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Despite significant improvements in literacy and almost universal enrolment in primary 

education, the landscape of primary and secondary education in India in terms of educational 

outcomes remains dismal, to say the least. The scenario in higher education is even more 

dismal in terms of quality – it is strewn with a few islands of excellence in the midst of a vast 

ocean of almost dysfunctional higher education institutions. If India is to become an 

economic powerhouse ensuing a decent standard of living to its citizens, this situation needs 

to be addressed and corrected urgently. Even more precarious is our health scenario, a sector 

that has remained underfunded for decades and whose weaknesses were severely 

exposedduring the last two years by the pandemic that has exacted a terrible cost in terms 

human suffering and loss of lives. 

Education and heath come under social services.While education is in the Concurrent List 

under Schedule VII of our Constitution, health remains a state subject and is included in the 

State List under Schedule VII. However, the budget of the Union Ministry of Health and 

Family Welfare includes expenditure on central sector and centrally sponsored health 

schemes like the National Health Mission (National Rural Health Mission and National 

Urban Health Mission), Ayushman Bharat, Pradhan Mantri Swasthya Suraksha Yojana, 

National AIDS & STD Control Programme, Rashtriya Swasthya Bima Yojana, Family 

Welfare Schemes, etc. and also on a number of autonomous bodies like AIIMS, ICMR, 

PGIMR, etc. which are islands of excellence in a sea of largely dysfunctional state public 

healthcare institutions, closely resembling the educational scenario in the country.  

Table 1 shows the total budgetary expenditure of Central Government from 2011-12 to 2022-

23 (BE) while table 2 shows the shares of different components in Central Government’s 

budgetary expenditure.It can be seen from these tables that the Central Government’s 

expenditure on social services has doubled during the period 2011-12 and 2022-2023 (BE) 

while that of general services has more than trebled during this period; share of economic 

services also nearly trebled during this period (Table 1). However, the share of social services 

in in total budgetary expenditure has always been much less compared to the other services, 

and it has in fact declined from 8.55 percent to only 5.78 percent during this period (Table 2), 
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unlike the shares of general and economic services which have practically remained the same 

over this period. However, it is to be remembered that most of the social services lie under 

the jurisdiction of the states. Thus education being a concurrent subjectand health being a 

state subject, the primary responsibility for general education and health remains vested with 

the state governments. This aspect will be examined later in this paper. Chart 1 shows the 

central government expenditure on general, social and economic services from 2011-12 to 

2022-23 (BE). 

Table 1: Total Budgetary Expenditure of Central Government (Rs Lakh Crore) 

Year  Total  General 

services  

Social 

services  

Economic 

services  

Grants-in-aid 

&  
contributions  

Expenditure 

on Union 
Territories 

(UTs) 

2011-12 12.84 5.66 1.10 4.21 1.80 0.07 

2012-13 13.90 6.33 1.16 4.52 1.81 0.07 

2013-14 15.40 7.28 1.29 4.74 1.99 0.09 

2014-15 16.34 7.97 0.58 4.34 3.37 0.09 

2015-16 17.64 8.58 0.74 5.06 3.17 0.10 

2016-17 19.38 9.76 0.92 5.69 2.91 0.11 

2017-18 21.24 10.76 1.03 5.52 3.82 0.12 

2018-19 22.87 11.73 1.11 6.09 3.83 0.12 

2019-20 26.62 12.67 1.39 7.14 5.31 0.13 

2020-21 34.26 13.71 1.68 12.89 5.97 0.02 

2021-22 RE 37.33 16.15 2.26 12.78 6.09 0.05 

2022-23 BE 38.07 17.45 2.20 11.96 6.39 0.06 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 

RE = Revised Estimates; BE = Budget Estimates 
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Table 2: Percentage Composition of Total Budgetary Expenditure of Central Government (%) 

