262

CHAPTER - X

PRIVATE COSTS OF EDUGATION
Introduction :

The Education Commission, in its Report, has made two
important observationSregarding the financial burden of the
two important private costs of education (i) tuition cost and

(ii) the cost of books and stationery.

First, the dommission observes that tuition fees "are the
most regfessive form of taxation, fall more heavily on the
poorer classes of society, and act as an anti-egalitarian
force". Second, "the private costs of education required for
textbooks, supplieé, co-curriculum activities, etc,, have
increased o?ery substantially in recent years, and amount, not
infrequently, to several times the tuition fees.In fact, the
greater financial burden that creates the non-egel itarian

trends to-day is not so much tuition fees as these other costs".1

The Commission suggests (i) that the education in India
should be gradually made tuition free and (ii) that the books

should be provided free of cost or at reduced rates or grants

* This Chapter is concerned with the unrecorded private expendi-
ture on education.

1 Report of the Education Commission - 1964-66 Chapter VI,
"Towards equalization of Educational opportunity,pp.111-113,
Ministry of Education, Govt. of India.
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for the purchase of books should be given to the university

students to start with.

The above observations and recommendations of the Commi-
ssion will, no doubt, have an important bearing on the systen
of educational finance in India.As the Commission itself has
pointed out, "taking an overall view of the situation, therefore,
it appears that the funds of the central and the state govern-
ments would have to bear about 90 per cent (or even more) of

the total educational expenditure".2

Since long low tuition or mo tuition is used by the states
as their main weapon of insuring educétional opportunities. In
recent years, attention has been given to the costs other than
tuition cﬁérges, and pol?cy issues regarding financing education

have linked tuition charges and scholarships.

The relevant question to which answers are sought here,
in this cﬁapter are: (i) what is the composition of the private
costs of education? (ii) whether the burden of the private
costs of eduéation varies for families in different income
groups, if so, to what extent? (iii) What proportion of tﬁe
private costs of education,‘especially tuition cost, is

covered by aid to students?

2 Ibid: p.472, Chapt. XIX - 'Educational Finance'.
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On the answers to this question can one say whether
or not the education Commission was justified in making

the aforesaid recommendations.

Our main attempt will be to measure the private costs
of education, at various stages of education, for families

at various levels of income.

Private costs of education are known as private because
they are borne by students themselves or by their families,

i.e. burden of such costs falls on them as they finance them.

Expenditure on education by public bodies and that on
tuition fees by private persons can befeadily obtained from
Government publications. But little information is available
on private costs other than tuition cost incurred by private

persons on education.

Where it comes to finding out the burden of the cost of
education on private persons according to their economic
status, the existing state of knowledge on the subject is

even worse.

In these circumstances, we decided to conduct a small

survey locally to get some idea of the magnitude involved.

This chapter is based on information collected in a survey
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of ten percent of the students of the Faculty of Commerce
of the ﬁniversity of Baroda, conducted during the period
from October 1966 to December 1966. The procedures used

in the study from which these data are drawn are outlined

in Apbendix 2e

Out of a total number of 129 students to be interviewed,
as many as 125 were contacted. Where necessary, the students'
parents were contacted to fill in the gaps in informetion

required by our survey.

Students were asked to provide information principally

under the following major heads :

(A} Expenditure on education incurred by the family to which
the student respondent belonged on all stages of education
during the academic year 1965-66 not only on the student-
-respondent but also on other memmbers of the family still

in school or college.

(B) Economic, socisl, and educational backgrounds of

students' families.

(C) The source and the amount of aid, if any, received

towards the expenditure on education,

The concept of' 'Annual family income' used in our study
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covers not only the annual earned or unearned income (i.e.
income from property) of the persons who finance their edu-
cation but also the annual earned incomes of other members
in a family living jointly; incomes of those who live inde-
pendently or away, but who help their parents, have glso
been taken into.account. Even the students who finance their
own education, have to depend on their families for other
expenses. In the case of such students there is no familiar
financial support, but familial real income support. In our
study, we have come across students who are earning and

8till their educational expenses are borne by their parenfs.

In the case of students' families where there are more
than one earning members, eduqation is mostly financed by
the head of a family - in most cases the head is the father.
As such, the annual income, from all sources, of a,head, in
fact, is to be taken into account. Earnings of other members
are included mainly because students have the additional

facility of drawing funds when required.

The limitations of our inquiry are many. We list here
its principal limitations. Ourswas purely a2 case study rather
than a nationwide representative sample. Secondly, our field‘
of inquiry was one faculty of one university of one state in

the country. Thirdly, most of the students for whom data were



collected belong to general education schools and colleges
rather than to professional education schools or colleges.
For instance, out of 157 students studying at the third
level of educatibn, only 13 are in professionél higher
education colleges. Cost-structure of general school and
higher education students is bound to be different than that
of professional secondary and higher education students.
Fourthly, composition of studentbody in our study is more

in favour of students coming from comparatively better
economic position. This is so as our respondents are the
university students. Proportionate representation of students
belonging to families at various levels of income would

have been different if all students (or a representative

sample of them) at the school stage had been interviewed.

However, our study has, as is shown below, some

semblance of a representative sample.

(i) 1In 1960-61, of the total number of student, at the
first stage in India, 77 per éent and 23 per cent went to
government schools and private schools respectively. Of the
students at the elementary stage in our sample of families,
78 per cent of students whose -annual family income is upto
Bs.%5600, go to tuition free municipal schools and 22 per cent

to private schools. However, the proportion going to governument
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schools is 11 per cent only when students of the incompe

group, above B.3600, are considered.

(ii) Both at the secondary school stage and at the higher
education stage, the proportion of students in general schools
and higher education colleges and universities is very high as
compared to that in professional schools and colleges for the
country as a whole. In 1960-61, nearly 4/5th of the students
in the higher education stage were in universities‘and
colleges for general education. Nearly 90 per cent of the
enrolled students at the second level of education were in

non-professional schools in 1960-61.

(iii) Por the country as & whole, in 1960-61, out of 9.1
lakh students in institutioms of higher education only 3.6
lakhs qf 37 per cent came from rural areas. In our study &lso
students from[éggié at the third stage account for 40 per

cent of the total.

(iv) The prbportion of students at the third stage staying
in hostels in 23 per cent in our study whereas it is 18.4

per cent in 1960-61 for India as a whole.

(v) According to our sample, nearly 70 per cent of the
students at the higher level of education come from families

with income above B.3600., This again might be said to represent
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the pattern which prevails in the country as a whole.3

All the above points go to show that though oursis a
case study limited in scope and coverage, its conclusions
might be of significance in the wider context of the country

88 a whole.

