 

only  3 % of the Gl'it' to be a llo c ate d  to eaucatio nal  sector this 

estiruate,, however, conies c loser  to the uoriu (3% of the G:n1P) as 

suggested  by kaja  u h e l l ia n  recently .^ '^but also  75% of the total 

eaucational allocation to tlie elementary level.

x i ;  we also felt tliat by 19o9-90 the contribution of household sector

1.0 e a a c a t io n a l  expenaiture  should be raised  to z.% of Gui' f ro ’̂u the 

e x i s t i n g  level of i . 9%. So that in  a l l  7 % of Cwf' is  St^ent by the end 

of tue seventh i '̂ive I’ear Plan on education.

x i i ;  The stace-wise analysis snowea certain interesting features. It 

coTiiiruiiS Lne general feeiing tridt the problem of universalisation of 

eleiii eriitary education in Ind ia  is  essentially ' tiie problem of the 9 

jacKwai'd 'jratesj viz. Andtir^ Vraaesh^ Jaiuuiu a Ivashiuir,

iiaunya Jr'raaesh, Orissa, Kajasthan, uttar Iradesh ana west ^eng;,al. For 

the country  to achieve  the goai of a i v e r s a l i s a t i o n ,  these States 

siiouid s te^ up their rates of grov^tn in enrolment very sij^nificantly 

iroui c.ne recently experienced rates oi ;^rowth. Trie required rates of 

^rov'tu in  >r..imary education for tliese 9 States vary in between 5.1% in 

Andhra i^radesii to 10% in  Assam, compared to 5.5% at  a ll  jnaia  l e v e l ,  

dixcept.iii^ Andhra Pradesn in a l l  otner otates the requireu  rates of 

^rovjtni ar^ above 6%. The requ ired  rate of growth in m iddle  level  

educat ioii is  as nigh as zO% in  jjiiiar and more than 20% for a goou 

number: o f  states  (l iK e  Assauj Andiira Pradesh , O r i s s a ,  rvajasthan ana
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x i i i ;  In order to compensate for low level of expenditure maae in  the 

past by the back-wara s t a t e s ,  these backward state  have to spend 

SUL'S tan t ia l iy  more in the i>oOs on education . The required  rate oi 

grovth in educational expenditure is as tii^h as in iiitiar anu :J’.2%

in Assam. Except in Jauauu & KashhULr, in a i l  other states^, ttie 

educational expenditure should grow at a couipound rate of growtn of 

uiore than b.o% per annuiu.

x iv ;  In other w ords, educational  expenditure  as a proportion of SLF 

requires  to rai h >d s^ee^-ly the e x is t in g  le ve ls*  Tne target

proportion varies in between 2o5% in Funjab to >oO/o in Assam. All the 

DacKward states except Jammu ct kashmir tiave to allocate luore than 5% 

of their respective bDlSc

Lilli t a t i o n s :

It is  prudent to end nere by noting  some of tne im portant

liifiitations, tne estiaiates and projections luade in our analysis carry

witii. Tiicy are as follows:

i) Tliough the importance of household expenditure is undisputed, we

could not incorporate ic in our analysis because of non-availabilit}/ 

of ( ata . In this sense our main a n a ly s is  is  res trie  tea only to tne 

study of i^ublic expenditure on educaciono

i i )  Tne growtn rates  we pro3 ected were for tne years 1975-76 to 

iSo9~‘:.0o And in the: interim period till l!yo3, tne actual ^rowth rates 

experienced mifelit be far less than our projected rates. Tiierefore, to 

achieve the targets by 199U, the expenditure in the remaining years ot 

lybUs should increase  at a much faster  rate  ttian what we have 

projectea* In this context  our estim ates  of urowth rates are under 

e s t î 'iia te s »

i i i )  All our projections and estimates are based on H 7 1 Census, whicti 

by ttiemselves are uelieved to ue unaer estimates in the light of tne 

i'yoi Census. In tliis sense a l s o ,  our e stim ates  on expenditure  and 

enrolment are under estimates.

iv ) The term public  expenditure  we used here includes  fees paid by 

the stuaents  and donations  and endowments received  from non

governmental organisations and individuals and expenditure incurred by

o Th-: u ir n  r e ‘>.. to our a^ Vi-1*. s ot.
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e?;pen:iiture on euucations this inciuaes the 'fees' component whicti tias 

aireaoy bean incluaed in the public expenditure.