Year  General 

services  

Social 

services  

Economic 

services  

Grants-in-aid 

&  

contributions  

UTs Total 

2011-12 44.11 8.55 32.80 14.01 0.52 100.00 

2012-13 45.53 8.38 32.49 13.05 0.54 100.00 

2013-14 47.29 8.39 30.77 12.95 0.60 100.00 

2014-15 48.77 3.53 26.56 20.60 0.54 100.00 

2015-16 48.63 4.17 28.68 17.95 0.57 100.00 

2016-17 50.33 4.74 29.35 15.01 0.57 100.00 

2017-18 50.64 4.84 26.00 17.96 0.56 100.00 

2018-19 51.27 4.85 26.63 16.74 0.51 100.00 

2019-20 47.58 5.21 26.80 19.94 0.47 100.00 

2020-21 40.01 4.89 37.63 17.41 0.06 100.00 

2021-22 RE 43.26 6.06 34.23 16.31 0.15 100.00 

2022-23 BE 45.84 5.78 31.42 16.79 0.16 100.00 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 

Tables 3 to 5 respectively depict the revenue expenditure, capital outlay and the total 

expenditure on education made by the central government from 2011 -12 to 2022-23 (BE). 

The total central government expenditure on education and health over the period has been 

depicted in Chart 2. From the tables, it can be seen that capital outlay on education has been a 

miniscule part of the total expenditure.Over the last 12 years from 2011 to 2023 (BE), the 
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total government expenditure on education has remained practically stagnant– in fact it had 

declined from the peak reached in 2013-14. The expenditure on education budgeted during 

FY 2023 was almost same as in 2011-12, at Rs 0.59 lakh crore as compared to Rs 0.56 lakh 

crore spent during 2011-12, despite there being significant rises in social sector expenditure 

during the last two years. This probably calls for some serious introspection, in view of the 

fact that in respect of higher education, central universities occupy a prominent place in the 

higher educational landscape of India. Whatever little increases have been recorded, most of 

these are in respect of technical education only. Revenue expenditure in general education 

has dropped significantly by about Rs 10000 crore between FY 12 and FY 23, reflecting 

perhaps an ever large number of unfilled vacancies in the higher educational institutions run 

by the Centre.   

Table 3: Revenue Expenditure on Social Services (Rs Lakh Crore) 

Year  Total  General 

education  

Technical 

education  

Sports 

& youth  
services  

Art & 

culture  

Medical 

& 
public  

health  

Family 

welfare  

2011-12 1.06 0.47 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.10 

2012-13 1.12 0.52 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.10 

2013-14 1.26 0.56 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.11 0.11 

2014-15 0.53 0.17 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.01 

2015-16 0.69 0.19 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.12 0.01 

2016-17 0.87 0.21 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.15 0.01 

2017-18 0.94 0.25 0.16 0.02 0.02 0.17 0.01 

2018-19 1.02 0.22 0.16 0.02 0.02 0.21 0.01 

2019-20 1.29 0.28 0.15 0.03 0.02 0.27 0.01 

2020-21 1.66 0.28 0.15 0.02 0.02 0.31 0.01 

2021-22 
RE 

2.22 0.32 0.15 0.02 0.02 0.71 0.01 

2022-23 

BE 

2.15 0.37 0.17 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.01 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 
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Table 4: Capital Outlay on Social Services (Rs crore) 

Year  Total  Education, 

sports,  art 
& culture  

Medical 

& 
public  

health  

Family 

welfare  

2011-12 4091.1 11.2 1068.4 1.2 

2012-13 4813.1 37.1 1257.4 0.2 

2013-14 3386.6 38.2 1203.3 0.0 

2014-15 4347.5 24.1 821.8 0.0 

2015-16 4903.2 56.5 855.9 0.0 

2016-17 4537.3 56.3 1222.6 0.1 

2017-18 8749.6 316.3 3075.9 3.2 

2018-19 9148.9 2358.0 2345.3 11.6 

2019-20 9492.2 2215.9 1640.2 8.9 

2020-21 7109.9 226.0 3578.2 4.0 

2021-22 
RE 

10230.1 73.0 3741.0 7.0 

2022-23 

BE 

11878.1 111.5 5537.4 8.8 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 

 

Table 5: Total Expenditure on Social Services (Rs Lakh Crore) 