In order to have an idea of the burden of the costs of
education on families of different economic status, students'
families in our sample had to be classified into various
income=-groupes. On the basis of the information collected
regarding ‘'annual famiiy income', we classify below the

students' families into five income groups.

3 (i) See J.P.Naik "Objectives of educationsal development",
in "Menpower journal', Vol.I,No.2,1965 published by the
Institute of Applied Manpower Research', New Delhi. He
writes: "...but from the few studies that have been con-
ducted in some parts of the country, there is reason to
conclude that the facilities for secondary and higher
education are very largely utilised at present by boys,
by the urban peopLe, by the middle and the upper class,
by the services and by the people in the upper ten per
cent of the population".

(ii) See V.K.R.¥. Rao "University Education And Employment
- A case studyof Delhi graduates." Occasional Papers No.3,
1961. Asia Publishing House, Bombay.



Income group Number of Number of students in‘ﬁ!families

(Bs.per year) students' according to level of ‘education¥*
' families* Elementarya Secondaryb Hig;herc
i 2 3 4 5

1. 1-1800 20; . 23(21) 14(13) 22(21)

324,

2. 1801-3600 20) 21(20) 14(14) 22(22)

3. 3601-6500 27 32(27) 22(18) 36(35)

4. 6501-15,000 27%68% 24(15) 22(13)  44(%8)

5. Above 15,001 31) 25(20) 19(9) 48(41)

6. Total (1 to 5) 125 135(103) 91(67) 172(157)

Note: % Refers to families of student's interviewed, i.e.

university students only.

*% PFigures in brackets in sub-columms a,b and ¢ of
column 3 refer to such students who have supplied

information about their costs of education.
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From the above table it can be seen that only 40
families or 32% belong to income-group &.3600 and below,
whereas 85 families of 68% belong to incomegrouphs.3600 and
above. This indicates that, students from high incomegroup

4 74.4 per cent of students

families dominate in our sample.
at the third stage belong to higher income group {(i.e. of
families with amnual income B.3600 and above), whereas only

25.6 per cent belong to lower incomegroup. We get a more

4 In this conmection it is highly significant that the
economic picture for the entire student population of
the university of Baroda in the year 1957-568, as revealed
in a sample survey then conducted was, as can be seen
from the table below, very close to the picture revealed
by our 'partial' survey of the students of this Univer—-
sity in 1965-66.

= OWLE STCETtAgE  TerTceatacd Of

€
(Bs.per year) status of student's student's
families families
Bs. 3000 and below Low 30.5 28.8
Bs. 3001 to Bs.78732 Middle 44.5 22.8
Bs.7813 and above High 25.0 | 28.4

Source: 1 See B.V.Shah, "Social Background of students of
the M.S.University of Baroda"(Unpublished,Ph.D.
thesis).

Notes Ve have reclassified students' families in our
sample as shown above in order to make it com-
parable to the classification made by B.V.Shah.

If the more recent survey can be taken as any guide, it
appears that the representation of lower income groups in
the university students population has, contrary to general
impression, instead of increasing gone down.

The third level of education is, even to-~day, largely
dominated by students of middle and high incomegroups.

No less interesting is the increase,over the period,in
the proportionate representation of families of high-
group and fell in that of middle incomegroup. That this
has remained so despite the tremendous increase in the
scholarship and freeship expenditure over the last decade
and a half in the country, must raise questions which
could be fruitfully taken up for research.
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or less similar picture of a relatively high proportion of
students belonging to high incoﬁégroup both at the elemen-
tary and secondary level of education. 67 per cent and

69 per cent students at the elementary and secondary stage

come from high incomegroup respectively.

¥While the distribuition of students in our sample
appears to be reasonably representative with respect to
the third stage, that fact itself has introduced bias in
favour of the higher incomegroup when it comes to students
from our sample of families going to the first and second

stages.

There can be no question that students from lower
incomegroup comprises the majority at the elementary stage
and that even at the secondary stage of educa@ion, their
relative strength should be higher than at the third level
of education. Qur inguiry's results with respect to the
first and second stages will therefore be inapplicable
in the general setting of the country as a whole unless
we make the necessary corrections on the basis of whatever
relevant all-India information about the economic distribu-

tion of students at these two stages is available.

This chapter is divided into three parts representing

the three stages of education.



I

Blementary BEducation

As has been stated earlier, our inquiry results above
are not strictly applicable to the all-India situation in
view of the bias in our sample in favour of high incomegroup

at the elementary stage.

The distribution of students at the elementary stage in

our sample of families was as under :

Students in

Incomegroup Tuition free Tuition payable

(B, per year) municipal private schools To tal
schools
1. %.1-3660
and below 32 9 41
2. B5.3600
and above 1 55 62
3. Total (1+42) %9 64 103

Now, we know that the distribution of students between
Municipal apd Private elementary schools is in the ratio of
77T to 23. If one ventured to use our results along with the
All-India distributions of elementary stage students between
private and muniecipal schools one could hazard an estimate
of the distribution of students at this stage between high

income and low income families.
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Our inguiry tells us‘¥hat the distribution of.stuﬁents
according to family income is within each category of schools,
i.e. in government as well as private schools. As we reject
the distribution of students at the first stage according to
famiiy income as revealed in our sample, we might use the
information with respect to distribution within each category
and combined it with the‘All-India distribution of students
between the two categories of schools. In this manner we are

able to get the resuits given in the following table :

Students in

Income grou Government Private Total
(Bs.per year schools schools :

1. 1.3600 and below 63 ‘ 3 66
2, B.3600 and above 14 20 34
3. Total (1+2). 77 23 100

Thus, the distribution of students between government and
private schools at the elementary sfage according to income-
group for the country as a whole is almost reverse of that

obtained in our survey.

6n the basis of the distribution of students for the

country, our distribution, then should have been as under:



Students in

foomeeroue, ettty ot

1. B.3600 and below 65(95) 3(5) 68(100)
2. B5.3600 and above 14(37) 21(63) ‘ 35(100)
3. Total (1+2) 79(77) 24(23) 103{100)

Note: Figures in brackets are percentages of the

distribution of students between government and

private schools according to incomegroups.

Thus, there should have been 68 ptudents instead of 41
in the lower incomegroup and only 35 students instead of 62
in the higher incomegroup. As a result, the proportion going
to government schools and that going to private schools has
also changed. It was 38 per cent and 62 per cent in our sample;
now it is 77 per cent and 25 per cent respectively. 95 per‘

cent of the students of low income group go to municipal

schools as against 37 per cent of high incomegroup.
(A) Tuition Cost ¢
From Table I it can be seen that there is a wide

difference in the net total cost incurred per pupil among
the incomegroup i.1-%600, and that above %.3600. To the former
it is only B.25.4, whereas to the latter it is B.156.0 - six

times the former.