V/ Further ,  we have not focussec  our atten t io n  o nvo c atio n a iisatio n  

aspects o.t secondary education, as our luain emphasis was on eleuicntary 

education.
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vi) Above alij trie study carries with an iiuportant limitation. The 

study focussec on foruiaJ systeri! of education alone. If a substantial 

ptirt of the present  out-of-scnool c h ildren  are to be coverea under 

non-foru-al systsift of education, whicti costs less , che total financial 

requireuiCnts would De less than whal we liave estiiaa:_ea tiere.

v i i ;  Vjnile it  is important to examine the ways ana laeans of luouilibing, 

the reuuireci resources for education, it is outside the scope of this

pclptiliT «

F in a l ly ,  as pointed out earlier^  the attem pt of tne stuuy was 

only to tii^hiight the tinancial implications of achieving the tar^^et 

of unlvsrsalisation of elementary education by the year 19'yOo It is 

to be iioted tnat "money no doubt is needeu for eaucationai reform, but 

i;ioney alone, whatever its quantum, can never actiieve the goal” (r'iaiR, 

iyo^i : 17 3), In other worus, tnou^ti f inances  are an im portant

c u n s t r a in t ,  i t  is only one among the many; other factors  f a l l  in  the 

social and political domain. This stuay, however, does not higlili^tit 

or aifecuss these factors. Therefore, the results of the stuay should 

De interpreted in this restricted framework only.

We concluae that the universalisation may not be possible uy 

unless  the expenditure  on eaucation  j^rows at le a s t  at the projected  

rate ,  though this by i t s e l f  w i l l  not ensure u n iv e r s a l i s a t io n  of 

elementary educ -tion in the country. I.i oth>_r words, tne analysis of 

the study only forms a necessary  c ond it ion  and of course , no t â  

sufficient conaition for universalisation of elementary education by 

Its  actual achievem^-nt depends on the p o l it ic a l  w i l l  ana the 

social pressures tOt,etner with the availability  of adequate finciucial 

resources.



N O T E S

io tve conceciLrate in  tiiis study on lii major staLes  of the country , 

Gue to unavailability of requireu aata on otner states ana union 

territories. Interestingly ctiese lo states constitute aoout V4% 

of ttie total public expenditure on eaucation in the country and 

97% of non-enrolled ((3-14) chilaren in the country,

2 . Lxpenditare at current prices are converted into constant prices, 

u s in ^  the a l l- In d ia  wholesale  price index and the state  income 

d e f l a t o r s ,  dependiuti upon the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of data .  This  is  

catainly not the best Lietnod, as the coaiuioaities tliat enter the 

euucationai activity  constitute a mxnor component of tlie oasicet 

o f coiumoui u i e s , tiiat is  used to construct the wiiolesale price  

i n d e x .  More i m p o r t a n t l y  the r e l a t i v e  w eightai^e  o f  the 

coiuiuoci ties  would d it fe r  quite s ig n i f i c a n t l y .  hence the 

wholesale price index cannot serve the purpose adequately. but 

in  the absence oi appropriate  price in u ic e s  to convert the 

e auca tio nal  exj^eiiditure into constant p r ic e s ,  which  is  w id e ly  

f e l t  [(^see e.^,., k o b D in s  Coiuiaission and E d u c a t i o n

Coruiiiission (libb s o39;j , we nave no other alternative Dut to use 

i t .  bee P anait  and ^nriprat.asli (l!>7b) who also  used

similar indices in similar contexts. Readers may also refer to 

Wasserman ;,iSt>b) and EbuD (r>79) which  form the few of those 

studies that attempted at constructing, educational price inaices.