Year  Total 

Social 

Services 

Education, 

sports,  art 

& culture  

Medical 

& 

public  

health  

Family 

welfare  

Total 

health 
GDP Total 

Budget 

2011-12 1.10 0.56 0.10 0.10 0.20 87.36 12.84 

2012-13 1.16 0.62 0.10 0.10 0.20 99.44 13.90 

2013-14 1.29 0.67 0.12 0.11 0.23 112.34 15.40 

2014-15 0.58 0.29 0.11 0.01 0.11 124.68 16.34 

2015-16 0.74 0.32 0.12 0.01 0.13 137.72 17.64 

2016-17 0.92 0.36 0.16 0.01 0.17 153.92 19.38 

2017-18 1.03 0.45 0.21 0.01 0.22 170.90 21.24 

2018-19 1.11 0.44 0.23 0.01 0.24 189.00 22.87 

2019-20 1.39 0.50 0.29 0.01 0.30 200.75 26.62 

2020-21 1.73 0.46 0.35 0.01 0.36 198.01 34.26 

2021-22 

RE 

2.32 0.53 0.75 0.01 0.76 236.44 37.33 

2022-23 
BE 

2.27 0.59 0.47 0.01 0.48 258.00 38.07 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 
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In the health sector, however, we see an increasing trend of gradually rising expenditure in 

respect of medical and public health, while the expenditure on family welfare has been 

stagnant over the last few years. The rise has been sharp during the pandemic years, which 

stretched and tested the health sector leading to some capacity expansion as reflected in the 

higher capital outlay during FY 2021 and FY 2022; but the expenditure budgeted for the next 

fiscal FY 2023 has again reversed this welcome trend. As in education, in the health sector 

also, capital outlay has remained minimal over the years, the effect of which was felt so 
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terribly during the pandemic years, especially during the second wave of it. However, the 

budget for FY 23 has increased the capital outlay on health by around Rs 1800 crore. 

Table 6 shows the shares of education and health in the central government’s total 

expenditure on Social services. Among the social services, the share of education has 

registered a steep decline from 51.3 percent in FY 12 to only 22.6 percent in FY 23 (BE). 

However, the corresponding share of health has gone up, presumably as a response to the 

pandemic, but even before the pandemic the share of education has been going down steeply. 

As pointed out earlier, the share of social service expenditure in the government’s total 

expenditure itself has been decliningover the years, and within it, the share of education as a 

percentage of total budget of the central government has steadily been going downhill over 

the years (Table 7, Chart 3). In 2011-12, it constituted 4.39 percent of the total government 

budget, which has fallen to a meagre 1.55 percent in FY 23 (BE). The result of such apathy 

has been a steady decline in the share of central government’s expenditure on education as a 

percentage of GDP, as shown in Table 8, which has fallen from 0.64 percent to only 0.23 

percent – a decline by almost two thirds (64 percent). 

Share of expenditure on the health sector including medical, public health and family welfare, 

however, has remained more or less the same except a brief interlude during the pandemic 

years when it rose steeply before declining to the earlier levels in 2022-23 (BE). As regards 

the share of central government’s expenditure on health as a percentage of GDP, it has 

declined marginally over the years, from 0.23 percent to 0.19 percentover the period from 

2011-12 to 2022-23 (BE), after rising to 0.32 percent in 2021-22 (RE).  

Table 6: Percentage share of components in the expenditure on social services (%) 

  Among social services, percentage share of 

expenditure on 

Year  Total 
expenditure on 

Social services 

Education, 
sports,  art & 

culture  

Medical 
& public  

health  

Family 
welfare  

Total 
health 

2011-12 100.0 51.3 9.5 8.9 18.4 

2012-13 100.0 53.0 9.0 8.5 17.4 

2013-14 100.0 52.1 9.3 8.6 17.8 

2014-15 100.0 50.9 18.2 1.5 19.7 

2015-16 100.0 43.1 17.0 1.2 18.2 

2016-17 100.0 39.6 17.6 1.3 18.9 

2017-18 100.0 44.0 20.0 1.1 21.1 

2018-19 100.0 39.6 20.9 0.5 21.4 

2019-20 100.0 36.0 20.9 0.9 21.7 
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2020-21 100.0 26.7 20.2 0.7 20.9 

2021-22 100.0 22.6 32.2 0.4 32.6 

2022-23 100.0 26.0 20.5 0.5 21.1 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 

Table 7: Share on Expenditure on Social Services in Total Budgetary Expenditure (%) 