‘Table - T
private

Net Tuition, Non-Tuition, and Netl?otal Cost per

Pupil According to Income-group: (In Rupees)

private
Sr. Incomegroup Net tuition - Nonm=tuition Net/Total
No. (Bs.per year) cost per cost per cost per
pupil pupil pupil
1 2 3 4
1. 1-3600 1.9 13.5 25.4
(47.0) (53.0) (100.0)
2e 3600 and above . 54.3% 101.7 156.0
(34.8) (65.2) (100.0)
3. Total (1+2) 26.3% 4%,5 69.8
(37.7) (62.3) (100.0)

Note: (1) Tuition cost is'net of scholarship asmount received

by the students. 22 per cent and 11 per cent (i.e.

2 and 6 students) of the students of low and high
incomegroup received aid respectively. Of six aid
students belonging to high income group, four have

got full freeship -~ two students are teacher's children
and the parents of the remaining two students are
government employees.

(2) Expenditure on lodging and boarding is not included
in Col.3 as only one student out of the one hundred and
three, has spent K.600 on it.

(3) Figures in brackets denote the proportions of net
tuition cost and non-tuition cost per pupil to net
total cost per pupil.

In the case of students whose annual family income is

Bs. 3600 and below, both costs, tuition and non-tuition, are

more or less of equal significance as they account for 47 per

cent and 53 per cent of the total cost respectively. As against

this, for students who come from families earning annually more

»
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than B.%600, non-tuition cost accounts for nearly 2/3rds (65
per cent) of the total cost, whereas tuition cost accounts
for slightly more than 1/3rd (35 per cent) of the total cost.
. As a result, we notice a larger difference in the non-tuition
cost per pupil rather than in the tuition cost between the
students of the low and high incomegroup. FHon-tuition cost
per pupil of the incomegroup, B.1-3600, is B.13.5 and of the
incomegroup, above B5.3600, it is B.101.7 - the latter as

more than seven times the former. Similarly, the net tuition
cost per pupil is B.11.9 and Bs.54.3 Pespectively - the

latter is approximately five times the former.

Net tuition cost and non-tuition cost per pupil are ‘
Bs.26.3 and B.43.5 respectively when students of low and high
incomegroups are taken together. Net total cost per pupil,
thén, works out to Bs.69.8. These two costs account for 38

per cent and 62 per cent of the net total cost respectively.

The coméosition of the private costs of education for
‘families at various level of income given above in Table I
refers to all students whether going to municipal or private
schools. Below, in Table II, we gi%e the net tuition cost per

pupil of privéte and municipal schools separately.
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Net Tuition Cost Per Pupil of Municipal and
"Private Schools

{In Bs.)

Incomegroup  Net Tuition Cost Per Pupil
(Bs.per year) Wunicipal Private
i gchools Schools
1-3600 - 54.2
Above 3600 - 60.1
Total - 59.2

From Table II it can be seen that the difference in the
net tuition cost per pupilbetween incomegroups narrows down
considerably once we allow for the fact thét of the students
of low incomegroup, 95 per cent do not pay fees as they go to
municipal schools. As against this, only 37 per cent of the
students of the incomegroup above B.3600, go to municipal
schools and enjoy free education. If we take into account
the fees paid by 5 per cent of the students of the former
incomegroup, net tuition cost per pupil works out to Rs.54.2
which is very close to B.60.1 obtained for 63 per cent of the
students of the incomegroup, above B.3600, going to private

gchools.

For 95 per cent and %7 per cent (77 per cent of the total

number of students at this stage in our sample) of the students
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of low and high incomegroup fespéctively going to tuition-
free municipal schools, the problem of financiﬂg tuition fees
does not arise. This means, then, that the problem arises
only for 5 per cent of low income~group students and 63 per

cent of high incomegroup students.

B

Thus broadly, only those who can afford to pay tuition

fees, send their children to private schools.

Moreover, apart from the snob value associated with
private schools, the& are also supposed to be better equip~
ped and better staffed as compared to municipal schools.
Students pay fees for better schooling facilities. In this
sense, fees cannot be considered as the form of taxation
but as price paid voluntarily for the returns, real or

imaginary which private schools offer.

Thus tuition cost does not seem to be burdensome at

this stage.
(B) Non-Tuition Costs @
From "¢ Table III it can be seen that students belonging

to low incomegroup largely épend on booké and stationery.
Expenditure on books and stationery is B.6.0 and B.5.5 respe-
ctively. They together account for 85 per cent of the total
non-tuition cost. As such, other items of non-tuition cost

are of little significance to them.
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Non~Tuition Cgsts - Total and per Pupil

(According to Incomegroups)

(In rupees)
Sr. Incomegroup Books Stationery ZFPrivate Transport
No. (Bs.per year) tuition and ref- Total
- ; reshment
1 2 3 4 . 5
1. 1=3600 T 408.0 374.0 61.2 T74.6 918.0
A 6.0 5.5 0.9 1.1 13.5
P 44.4 40.8 7.0 : 7.8 100.0
2. 3600 and T 609.0 308.0 2177.0 465.5 3559.5
above A 17.4 8.8  62.2 13,3 101.7
P 17.1 8.7 61.1 1%.1 100.0
3. Total(1+2) T 1017.0 682.0 2238.2 540.3 4477.5
A 10,0 6.6 21.7 5.2 43,5
P 22.8 15.2 50.0 12,0 100.0

Note: T refers to Total, A refers to Average and P refers to
percentage.
As against this, we get qﬁite‘a different picture of the
importance of non-tuition costs with regard to the students of

high incomegroup, i.e. above Bk.3600.

The most importnat item of non-tuition cost is 'Private

tuition'.

1 See Chapter III, 'Teacher Status', of the Report of the
Education Commission, 1964-66, Govt. of India. "At the
School stage the chief source of additional earnings to
teachers is private tuitions. This practice prevails
largely in-urban areas and in many places, complaints
are made that it has become almost a scandsal'.
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It is B5.62.2 per pupil - 62 times the private tuition
‘cost per pﬁpil of low incomegroupf It accounts for 61 per cen%
of the total non-tuition cost per pupil. In absolute amount
as well as in terms of percentage private tuition cost is
more than the net tuition cost. Tpe former is K.62.2, whereas,
the letter is k.54.3. These costs account for 39.8 per cent
and %4.8 per cent of the total private cost per pupil of-

~ high incomegroups respectively.