5c For exam ple , the corresponding figures  are much auove 6 % for 

developea c o u n tries  unore than b% for Canada, the I>Jetherl and s , 

etc.) and arnonĵ , Ltie less developed countries it is 5.5^ for Kenya 

and 7.7% for Hedagascar. uowever among several Asian developing 

cuntries the proportion is mucti less ttian

bee Hajumdar for a aiscussion on complimentarity oetween

in d iv id u a l  and in s t it u t io n a l  dec ision  maKin^ in investm ent  in  

educaion.

5o Gee A p p e n d i x  - I for  a note  on housetiold e x p e n d i t u r e  on 

education.

t .  bee also  Kaj ( i> 7 1 )  who points out that j^iving p r io r ity  to 

elem entary  educatio n  is necessary in  a country where three- 

^ourths of the la'-^our force is en/^aged in at^ricalture and small
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scale  in d u stry ;  witiiout the uiiniiaal aavantage or l i t e r a c y ,  

economic advance uased on 'necessary ana acceptable tectmological 

changes' wouia ue d iff ic u lt  to achieve.

7. oee Noor who has e xpla ined  c le a r ly  the recip ro cal

relationsliip  between the eleiaentary education  ana other basic  

needs.

8 » Sec Tilaic & Lnaudhri ( i 9 o l ) .  bee also uWICEF (19bi-55).

•>. Gross cnroliTient ratios are those which are not aajusteu for over

ana under-ai,ed cuilaren enrollea. iience, for ii\stance, J.P. Uaik 

iib^7 5) f e l t  ttiat un iv e rsal  isa  tion of elementary education  

requires 130% ^ross enrolment ratios. bee also kurien (1 9 5 2 ) .

bee Tilatv ^ Chauatiri \ i9 8 i j .

11. I t  i s  to be n o teo  tiiat the a a t a  on P o p u l a t i o n ,  and luorc

specitically on scliool goin^j-at^e-group population that are useu 

in this paper are based on the iveport of the Expert Coiauiittee on 

Population  jr ro j ec t io n s . Tliose P ro je c t io n s  are oaaea upon the 

i^>7l census. On the ottier hana it 19dl census data are useu one 

will arive at luar^inally higuer estin.ates of population in the 

15b0s; ahu as such i t  should be noted that a l l  our p r o je c tio n s  

are unaer estiiuates.

12o h recent aocuuient of the Ministry of i:.aucation V-i‘&ndari, i ‘J82)

notes tiiat the rcite of growth  at best  could be ra iseu  to 3.0 

uiillion per annuiu in  the rem aining  three years of the plan 

perioci, compared to about 2,7 laillion uuring the first two years 

of Che plan.

1j « It may be noted that no aajustment has been niade for enrolments

at seconaary ana higher levels of education.

14 o Uttar praaesh  and Kerala  experienceu  ue^^ative growtti rates  in

enroiiaents during the 70s. however tnese two states refleci: two 

d i f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s ;  w h i l e  U t ta r  P r a d e s n  r e f l e c t s  poor 

achievement in the enrolment drive, Kerala reflects a saturation 

po int ,  tile rate of ^ro w th  of population  of school going  age- 

^roupiiij^ also being declining .
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i5o A r e c e n t  e x e r c i s e  on  [ > r o j e c t i o n s  ^.ociraf, 19c>l> shovjs t n a t  i t  

c a k e s  u p t o  A,L>.2G0u--z0Ui tor  u n i v e r s a i i s i n ^  p r i m a r y  eauc^iLioii  

i t s e i l  aaci nouo.ay k n o w s  a L o u t  univt .r  s a l i s a  t i o n  o f  e i e i u e n t a r y  

eciucation.  L-ee a l s o  Veeraiai^fiavaii \,i'96l).

iO uostin^^ I'attera \Rs. per pupii per annuLi;

Primary Iiicidie

Teaching Cost

’tquipiuent

Incentives

utner non-teaciiin^ cost 

(,10/o oi teaching cost)