Year  Social 

services, 
of which  

-> 

Share of budgetary 

expenditure on 

Total 

expenditure on 
Education and 

Health 
Education, sports,  
art & culture  

Health 

2011-12 8.55 4.39 1.58 5.96 

2012-13 8.38 4.44 1.46 5.90 

2013-14 8.39 4.37 1.50 5.87 

2014-15 3.53 1.80 0.70 2.49 

2015-16 4.17 1.79 0.76 2.55 

2016-17 4.74 1.87 0.90 2.77 

2017-18 4.84 2.13 1.02 3.15 

2018-19 4.85 1.92 1.04 2.96 

2019-20 5.21 1.87 1.13 3.00 

2020-21 5.06 1.35 1.06 2.41 

2021-22 RE 6.22 1.41 2.03 3.43 

2022-23 BE 5.95 1.55 1.26 2.81 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 

Table 8: Share on Expenditure on Social Services in GDP (%) 

Year  Total Budget Social Service, of 
which expenditure 

on -> 

Education, 
sports,  art & 

culture  

Health Total 
(Education 

+ Health) 

2011-12 14.69 1.26 0.64 0.23 0.88 

2012-13 13.97 1.17 0.62 0.20 0.82 

2013-14 13.71 1.15 0.60 0.21 0.80 

2014-15 13.11 0.46 0.24 0.09 0.33 

2015-16 12.81 0.53 0.23 0.10 0.33 

2016-17 12.59 0.60 0.24 0.11 0.35 

2017-18 12.43 0.60 0.26 0.13 0.39 

2018-19 12.10 0.59 0.23 0.13 0.36 

2019-20 13.26 0.69 0.25 0.15 0.40 

2020-21 17.30 0.88 0.23 0.18 0.42 

2021-22 
RE 

15.79 0.98 0.22 0.32 0.54 

2022-23 

BE 

14.75 0.88 0.23 0.19 0.41 

Source: Budget documents and Finance accounts for respective years 

Given the preeminent role and responsibility of states in both education and health, no 

analysis in these areas could be complete without considering the performance of the states as 

well. The states’ revenue expenditure, capital outlay and total expenditure on social services 



9 
 

including the expenditure on education and health are shown respectively in Tables 9 to 11 

for the period from 2011-12 to 2020-21 (figures beyond 2020-21 are not available for all the 

states). Like the centre, the capital outlay on education by the states also remains minimal, 

but there has been substantial growth in the revenue expenditure, and hence in the total 

expenditure on education by all states. While the expenditure on social services by all states 

and UTs has increased from Rs 4.73 lakh crore in 2011-12 to Rs 15.14 lakh crore in 2020-21 

registering a three-folds growth in 9 years, the expenditure on education by the states has also 

registered almost a similar growth from Rs 2.26 lakh crore to Rs 6.18 lakh crore over this 

period, though as a share of the total budgetary expenditure of all states, the expenditure on 

education has in fact registered a decline from 16.3 percent to 14.7 percent over this period 

(Table 12). The share of all states’ expenditure on education in the GDP between FY 2012 

and FY 2021 has increased only marginally, from 2.6 percent to 3.1 percent (Table 13). 

As regards the states’ expenditure on health sector, it has increased by a factor of 3.6 in 

absolute terms over these 9 years, but the share of health in the states’ budgetary expenditure 

has only shown a marginal increase from 4.3 percent in 2011-12 to 5.1 percent in 2020-21, 

during which period its share in the GDP has increased from 0.7 percent to 1.1 percent.  

Table 9: State Governments’ Revenue Expenditure on Social Services (Rs Lakh Crore) 

Year  Total  Education, sports,  art 
& culture  

Medical & 
public  health  

Family 
welfare  

2011-12 4.4 2.2 0.5 0.1 

2012-13 5.0 2.5 0.5 0.1 

2013-14 5.6 2.8 0.6 0.1 

2014-15 6.5 3.2 0.7 0.2 

2015-16 7.6 3.6 0.8 0.2 

2016-17 8.5 4.0 1.0 0.2 

2017-18 9.1 4.2 1.1 0.2 

2018-19 10.3 4.7 1.3 0.2 

2019-20 12.2 5.4 1.5 0.3 

2020-21 13.4 5.9 1.6 0.3 

Source: Combined Finance & Revenue Accounts and CMIE database 

Table 10: State Governments’ Capital Expenditure on Social Services (Rs Lakh Crore) 