The difference in the non-tuition cost per pupil of low
incomegroup and -that of high incomegroup reduces to nearly
one-half (i.e. to 3.5 times from six times) once we allow

for such a high expenditure on private tuition.

Next, in order of importance, comes the expenditure on
books. It is Bs.17.4 per pupil - three times the expenditure
on books iancurred by the students of low incomegroup. It is
followed by the expenditure on refreshment and transport, and
on stationery. Per pupil expenditure on the above two items
of non-tuition costs ~ refreshment and transport, and stationery

is Bs.13.3 and %.8.8 respectively.

Even when students of two incomegroups are teken together,
the private tuition cost is the most outstanding of all. It is
B5.21.7 per pupil. It forms 50 per cent of the non-tuition cost

and 31 per cent of the net total cost (tuition + non-tuition).



Other non-tuition costs, in order of importance, are
books, stationery, and refreshment and transport. Per pupil
expenditure on these non-tuition items is B.9.5, k.6.5, and

B.4+.9 respectively.

From the above analysis of the non-tuition costs, it
“can be easily observed that the students of high income-group
relatively spend more on each of the above mentioned items

of non-tuition expenditure.

No less interesting is the non-tuition cost per pupil
going to municipal as well as private schools. This is given
below in Table IV.

Table - TV
Non~Tuition Cost per Pupil of Municipal Schools

and Private Schools (In Rupees)

Sr. Income Municipal schools Private Schools
No. group Books Sta- Pri~- Tran- Total Books Sta- Pri-~ Tran- To-~
(Bs.per tion~- vate sport tion- vate sport tal
year) ery  tui- & re- ery  tui- & re-
tuion fre- tion fre-
shment sh-
nent
1. 1-3600 5.3 4.6 - 0.7 10.6 8.8 8.7 4.0 2.6 24.1
2. Above 9.4 £
3600 8.0 502 - - 1392 1802 0901 6706 1405 10904
3. Total

(1+2) 507 4.6 - 0-6 10.9 16-7 . 909 57-8 1207 96.3
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From.the table it can be seen that students going to
private elementary schools, whether belonging to low or high
incomegréup, spend more on non-tuition items as compared
to the expenditure incurred on theseitmes 'by the students
going to municipal schools.lo the former, it is [5.24.1 and
fs.109.4 per pupil of low and high incomegroup respectively,
whereas to the latter, it is B.10.6 and E.13.2 per pupil
of low and high incomegroup respectively. This shows that
there is a large difference in the non-tuition cost per
pupil of municipel schools and that of private schodls. But
the difference in the non-tuition cost per pupil of low and
high incomegroup going to municipal schools is not as large

as it is observed in the case‘of students of private schools.

Students going to municipal schools mostly spend on
books and stationery; similarly, the expenditure on books and
stationery accounts for quite a large proportion of the non-
tuition cost to students of low incomegroup going to privafe
schools.Even then, the expenditure on books and stationery
(only in fhe case of municipal school going children) is
far below that incurréd by the private school going children
of high incomegroup. Only private school students spend on

private tuition.

What can be observed from this analysis of the non-tuition
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cost structure of students of two {types of schools and also

of different incomegroupg

Unlike tuition fees (where education is not free) non-
-tuition education expenses are voluntary ii(l nature in the
sense that students or their parents can épend as much as
they can afford. If so, the non-tuition costs to students of
high incomegroup cannot be considered as burdensome. On the
contrary this gives one an idea of their ability to pay for
education.The high amount of expenditure'incurred on private
tuition indicates that rich students pay for extra teaching
outside schools.This means that they make larger use of one

of the important inputs entering e&ucation industry, namely,
teachers (if they go to private coaching classes, not run by
teachers, they make use of the scarce factor, namely, educated
people). Not only that the quality of teaching imparted to
them is somewhat better than that imparted to poor students
of municipal schools, but also they further improve upon

the quality by paying for extra teaching.

What does this imply? Can this difference in the non-
tuition cost per pupil of two types of schools be taken as
indicating the difference in the educational standarks in
two categories of elementary schools? Is it going to have a

bearing on the educationeal attainments of students of different
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incomegroups later on at higher levels of education? Is it
going to widen the educational distance, and consegquently,

economic distance, between them?

The answer seems to be in positive if the observed
difference in the non-tuition cost be taken as reflecting

on educational standards of students.

Now, we come to the second important observation made
by the educational commission regarding the cost of books

and stationery !

We make a comparison of the costs of books and stationery
given by the Commission2 with that of our inquiry. This is

given in Table V.

From the table it can be seen that the Commission has
given two types of estimates - the highest and the lowest -
of the cost of books and stationery for each grade or year

of elementary education.

"Instead of taking tthlrese expenditures on books and
stationery éﬁé@éé%ﬁhe;y for each grade of elementary education,
" we have calculated the averagé annual expenditure on books and
stationery first by summing up these costs and then dividing
the total by the number of gradeA(I-VIII) which is equivalent

fo'the duration of eight years of elementary education.

2 See’Op.Cit., Réport of the Education Commission, Table 6.3
'Private Costs of Education (Annual) 1965-66', p.11%,Chapt.VI.
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On the basis of this exercise, the lowest estimates of
expenditure on books and stationery work out to ®B.3.74 and
B5.3.18 respectively. These are fairly close tvour lowest
. expenditure with respect to the students of the incomegroup,
1-3600. It is Bs.%.40 and ®.2.19 respectively. Expenditure on
books and stationery, then, amounts to .6 to B.7. The lowest
expenditure, from the point of view of students of the
incomegroup, above B.3%600, is i5.8.81 and K.4.56 on books and

stationery respectively.

The highest estimates of the expenditure on books and
stationery of the Commission are B.49.7% and B.27.42 respect-

tively. The total of these two is B.77.15.

In our case, the highest expenditure with regard to
the students of the high incomegroup, is B.35.12 and .16.88
on books and stationery respectively. The total comes to
Bs.52.50. We notice a difference of nearly .25 between the
two highest estimates given above. The highest expenditure in
our study, with respect to the students of the low incomegroup,
is ’.11.88 on books and ks.11.6% on stationery. Combined
expenditure comes to B.22.51 - which is far below the similar

cost obtained earlier.

The comparison shows that the difference in the "two

estimates given by the commission is gquite large as compared
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to that in our study. The highest combined expenditure on

books and stationery isdeven times - the lowest. As against

this, in our case, it is only four times the lowest, both from
the point of view of students of low as well as high

incomegroup.