TcTAL eCST iOk PUPIL

150

ib

20

lb

zuu

2*̂ 0

15

2u

24

'Lh'j

17 o Since the j^rov/tti rate experienced betv/een iy73-7o to 19i>l-c32 was 

iiiuch less tjiau the projected rate, to achieve universalJL&atio»n in 

the remaining years of this aecade the rate of ^rowLii sliould du 

luuch ni^hei ttian xO.5% at prii.ary anu ii.d% ae the utiuule level .

xo. is.e,^ort of the workinfa Groujj on i^ducation ix Culture-.

l>o ĵ x penal Lure Uorius on (quality liuprovt-iaent

(ivS, per sctiool)

i'riiuary ivdGaxe

Science Loucation (k it / 3U0 10,000

Introduction of bociaily Useful wortv 300 3oO

Luucational Technoloi,y 6t i^aaio 200 200

Stren^theniii^ Supervision auu 

Administration (,2/o of the total cost) 16 210

T 0 1 A 1. dlb lu,710



zU. The nationa l  incouie at cons cant prices  increased  at c. coiupouao 

ratij ot fe^rowth of 3.2% uurin^ to 197'>-oUo /issuiuing tnat

the same rate of ^ro'wth continues in it,bUs, the national incoLi^ 

3.8 projectou tor at i:>7^-du prices.

lio wnile it  wouiu be proper to use state  income a e f l a t o r s ,  as we 

useci e a r l ie r  for aiiotnei purpose (T a b l j  4)s constraineo  oy the 

unavaildL-ility oi these detiators Upto 'we usea the all-

inciia wuoie-saie ^rice inaex for tlds purpose.

/i2 . TiiC educational  expenditure  ^ivt:n in  current  p r ices  in  lS60-oi 

anu iv/3-7d art converted into ycoustaut; ^ r ic e s  usin^,

the price d e flato rs  ^ iven  by V.i-^.iv.V.Kao (,lv7 o).

I j .  InciQeii tall  y , it  is  only in the ural t jja t io aa i  Pol icy  on

Laucation ( iS ' / ' i ) ,  the ' i n v e s t m e n t '  concet-t i s  usea.

24. iLvaja e h e li ia h  ^ij>d2) favoured that a t le a s t  5 /o ol should dc

allocat'd for education froL. j./uolic exchequer ana another 2% of

W'̂ l' siiotda come froui iiousenola Sv^ctor at least uy tlie end of the 

b>w;venLii/ive Year rlan
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Appericiix - I

iiOUSEROLb EXPEiJDlTURE Oi'j EDICATECN
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iiObt stuaies on eaucaLionai finance in Inaia, for that uatter in 

iuany countries, have been confinea to put>iic resources only, aowever, 

in soiue cases the 'p u b l ic '  resources inciuoe  ^ovetnm entai resources 

anu also so l ĉ private resourcesj s^eciiicaj.x> ttie lees, tiie aoi.dtious 

ana enao wiuen ts. x>ut, l i t t l e  attempt has been luaae to incluue cne 

oCiier laure iu.portant parts ot private expenoiture  viij. ( i ;  out of 

pocket costs on eaucatio n  exc iuain^  fe e s ,  sucii as tne luaintenance 

e'Apeuuiture, expenai ture on uooks , s ta tioner y , transpor t s uniforius, 

iiobtel e tc . ,  ana ( i i )  tiie foregone earnings , nence to say that

oi is  spent on eaucation  in Inuia  in 1 ^ 7 >-o (j presents only a

partial picture®

Tnere are very l i t t l e  re l ia b le  aata on ^rivace  or nousenolu 

experiaiture on eclucaLion. In fact ttie few sources or uata on private 

expenditure  on eaucatio n  in Inoia. can De c l a s s i i i e u  into t\vu 

catej^ories: ^a) Tlie liational baiiiple Survey (Igj.-.) ana (oj ranuom

surveys conducted by in a iv id u a l  researchers ana institutions. liie 

aata £,ives only an a^^rei^ate p icture , u n c la s s i f ie a  by le ve ls  of 

eaucation , and not a iv id e a  by objects  of expenditute . un the other 

iianci, the in c iv ia u a l  surveys relate  to micro level  ana they tail to 

present a truely nat io n a l  scene, nor ttie aata c llec tea  by a i fr e r e n t  

reseachers following differc;nt mettioas, are comparable across ret^ions 

or over tiiue."^ tiowever we use here one recent micro level  stuay 

coiiauctea by one of the authors of ttiis paper i,xilak, I'^oO/.