Year  Total  Education, sports,  art 

& culture  

Medical & 

public  health  

Family 

welfare  

2011-12 0.35 0.05 0.05 0.00 

2012-13 0.44 0.06 0.06 0.00 

2013-14 0.52 0.08 0.08 0.00 

2014-15 0.65 0.09 0.11 0.00 

2015-16 0.71 0.12 0.13 0.00 
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2016-17 0.86 0.13 0.14 0.00 

2017-18 0.93 0.13 0.13 0.00 

2018-19 1.01 0.14 0.16 0.01 

2019-20 1.29 0.18 0.19 0.01 

2020-21 1.78 0.30 0.25 0.01 

Source: Combined Finance & Revenue Accounts and CMIE database 

Table 11: State Governments’ Total Expenditure on Social Services (Rs Lakh Crore) 

Year  Total 

Budgetary 

expenditure 

Expenditure 

on social 

services, of 
which -> 

Education, 

sports,  art 

& culture  

Medical 

& 

public  
health  

Family 

welfare  

2011-12 13.8 4.73 2.26 0.52 0.08 

2012-13 15.7 5.43 2.57 0.60 0.10 

2013-14 17.5 6.16 2.88 0.67 0.10 

2014-15 20.6 7.13 3.31 0.85 0.16 

2015-16 24.0 8.29 3.68 0.97 0.17 

2016-17 27.5 9.40 4.08 1.12 0.18 

2017-18 29.2 10.06 4.38 1.25 0.21 

2018-19 33.4 11.33 4.82 1.41 0.24 

2019-20 39.0 13.53 5.59 1.65 0.28 

2020-21 42.1 15.14 6.18 1.85 0.31 

Source: Combined Finance & Revenue Accounts and CMIE database 

Table 12: State Governments’ Expenditure on Social Services as Percentage of Total Budget 

(%) 

Year  Total 

Budgetary 

Expenditure 

Social 

Services  

Education, 

sports,  art 

& culture  

Medical 

& 

public  
health  

Family 

welfare  

Total 

Health 

2011-12 100 34.2 16.3 3.8 0.6 4.3 

2012-13 100 34.6 16.4 3.8 0.6 4.4 

2013-14 100 35.3 16.5 3.9 0.6 4.5 

2014-15 100 34.6 16.1 4.1 0.8 4.9 

2015-16 100 34.5 15.3 4.1 0.7 4.8 

2016-17 100 34.2 14.8 4.1 0.7 4.7 

2017-18 100 34.4 15.0 4.3 0.7 5.0 

2018-19 100 34.0 14.4 4.2 0.7 5.0 

2019-20 100 34.7 14.3 4.2 0.7 4.9 

2020-21 100 35.9 14.7 4.4 0.7 5.1 

Source: Combined Finance & Revenue Accounts and CMIE database 

Table 13: State Governments’ Total Expenditure on Social Services as Percentage of GDP (%) 

  Percentage share of expenditure on 

Year  Total 

expenditure 

on social 

Education, 

sports,  art 

& culture  

Medical 

& 

public  

Family 

welfare  

Total 

Health 
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services health  

2011-12 5.4 2.6 0.6 0.1 0.7 

2012-13 5.5 2.6 0.6 0.1 0.7 

2013-14 5.5 2.6 0.6 0.1 0.7 

2014-15 5.7 2.7 0.7 0.1 0.8 

2015-16 6.0 2.7 0.7 0.1 0.8 

2016-17 6.1 2.7 0.7 0.1 0.8 

2017-18 5.9 2.6 0.7 0.1 0.9 

2018-19 6.0 2.5 0.7 0.1 0.9 

2019-20 6.7 2.8 0.8 0.1 1.0 

2020-21 7.6 3.1 0.9 0.2 1.1 

Source: Combined Finance & Revenue Accounts and CMIE database 

However, the budgetary expenditure on education does not reflect the educational outcomes 

in terms of quality. It does not reflect the administrative inefficiencies like teacher 

absenteeism in primary schools in rural areas orlack of monitoring on the students’ 

performance. As brought out by the Annual Status of Education Report (ASER), conducted 

annually by the NGO Pratham and also the National Achievement Survey (NAS) carried out 

every three years by the central government which studies the state of the education system in 

terms learning outcomes, enrolment rates, etc. to identify the major gaps in the system, it is 

clear that as the children graduate from one grade to the next, very few perform at the desired 

levels.The ASER report 2020 indicates that more than 50 percent of the students in 5th 

standard attending rural schools are not capable of reading a second standard textbook and 

cannot solve basic arithmetical problems.  