However, the disparity noticed above in the Commission's
estimates and our estimates narroﬁs down considerably once
we work out the difference in the combined lowest and highest
expenditure by teking into account the lowest expenditure on
books and stationery by the students of low incomegroup and
the highest by the students of high incomegruoup in our inquiry.
The highest expenditure on books and stationery, then, is
nine times the lowest. In this way, we can say that the
lowest estimates in the case of the Education Commission refer
to the expenditure incurred on books and stationery by poor

students and the highest estimates refer to rich students.

On the basis of these estimates, the Commission concludes .
that, "pa?ents are required to incur very heavy expenditure
for this purpose, and consequently only a small proportion of
children have all the books at the beginning of the school
year; a much larger proportion have them, not at the beginning
of the school year, but towards the middle or even the end.

Not ihfrequently a proportion of studentd have no books at all.

This has a very adverse effects on standards".3

3 See Op.Cit., Report of the Education Commission,p.113,
Chept.VI.
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It can be argued that for the purpose of arriving at
the above conclusion the Commission would have worked out
the reasonable amount to be incurred on these two non-tuition
items sufficient enough to maintain stendards as the high
amount of expenditure on these two by rich students, by no

means, can be considered as the best index.

Here we take into account the average armmual expenditure

on books and stationery (See Table III). It is B.11.5 per
pupil of low incomegroup, and R.26.2 per pupil of high income-
group. It comes to Bs.16.6 per pupil _.o¥ both low and high

incomegroup taken together.

On the basis of these averages, we can say that
elementary school students are required to spend somewhere

between R.12 to B.17 annually on books and stationery.4

All twenty-four students of private schools, whether
belonging to low or high incomegroups, have been spending more

than .17,

Of the remaining 79 students going to tuition free

municipal schools, 28 (or 35 per cent) have been spending

4 See V.N.Kothari - "Pactor Cost of Education in India’',
published in the April-June 1966 issue of the quarterly
. "The Indian Economic Journal'. He has assumed that at the
elementary stage a pupil is required to spend BE.12 per
year on books, stationery, and equipment.
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Bs.12 and above, whereas 51 students (or 65 per cent) have
been spending less than this amount. Most of them have been

} [~
spending less than §5.10 annually on books and stationery.)

This amounts to saying that poor students going to
municipal schools do not spend sufficiently on books and

stationery at this stage.

This, the Oommissionfs observation stands and is justified
in its recommendation that, "a progrsmme éhould immediately be
developed for providing at least textbooks, if not stationery
also, free of charge (or at concessional rates} to all

students (or at least to all the needy and deserving students)“.6

When viewed in this way, it appears that the private
schools afe certainly better than the municipal schools, and
unless poor students of municipal schools are adequately
covered by aid programmes, the composition of students at
the higher levels of education is likely-to be adversely

affected.

As poor students have to economise on certain esgential

educational expenses, and as they go to sub-standard municipal

5 While calculating these proportions, we have taken into
consideration the book aid received by the students. The
proportion of students of two types of schools covered by
book aid is 13.5 per cent and 7.6 per cent respectively.
It has covered 19.5 per cent and 3.2 per cent of students
of low and high incomegroup respectively.

6 See Op.Cit. The Educationd Commission Report, Chapt.VI.
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schools, the rate of repitition or failure is bound to be

higher than that in the case of rich.students.

The following table demonstrates this. From Table VI
it can be seen that 59.1 per cent of the poor students of
the age-group, 6-~14, are not found in the corresponding
grade or class of elementary education., This rate is nearly
twice the rate obtained for rich students studying at this
stage. As a result, most of the poor students fail to complete
the eight years of compulsory elementary education in time and

ultimately premature withdrawal from schools takes place.

Table - VI
Stagnation at the Elementary Stage of
Bducation (According to Incomegroups)

Inconmegroup Rate of stagnation
{Bs.per year) (In percentage)
1-3600 59,1
Above 3600 31.9
Total 40.7

Frustration arises from the high rate of failure can also

be considered as the contributory factor to the premature

withdrawal of students from schools.



(¢) GConcluding Observations s

(1) As most of the students of limited means take
advantage of the provision of free elementary education, the

problem of financing tuition fees does not arise at this stage.

(2} Rich students mostly go to private schools and pay
tuition fees as well as spend lavishly on items other than
tuition fees.They pay more for the better educational

facilities.

(3) Insignificant expenditure on lodging and boarding
as well as on transport by students at this stage indicates
that students are studying stay ing with their parents and so

these costs do not restrict access to elementary education.

(4) The cost of books and stationery is of very great
importance to poor students. Annual expenditure on books and
stationery incurred by the students of low incomegroup is
not only far below that incurred by the students of high
incomegroup, but also it is less than the average annual
amount of k.12 or B.17. This will, certainly, have an adverse

effect on standards.

(5) Disparity in educatiomal standards exists not only
between students of low and high economic status but also
between two types of schools - tuition free municipal

schools and private schools.
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This disparity, together with poor financial position
_of students' parents, appears to be responsible for the early
withdrawal of students. As a result, the educational distance

between two gets widened.

Thus, to reduce the extent of disparity and conseguently
the distance between two, on the one hand, the burden of the
non-tuition costs should be reduced and on the other hand,

the quality of teaching in ﬁunicipal schools should be iﬁproved.
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Secondary Education

Like the elementary stage, at this stage also we
have to make necéssary corrections in the distribution of
students between low and high incomegroups by giving proper
weightage, as our sample was biased in favour of high

income-group college students.

The original distribution of students between income-
groups, as shown in the previous section, was like this ¢
twenty-seven students, or 40 per cent, belonged to the
income-group, IB:3%600 and below, whereas forty one students,

or 60 per cent, belonged to the incomegroup, R.3600 and above.

These ratios cannot be taken as representing the

country as a whole.

In the absence of sufficient information for working
out these proportions for the country as a whole, on the
lines we could work out for the elementary stage, we had to

take recourse to guesswork.

At the elementary stage of education, the proportion
of students belonging to the income~group, &.3600 and below,
was 66 per cent whereas that belonging to the incomegroup,

Bs. 3600 and above, was 34 pér cent.
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'We are assuming that at the secondary school stage the
proportion of students coming from low incomegroup families,
-i.e. B.3600 and below, will be lower than that obtained for
this incomegroup at the first stage. The important reasons
for making this assumption are :¢ (1) unlike at the elementary
stage, where education is provided free of tuition to as
many as 77 per cent of the students, at the secondary
stage, the freestudentships in the country (i.e. eiemption
from tuition fee) covered only 3%5.2 per cent of the students
in 1960-61. Scholarships, - stipeﬁds covered another
5.3 per cent of the total enrolment in 1960-61 at the
secondary stage. (2) At the same time it cannot be overlooked
that the tuition cost. per student paying tuition fees works
out to be E5.87 per annum at the secondary stage as against
B5.59.2 per annum at the elementary stage. (3) Alongside,
we have also. to take into account the higher non-tuition cost
of .82 per stu@ent at the secondary stage than that of
Bse44 at the elementary stage. (4) gl so, economic pressures,
on at least some of the familiés in the low incomegroup,
might force them to divert their children in the age-group
of 14 and above from eduoa%ion to in search of gainful

employment or even to household work.