H moaest estiiaate of the iiousehola expenaiture  on education in 

In a ia  based on MSjS data shov, s ttiat, it  constitutes  1.9% oi tne GwP. 

In fact, over the Seventies its proportion aeclinea from 2.5% in iy’/u- 

71 to uy i.-79-bO Clabie ^ in the Text). i.asea upon anoLiier fiela

level aata ( T i l a k ,  IVbU) an estim ate of out of poci^et costs on 

eaucation  as shown in  Table 1, curns out to be ivSo 31641 u i l l io n s  in 

lV7v“ ob I .e .  baout j.5% of Gijp. Tne foregone earnings c o n st itu t e  

another ^r/2% of GWP as given in Table 2. Tnus tne private expenaiture 

far exceeds the public expenaiture \,see also Schuitk., I'Joi s 41). xn 

a labour surplus economy ctiaracterisea oy eaucated unemployment, even 

if  we it,nore the wnole foregone earnings, we can conclude ttiat about 

7 0̂ 4/0 of Gi-iir is  spent on eaucation  in fiidia. v.hat is  true of In a ia  is  

also  true of co u n tries  in j^enerai s to taj. resources devo ted to 

eaucation are seriou&ly unaer-estia.ated.



Aijpentiix Tau le  1 

Frivate. i^xpenaiLure oa LaucaLiori, In d ia , Wi'y-oij

; 4' / :

irivate I^x- Coi. ^,2) Lnroli:A:nL Total % of

ptiriciiture intia ted in lyV9-bu rrivate CU’ir''

per to vin u.illioiis) Expenditure

pupil per prices iu

annuiu Uiillioas ̂

( U (3) (t>;

r^iiiaary 2bC j 2o 7 0 .V Z323:. 2 . 0U

Secondary 2'Jb 2/9 2d .i  7<j4U 0 .9 0

ij-ijaer U i 7 i o o u J .4  54b 0 .06

To tal 31641 3.5u

bourcL : C o i . 2 s Tilak ( 1 >̂ oO)

(Jol. ^ : Eaucational Statistics at a i^lance r>7v-oU

Appendix Table 2

OppOLtunity Costs of jbducation

Av e ra^e Oppoi~ Col. U ) Lnrolh.ent Total Upportu- col . ( 3 )

touity cost intiated in lv7>“ oO nity cost as % of

per pupil (is.s. to 1^7^- (in  (ivS. in CEF

per aimuiu cU level Liillions) millions j

197V-78)

\ i) \^) (3 ) i^) v3)

?riuidry 126 i^o / 0 .9  104 :/3 i . 2
iJLadie 3Uj 331 I d .7 6364 0 .7
v^econuoit )■ 2 X10 2 V.4 i0o76 1 . 2
ixifjher 2531 2Vo2 3.4 ldu4> i .l

lo tal 4 .2

Dourcc î auie as Ai^pfciuQix iablc 1 ,
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I t  i s  ^ e n e r a x i y  arj3 uea t iia t for p iann iii^  p o se s  i t  is

i:;ufticient ior the State  to know about the a v a i l a b i i i t y  of public 

rcbourcts  for eciucation. This  is  not Vvuoliy truL. it is equally  

iiuportarit lor cn e L-tate lo aave a clear i i i e a  oi ttie opportunity cost 

of euucation and thti extent to v\rhicn inciiviciuais will ue ready to meet 

tneir opportunity cost. This information is ausolutely essential to 

lucikt̂  roper plannin^_^ oi resources  for education in  (generals ana to 

p la n  fo r  p u b l i c  e x p e n a i t u r e  on sc hoi ar s tii p s , s t i p e n d s ,  fr e e  

s tuuent s tiips s etc .  in p a rt ic u x a r .  i^norin^  Latst aspt;CLi> is too 

costly  resuxtinj3 in  a wicv_ ^aj. betv^een tne expectea \.or planned; 

enroliiic;uts a;ia tiie actuax enrolment, ror instancej a substantial part 

of tiie prouieu.s of  non-attendance anu tixc drop outs in  school 

c-uucation coula b<_ a t t r iu u t e d  to i^no rin^  tne aspects  on private 

eXi^eriuiture ana opportunity cost in tne resource i.launin^.