The pandemic and the consequent disruptions in education – especially primary and 

secondary level education – and the consequent shift to online education due to protracted 

lockdowns had its own adverse effects on the educational outcomes of children, both in the 

rural and the urban areas, but the effect has been much more pronounced in the rural areas - 

obviously because of lack of adequate connectivity and availability of functional mobile 

devices, etc. But there were serious problems present even before the pandemic.India has a 

total of 15 lakh schools (government and private) and only 15 percent of them are located in 

urban areas – a share that has remained constant between 2013 and 2018. Seventy-one 

percent of enrolment in the country has been concentrated in rural areas. There are 11 lakh 

government schools, a figure that has not shown much variation over the years and 75 percent 

of all teachers are also based in rural areas only where high teacher absenteeism continues to 

be a perpetual problem that seems to be uncontrollable. Between 2013 and 2018, urban areas 

saw a rise in the number of teachers from 21 lakh to 25 lakh while in the rural areas their 

https://www.pratham.org/
https://ncert.nic.in/src.php?ln=
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numbers rose from 61 lakh to 67 lakh. But most of the schools in rural India are bedevilled by 

extremely poor infrastructure, and lack of adequate number of qualified and well-trained 

teachers. The consequence is very poor quality of education imparted to children, especially 

in the rural areas, which handicaps them for their entire lives. This remains a serious problem 

that demands urgent attention from the policy makers. Even at the secondary level, dropout 

rates in secondary education have been consistently high, the genesis of which can be traced 

to the ‘No-detention policy’ under the RTE Act which obligates schools to promote children 

to the next grade till Grade 8, even when they are academically not fit or ready to be 

promoted. Thus when these children take the examination for grade 9, they may be detained 

back due to their low learning levels and hence drop out. The rates of these drop outs have 

been found to be higher among girls and among students from the backward communities 

like the Scheduled Tribes. 

Even at the higher education level, the scenario remains equally depressing. The higher 

education in the country has seen phenomenal growth during the last two decades. The 

numbers of colleges, universities and students have quadrupled since 2001, and the private 

sector has grown much faster than the public institutions. Today we have 993 universities, 

about 40000 colleges and 10000 standalone institutions, and nearly 4 crore students. But 

unfortunately most of these institutions produce unemployable graduates and postgraduates 

annually with very little knowledge and skill. We have only little islands of excellence 

surrounded by a vast ocean of dysfunctional institutions that add little value to education or to 

life. Many of these problems can be traced to inadequate funding though funding may not be 

the entire story. The New Education Policy (NEP) will attempt to correct some of the 

distortions, if and when it is implemented with sincerity. The NEP has correctly identified 

many of these problems that beset our higher education system - like a severely fragmented 

ecosystem characterised by a rigid separation of disciplines with little emphasis on cognitive 

skills, learning outcomes or quality research; limited institutional autonomy, poor leadership 

and ineffective regulatory and governance systems. The result is that the Gross Enrolment 

Ratio in higher education is a paltry 26 percent compared to 58 percent in Senior Secondary 

and 79 percent in Secondary schooling. The NEP promises to correct this by focussing on 

multi-disciplinarity, flexibility, emphasis on skill acquisition and quality research.  

Like in education, health sector too is also beset with many problems many of which can be 

traced to inadequate funding since decades.  Just like in education, there are also 

administrative problems in the health sector, like absenteeism of healthcare professionals in 

https://www.hindustantimes.com/delhi-news/govt-to-implement-amended-no-detention-policy-from-april-1/story-DTH2UOiQEsSI0ELn7dacaL.html
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the PHCs, acute shortage of medical personnel, inadequate number of seats in our medical 

colleges for undergraduate and postgraduatemedical education, inadequate research 

infrastructure, perennial neglect of rural healthcare, etc. A Lancet study in 2018 had placed 

India at 145thposition among 195 countries in terms of quality and accessibility of healthcare, 

belowourneighbours China, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Bhutan.Earlier a WHO study in 2000 

titled “Measuring Overall Health System Performance for 191 Countries” had placed India at 

112th rank among 191 countries. India’s international rankings in respect of some of the 

parameters of health are shown in Table 14, which makes it apparent that India continues to 

be a laggard in the health sector - even poorer neighbours of ours have succeeded in achieving 

better health outcomes with lesser resources by focussing on better delivery. 