Taking all these factors into consideration, there is

every likelihood of the proportion of students coming from
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low incomegroups at the secondary stage declining. It is

assumed to be around 50 per cent as against 66 per. cent at
the elementary stage. As a corollary, the students coming
from higher incomegroups will be around 50 per cent at the

secondary stage.

The distribution of students according to incomegroups,
on the basis of the above assumed ratios, then, should have

been as under:

Incomegrou Number of students
(Bs. per year
1. 1-1800 7
2. 1801-3600 17
3, 1-3600 (1+2) 34
4. 3601-6500 12
5. 6501-15000 12
6. Above 15000 10
T Above 3600 34
8. Total (3+7) 68

(A} Tuition Cost :

Secondary education is bound to be costlier than
elementary education. At this stage, students have to pay
tuition fees. In addition to that, they have to incur heavy

expenses on non-tuition items of education.
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-Tuition Cost, Examination Pees, Non-Tuition

Cost and mota;2€%%%‘§er Pupil

(In Bs.)
privete
Incomegroup Tuition Exam. Non- Totdhﬁcost
cost fees tuition (243+4)
_ cost
1 2 3 4 5
1, 1-1800 85.0 2.7 29.6 117.3
(72.5) (2.3) (25.2) (100.0)
2. 1801-3600 86.5 7.1 51.6 145.2
: (59.6) (4.9) (35.5) (100.0)
3, 1=-3600 85.8 5,0 40.6 131.4
(1+2) (65.3) (3.8) (39.9) (100.0)
(60.2) (4.5) (35.3) (100.0)
5. 6501-15000 93.0 - 106.1 189.1
(4%.9) (56.1) (100,0)
6. Above 15000 100.3% 4.4 234 .4 339, 1
A (29.6) (1.3) (69.1) (100.0)
7. Above 3600 88.4 3.5 123.8 214.7
(4+5+6) (41.1) (1.2) (57.7) (100.0)
Potal (3+7) 87.1 4.5 82.0 173.6
(50.1) (2.6) (47.3) (100.0)

Note: (1) Figures in brackets denote the proportions of tuition,
examination and non~tuition cost to total cost.

(2) Above is the tuition cost per pupil pay ing fees
(unaided).Similar tuition cost is assumed for the
aided students, i.e. they would have paid the same
anount as paid by the unaided students, had they mot
received aid.

It can be observed from Table I that of the two costs,

tuition cost is of greater importance to poor students, i.e.
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of the incomegroup B.%600 and below. It accounts for 65

per cent of the total cost. It forms 73 per cent and 60
per cent of the total cost to the students of the first and
second low incomegroup respectively. The tuition cost per
pupil of low incomegroup is .85.8. As against this, non-
tuition cost pér pupil of %.40.6 accounts for 31 per cent’

of the total cost.

In contrast to this, tuition costforms 41 per cent of

the total cost per pupil of high incomegroup, i.e. above
Bs.3600. Tuition cost per pupil is 88.4. On the other hand,
non-tuition cosf per pupil of B.124 accounts for 58 per cent
of the total cost. However, to the students of the income~
group, B.3601 to 6500, it is as significant as to the students
of low incomegroup, Tuition cost per pupil of K.84.0 accounts
for 60 per cent of the total. We notice hardly .any difference
in the tuition cost per pupil of low andﬂhigh economic status.
Whereas the non-tuition cost per pupil of high incomegroup

is three times higher than that of low incomegroup.

When students of all five incomegroups are taken together,
tuition cost per pupil works out to E.87.1. It forms 50 per
cent of the total cost. Non=-Tuition cost per pupil of Bs.82

forms47 per cent of the total cost.
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In order to know how much burdensome tuition cost is
to the students' families at different levels of income,
one has to find out the proportion of tuition cost to family

income. This is shown in Tavble II bdlow :

Table - IT

Tuition Cost in Relation to Family Income

Inconmegroup Proportion of tuition

(RBs.per year) cost to family income
7 5

1. 1=-1800 6.9

2. 1801-3600 3.3

3. 1-3600 (1+2) 4.4

4. 3601-6500 1.8

5. 6501-15000 0.9

6. Above 15000 0.3

7. Above %600 (4+5+6) 0.7

8. Total (3%+7) 1.2

From Table II it can be seen that the proportion of
tuiltion cost to family income is 4.4 per cent with regard to
the students of low incomegroup and 0.7 per cent with resﬁect
to the students of high incomegroup.The former is approximately

six times the latter.



Though the tuition cost is as significant to. the
students' families of the first high incomegroup, B.3600~6500,
as to the students of 16w iﬁcomegroup, its burden on such
families is fairly low when measured in terms of family

income. It is only 1.9 per cent.

Teking students of all five incomegroups together, the

proportion comes to 1.2 per cent.1

Thus, the burden of tuition cost falls more heavily on

students coming from poor families.

Really speaking, to have a more realistic picture of
the burden of this cost on families at differentlleﬁéb of
income, what we should do is to. find out the proportion of
students of different economic status covered by aid as
well as the proportion of tuition cost covered by aid. We

get the above information from Table III.

1 While calculating these proportions we have added the
'Notional' amount of tuition fees that would have been
paid by the aided students had they not received aid,
to the amount of tuition fees paid by the unaided
students (or fee paying students).
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Proportion of Students and Tuition Cost Covered by Aid

(In percentages)

Incomegroup Students Tuition
(operyear)  govered oot oa Source of 2id
% by aid
q 7 3 7
1-1800 (12) 69.2 100.0 E.B.C.* enjoying tuition
fee education.
1801-3600 (3) 21.4 50,0 % - School freeship.
1-3600 (15) 44.1  90.0 ~--
3601-6500 (2) 22.2 86.0 TFull - Govt. Employees
L - Caste organisation.
6501~15000 (5) 46.4 100.0 Full - 4 - Govt. Employees
Full - 1 - & School freeship
%4 Charity trust
Above 15000 (1) 11.1 100.d 1 -~ Full-Teacher's son
Above 3600 (8) 27.0 96,0 --
Total - (23) 34.0 92.0 -

Note: (1) Figures in brackets in column 2 denote the number
of students who received aid.