itotes to Appenaix

1. In.portant s t u d ies  on pr ivate  costs of education include  ohah

( 1 ^6 :^), r.othaii wttusro (i>o7j etc . bee Veerarat,havan u

T i la k  tor a u r ie f  survey of studies  on private  costs of

eoucation in Inuia .

2 . oce Tilatc (11/83) for more aetails .
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Appenaix II

Costing Pattern of Elementary Education 

Ministry of Eaucation

Provided by the

<i)

Expansion of Facilities  s 

ruli-tiiiie Cost)

vii) Classes VI - V m

P a r t - t i u i e  ivion-Foriaal 
E d u c at io n  ( 6-14 ag e  j^roup>

c) Iiion-teactiin^  ̂ cost

2. Equipment

3. Construction of Glass Rooms

4 . Incentives

j .  icachersj Quarters

iMorius

ivo.iSU per student on the basis (i) 

Classes I - V of the average annual 

salary  of its. 5000  per teacher and 

teacher-pupil ratio oi l'.4G.

Ks. z4u t̂ er stuuont on the basis of 

the averci^,^ annual salary  of xxs, 

7100 per teacher ana teacher-pupil 

ratio  of 1 : jO .

( In  the Six  til P lan  an economy cost 

of ivb. 150 per stuaent was taken on 

an average for tiie elementary sta^e 

as a whole as cushion exists in the 

p r e s e n t  t e a c t ie r  p u p i l  r a t i o  

^.surplus teachers) ana tne i n i t i a l  

cost of a new teacher ajjpointea for 

l e s s  tnan a y e ar  wa^ u s u a l l y  

cstiiiiateu to ue arouna Ks. for

the financial year and tne teacher- 

pupil ratio was ta^en as 1;35. Por 

triual areas, tne cost per stuaent 

was tarven as i\s.2UU on tne oasis of 

cx lov/er teacher “ pupil rat io  of 

lilb) ,

k s . 104 per annum pe r chila.

}{)% of ttie total teaching cost for 

non-tribal areas and Z3% in case ol 

tribal areas.

Ks. 15 per stuaent.

G o v  e r n iii e n t s h a r e  ^ ^ w ^ 

c o n t r i b u t i o n  comes to a s . j UUu per 

c l a s s  room.

ivs. ZU per stuanet.

ivs. 15000 per 4uartero



Ashram Schools in Tribal 

Areas

a) Non-recurring 

per school,

: 50 :

Ks. 0.1 million

/ .  Teachers' Training

b) uecurrini^ s jxs. 500 per chiia  

ana ivS. iOUu per annuiu non- 

rt.currin^ expenditure per ciiila.

i) ?re-oervic£ Avera^^e k s . j OO per teacner.

i i ) in-bervice ixs.zUO per tuiacncr.

i i i  ) Laprdvemeiit of Existing 

Tci^cher Training 

Institutions

ivS.buoOo per int>titution.

Quality Improvement

iicieacu Llaucation Ls. JOU per k it  per primary schoo 

ana ivs. 10000 per k it  per txiudl 

school.

h ; Introauctioii of 

socially useful 

proGuctive wort;

xvs. 3uu per sctiool.

cj tducational Technology 

ana x^adio support

iis. 2uO per scnool.

a ; Ijtrengtnenin^ of State 

Institutes of iaaucation 

ana Sot/KTs

Rs. 0 .4  liallion por institution.

e) btrengttiening of super

vision and auuiinistra- 

tion

2% of tiie total costo
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