Table 14: India’s international rankings in respect of selected parameters of health 

Parameter India’s ranking / 

Total no. of countries 

Source Year and value of the 

parameter 

Life expectancy 125 / 195 Human development 

Index 

2021– 69.8 years 

Infant Mortality 137/193 World Bank, World 

Development 

Indicators 

2019 – 34.3 per 1000 

Health Expenditure 
per capita (PPP) 

141 / 190 World Health 
Organization 

2014 – $267 (inflation-
adjusted 2011 dollars) 

Human Capital 

Index 

115 / 152 World Bank 2018, 0.44 (world 

average was 0.56) 

Table 15 shows the general government expenditure on education and health as a percentage 

of GDP over the period from 2011-12 to 2020-21, which includes both the expenditure made 

by the centre as well as the states. This reflects the total national public expenditure on 

education. As can be seen from Table 15, it remained a pitiable 3.4 percent in 2020-21, 

practically at the same level as in 2011-12. It may be recalled that the New Education Policy 

adopted by the centre has recommended a share of 6 percent of GDP for education, a target 

that has been cited many times before, but remains a chimera even now. It needs the 

commitment of both the centre and the states backed by sincere political will to achieve this 

target if India is to grow rapidly to become one of the developed economies within 

foreseeable future.  

In respect of health also, the total expenditure made by the centre and the states amount to a 

paltry 1.3 percent of GDP in 2020-21, a marginal rise from 1 percent recorded since 2016-17, 

due partly to the contraction of GDP in that year as a consequence of the Covid-19 pandemic. 
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Charts 4 and 5 show respectively the shares of total expenditure on education and health in 

the GDP of the country between 2011-12 and 2020-21. 
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Year  Social services, of 
which -> 

Education, sports,  
art & culture  

Health 

2011-12 6.7 3.2 0.9 

2012-13 6.6 3.2 0.9 

2013-14 6.6 3.2 0.9 

2014-15 6.2 2.9 0.9 

2015-16 6.5 2.9 0.9 

2016-17 6.7 2.9 1.0 

2017-18 6.5 2.8 1.0 

2018-19 6.6 2.8 1.0 

2019-20 7.4 3.0 1.1 

2020-21 8.5 3.4 1.3 

Source: Tables 8 and 11 above 

Table 16 shows the international scenario concerning government expenditure on education 

and health as percentages of GDP by different countries vis-à-vis India. India’s expenditure 

on education as a percentage of GDP remains among the lowest in the world, only a shade 

better that that of Pakistan or Sri Lanka. Even tiny Bhutan spends two and a half times share 

of their GDP on education compared to India’s whose share of 2.8 percent is way below the 

average world share of 4.3 percent. The same is the story regarding health expenditure too, 

where India’s share in GDP at a meagre 1 percent remains among the lowest in the world, 

and far below the world average of 5.8 percent. 

Table 16: International Comparison: Government expenditure on education and health as a 

percentage of GDP, 2018 (%) 

Country  Education Health 

Australia 5.1 6.3 

Brazil 6.1 3.9 

Bhutan 6.9 2.6 

China 3.5 2.9 

European Union 4.6 7.4 

India 2.8 1.0 

Malaysia 4.5 1.9 

Nepal 4.4 1.1 

OECD members 4.9 7.6 

Pakistan  2.5 1.1 

Russian Federation 4.7 3.2 

Sri Lanka 2.1 1.8 

South Asia 3.2 0.9 

South Africa 6.2 5.1 

South Korea  4.5 4.4 

United Kingdom 5.2 7.9 

United States NA 8.5 

World 4.3 5.8 

Source: World Bank database2 

                                                             
2Government expenditure on education, total (% of GDP) | Data (worldbank.org); Current health expenditure 
(% of GDP) | Data (worldbank.org) 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.XPD.TOTL.GD.ZS
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SH.XPD.CHEX.GD.ZS
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SH.XPD.CHEX.GD.ZS
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Summing up, there remains a long way to go for India before it can hope to catch up with the 

other countries in respect of providing quality education in its public schools and institutions 

of higher learning as well as in respect of providing access to quality healthcare for its 

citizens at affordable costs. The levels of funding for both these sectors needed to be 

augmented urgently to raise their shares respectively to 6 percent and 3 percent of GDP in a 

time bound manner. Since these are primarily state subjects, this would require the states’ 

active involvement and cooperation, while addressing their funding constraints through 

appropriate mechanisms and incentive structure, imbibing the spirit of cooperative 

federalism.   