*_ ) Students whose annual famil§ income is B.1200 and

below enjoy free education.

or this purpose, they

are considered as belonging to Economically Back-
ward Class. '

Prom the table it can be seeﬁ that the propértion'of

44 per cent of students of low incomegroup, i.e. B.3600 and Ulow,
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covered by aid is higher than that of 27.0 per cent with
respect to high incomegroup students.Aid has covered 96 per
cent of the tuition cost in the case of the students of high
incomegroup as against 90 per cent in the case of low income-
group students. Aid has complLetely wiped out the burden of
this cost on nearly 70 per cent of the students of the first

low -incomegroup.

The proportion of 21 per cent of students covered by aid
with regard to the incomegroup, #.3601-6500, is more or
less similar to that of 21.4 per cent of the students of the
incomegroup, B.1801-3%3600. But the proportion of tuition
cost of 86 per cent covered by aid is very mudhtigher than
that of 50 per cent in the case of the studenfs of the latter
incomegroup. This goes to show that financial aid seems to

have helped much the comparatively well-off students.

ﬁost surptising is the proportion of 46.8% per cent of
the students covered by aid of the incomegroup, B.6501-15000.
This proportion is twice the proportion obtained earlier
for relatively poor students.The propdrtion of tuition cost
of 100 per cent covered by aid is also twice that of 50 per
cent with regard to the students of the incomegroup, B.1801-
3600. This also goes to prove that rich students have been

benefitted more by aid. How could we explain such a large
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proportion of students and tuition cost of high income-group

students covered by aid?

Tuition cost of all five students has been fully
covered by aid. Four students whose parents are serving in
Government establishments enjoy free education. The remaining
one student has .got one-~half school free-ship and one-half
ald from private charity trust, covering his full tuition

cost.

Tuition cost of one student belonging to the incomegroup,
B.15000 and above, is fully covered by aid as he happens to

be the teacher’'s son.

Aid has covered 34 per cent of the total number of
students studying at this stage and 92 per cent of the
tuition cost. Thus the burden of tuition cost'on students!’
families considerably reduced by the financial aid of

different types received from various sources.

(B) Non-Tuition Cost ¢

From Table IV it can be seen that the non-tuition cost
of 1.12%.8 per pupil of high incomegroup is three times the
non-tuition cost of B.40.6 per pupil of low incomegroup. This
difference can largely be explained by the difference in the

expenditure incurred on private tuition by the students of low
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and high incomegroup. It is B.12.1 and K.77.3 per pupil of
low and high income group respectively. The latter is more

than six times the former.

Table - IV

Non-Tuition Cost per Pupil

(In Rupees)

Incomegroup Private fTransport Total

(Rs. per year) Books Statipnery tuition and ref-  (2+3+4+5)
reshnent
i ? z 7 5 6
1-1800 8.5 9.2 7.3 4.6 29.6
(29.8) (31.1} (24.6) (15.5) (100.0)
1801-3600 1%.5 14.5 17.5 6.1 51.6
(26.1) (28.1) (34.0) (11.8) (100,0)
1-3600 11.0 12.0 12.1 5.6 40.6
(22.9) (29.8) (29.8) (13.5) (100.0}
3601-6500 19.1  11.4 14.6 4.2 49.3
(38.8) (23.1) (29.6) (8.5) (100.0)
6501-15000 27.0 12.4 52.0 14,7 106.1
(25.5) (11.7) (49.0) (13.8) (100.0)
Above 15000 27.2 16.0 182.9 8.3 - 234 .4
. (11.6) (6.8} (78.0) (%.4) £100.0)
Lbove 3600 24.2 1%3.2 T77.% 9.1 12%.8
(19.5) (10.6) (62.6) (7.3) (100.0)
PTotal 1704 12.6 74‘407 T3 82.0
(21.2) (15.4) (54.4) (9.0) (100.0)

Note: Figures in brackets denote the proportions of expenditure
on books, stationery,private tuition and transport and
refreshment to total non-tuition cost.
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The combined expenditure on books and stationery per
pupil of the incomegroup, B.3600 and below, is 0B5.23.0.
It accounts for 58 per cent of the total non-tuition cost.
It forms 61 per cent and 54 per cent of the total non-tuition
cost to the students of the incomegroup, k.1-1800, and
Bs. 1801~3600, respectively. In this way, these costs, as
they were at the elementary stage, are highly significant

to the poor students.

At the same time, non-tuition educational expenses on
. private tuition and transport and refreshment are no less

sighificant.

Expenditure on private tuition is E.12.1 per pupil and
that on transport and refreshment is B.5.5 per éupil. At
the elementary stage, similar non-tuition costs were i.0.9
and Bs.1.1 per pupil respectiveiy. Expend iture on private
tuition is more than that ‘on books and is equal to that on
stationery. It accounts for 30 éer cént of the total non-

~tuition cost.

What should we infer from this observation? Students!
families belonging to low incomégroup had to economise on
essential expenses like books and stationery amnd hardly

incurred expenditure on private tuition at the elementapy
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stage. How is it that the same families spent so much on

private tuition at the secondary stage?

Ten students (30 per cent of the total number (34) of
students belonging to the incomegroup, B.3600 and below),
incurred expenditure on private tuition. Expenditure-per
pupil on private tuition works out to %.42.§§nearly 50
per cent of the tuition cost. Of these ten students, eight
students, or 80 per cent, were unaided. Also six students,
or 60 per cent of ten students, belong to the second low
incomegroup, i.e. B5.1801=~%3600. Clearly unaided students of
the second low incomegroup mostly incur expenditure on

private tuition.

Eight out of ten students, who spent on private tuition,
were in class XI or Matric - final year of the secondary stage.
They attach greét importance -to the last year of the school
stage. As such, they might have spent on private tqition'by
economising on other essential expenses or by even incurring

debts. .