Note 

Note 1: Ref. Table 1: there remains some unexplained/unreconciled differences as per the 

budget documents as shown the table below: (figures in Rs lakh crore) 

 
 

Total Expenditure 
as per budget 

documents 

Total Expenditure as sum of 
Revenue Expenditure and Capital 

Outlay as per budget documents 

Unreconciled 
difference 

2011-12 13.04 12.84 0.21 

2012-13 14.10 13.90 0.21 

2013-14 15.59 15.40 0.19 

2014-15 16.64 16.34 0.29 

2015-16 17.91 17.64 0.26 

2016-17 19.75 19.38 0.37 

2017-18 21.42 21.24 0.18 

2018-19 23.15 22.87 0.28 

2019-20 26.86 26.62 0.24 

2020-21 35.10 34.26 0.83 

2021-22 
RE 

37.70 37.33 0.37 

2022-23 

BE 

39.45 38.07 1.38 

 

Note 2: Regarding higher education, it may be instructive to learn a few lessons from China. In “India 

Unlimited: Reclaiming the Lost Glory”, Arvind Panagariya has provided some tale-tell statistics about 

China and India. Based on the Scopus database of articles published and cited in international journals, 

the National Science Foundation of USA brings out annual rakings of different countries. In 1996, in 

almost all subject areas, China and India were ranked more or less evenly, in fact India was a tad better. 

In terms of the total citations, India was ranked 19th amongst all countries, while China was ranked 21st. 

In social sciences, India was ranked 21st against China’s 24th, in chemistry and molecular sciences, India 

was ranked 11th and in physics 17th against China’s 13th in both. But by 2017, China moved far ahead of 

us in all subjects - 3rd in terms of total citations against India’s 14th. In social sciences, chemistry and 

physics, China’s ranked 5th, 1st and 2nd while India lagged way behind with 14th, 5th and 8th ranks 

respectively in these subjects. As regards the international ranking of universities, in the Times Higher 

Education ranking 2020, China has 3 universities among the top 100 of the world, 4 in the next hundred 
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and altogether 72 among the top 1000. India has none among the first 200 and 36 among the top 1000, 

half of China’s 72.  

How could China race so much ahead of us in just two decades? Actually, they had started their 

economic liberalisation in 1976, a good 15 years ahead of us. But they started reforming their education 

system in 1995, 25 years ahead of us. They realized that to become a great power and a great nation, the 

primary need is to have a good system of education. If we take USA as the model, we would appreciate 

that a good system of education needs basically two things: adequate funding and decentralised 

governance with a very high degree of autonomy to the institutions. The US universities have complete 

autonomy in deciding admission, courses and faculty and they compete amongst themselves to attract 

the best faculty, best students and research endowment funds. They function independent of federal and 

state government regulations with practically no interference by the state.  

We had inherited a colonial legacy of higher education where universities were primarily tasked with 

granting degrees with very little focus or impetus on research, and by and large we still remain the same. 

China has modelled its system of education in the Soviet style after 1949, but Mao’s Cultural 

Revolution nearly did it in. Then in 1995, they launched the so-called Project 211 with the slogan “For 

the 21st century, manage the top 100 universities successfully”. In 1998, they passed the Higher 

Education Law which liberalised and decentralised their higher education just like the USA, with 

academic and administrative freedom to their higher educational institutions (HEIs). That Law 

recognised the need for ensuring adequate funding and allowed tuition fees to be hiked by Universities, 

with state subsidies for those who couldn’t afford it. So the tuition fees rose steeply from RMB 600 in 

1992 to RMB 10000 by mid-2010. The Project 211 funded $4.6 billion (30% on infrastructure) to 107 

universities between 1995 and 2005. In 1998, China launched another project - Project 985 - to create 

world class universities out of the 107 universities selected for Project 211. Under this, the top 2 

universities (Peking and Tsinghua) received $240 million for 3 years. By 2007, the project had covered 

39 universities. Of these, 27 are now ranked within the top 600 universities of the world. We have lot of 

things to learn from their experience.  