At the secondary stage of education also, expenditure on
private tuition is of great significance to the students of
three high incomegroups. It is B.77.3 per pupil, or 63 per cent

of the total non-tuition cost. At the elementary stage, it was

2 This is worked out by tike dividing the amount spent on
private tuition by the number of students who, in fact,
incurred expenditure on it.
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50 per cent of the total non-tuition qost. 32 per cent of
the students of the incomegroup (i.e. 11 out of 34 students),
Bs. 3600 and above, spent on private tuition. 93 per cent of
the students who incurred expenditure on private tuition,
were unéided. Per pupil expenditure on private tuition works
out to B.199.8. Nearly 80 per cent of the students of the
incomegroup, B.3%601~ 6500, who spent on private tuition,

were in class XI. As against this, only 25 per cent of the
students of other two high incomegroups (&.6501-15000 and

Bs. 15000 and above)\who spent on private tuition were in
class XI. As well, per pupil expenditure on private tuition
in the case of latter group of students is considerably higher
than that of the former group of students. Expenditure on
private tuition works out to B.55.4 per pupil of the income-
group, B.3%601-6500, whereas it works out fo B5.225.% and
B5.329.0 per pupil of the incomegroup, B.6501-15000, and
above B.15000 respectively.

This shows that the students of the last two high
incomegroups (8&.6500 and above) spend on private tuition
throughout the secondary stage whereas the students of the
first hiéh_incomegroup spend only when they are in the

final year of the school stage.

Expenditure on books and stationery is £5.24.0 and Bs5.13.0
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per pupil respectively. Combined expenditure of ¥.37.0 per
pupil of high incomegroup is more by 60 per cent than the
expenditure incurred on these two items by poor students.
They together account for 30 per cent of the total non-

tuition cost.

Expenditure on transport and refreshment of %.9.6 per

pupil accounts for 7 per cent of the total non-tuition cost.

Thus non=-tuition cost structure of the students of the
incomegroup, B.3600 and above, at this stage closely resembles
to that obtained for high«income-group students at the elementary

stage.

The non-tuition cost composition of the secondary
stage studentshs a whole (i.e. of all five incomegroups
together) in our inquiry, is very similar to that obtained
at the elementary stage. The proportion of the total non-
tuition expenditure devoted to private tuition is as high
as 54 per cent. It accounte for 26 per cent of the total cost
(tuitioﬁ + non-tuition) of education whereas 51 per cent of

the tuition cost.

Next in importance comes the expenditure on books and
stationery. It is B.30.0 per pupil, accounting for 37 per cent
of the non-tuition cost. Expenditure on transport and refresh-

ment of #.7.% per pupil accounts for 9 per cent of the total.
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Below we make a comparison of the cost of books and
stationery given by the Education Commission with that of
our ihquiry. This is given in Table V. From the table it
can be observed that the highest estimates of the cost of
books and -stationery of 1.269.85 are 13 times the lowest
estimates of %{20.72 given by the Commission. As against
this, in Qur case the highest combined expenditure on
books and stationery of Rs.48.3%3 is approximately four
times the lowest combined expenditure of E.13.00 with
respect to low incomegroup students. From the point of view
of students of the incomégroup, Bs. 3600 and above, the
highest expenditure on books and stationery of £.80.00 is®

*

nearly five times the lowest combined expenditure of B.17.00. -

Thus, the comparison shows that the difference in the
two estimates given by the Commission is quite large as

compared to that in our inquiry.

Even if we work out the diiference in the lowest and
highest expenditure on books and stationery in our case by
taking into acoount the lowest expenditure incurred by the
low incomegroup students and highest expenditure by the
h igh/Ancomegroup students;'the disparity between our estimates
and the Commission's estimates remains quite high. In our
case, now the highest expenditure on books and stationery is

six times the lowest.
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We treat fhe average annual expenditure on books and
stationery obtained in our study as a representative of the
amount a student is required to spend on books and stationery
in order to maintain educational efficiency.Average annual

expenditure on books and stationery is B,.%0.0 per pupil.

At the prevailing rates of textbooks, students at this
gtage of three year's duration, have to spend B.15, .20
and B.25 annually on books, i.e. Bs.20 on average per annum.
Add to this the average annual expenditure on stationery and
equipment of B.12.6 obtained in our study.Then a student is

required to spend R.3%2.6 per yeer.

A student spend ing B.30 or B.33 ammually on books and
stationery, can be taken as incurring expenditure sufficient

enough to maintain educational standards.

74 per cent (25 out of 34 students) of the students of
high incomegroup are found spending B.3%0 and more (upto
B5.100). As against this, only 22.2 per cent (7 out of
34 students) of the students of low incomegroup are found
spending f5.30 and more (upto Bs.50). All seven students belong
to the incomegroup Rs.1801-3600. This means that all seventeen
students of the first low incomegroup, #.1800 and below, are

spending less than &.30.
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So, nearly 80 per cent of the students of low income-~
group and 26 per cent of the students of high incomegroup

do not spend sufficiently on books and stationery.

At this juncture we have {0 meke an allowance for the
help of books received by the students of low and high

incomegroupg

Book aid has covered 46.2 per cent and 43 per cent
(44.4 per cent of the students of low incomegroup) of the
students of thé incomegroup, B.1-1800 and Rs.1801-3600
respectivély. It has covered 17.5 per cent of the students
of high incomegroup. 3% per cent of the students of the
first high incomegroup (i.e. B.3601-6500) have been covered
by book-aid. This proportion comés to 28.4 per cent when

students of all-five incomegroups are taken together.

Assuming that the book aid is sufficient enough to
maintain educational standards, the proportion of low
incomegroup students spending adequately on books and

stationery goes up from 22 per cent to 50 per cent.

Similarly, from the point of view of students of high
incomegroup, the proportion of students spending between

Bs.30 to 33 annually goes up to 88 per cent from 76 per cent.
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-

The proportion of 66 per cent of the students spending
adequately on books and stationery at the secondary stage

. is more than that of 52 per cent at the elementary stage.

Viewed in this way, the Education Commission's observe~-
tion that books should be provided free of cost or at
. concessional rates holds to tpe extent that 50 per cent of
the students of low incomegroup and 12 per cent of‘the
students of high income-group {or 34 per cent of the students
at this stage) spend less than B.3%0 or .33 per year on

books and stationery.

Non-Tuition Cost in Relation to Pamily Income @

Table - VI

Non-Tuition cost in Relation to Pamily Income
(In percentages)

Incomegroup Non-tuition cost Proportion of

(is.per year) {Bs. ) non-tuition cost
Total per pupil to family income

7 2 3

1-1800 503 29.6 ' 2.42

1801-3600 877, - 51.6 1.84

1-3600, - 1380 40.6 2.00

3601-6500 592 - 49.3 1.10

6501—15000 1273 106.1 1.10

Above 15000 2344 234 .4 . 0.88

Above 3600 4209 123.8 0.96

Total 5589 ~ 82.0 1.13

-
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It can be seen from Table VI that the non-tuition cost
per pupil of low incomegroups and first high incomegroup
is far less than that of last two high incomegroups. Even
the average non-tuition cost per pupil of all five income-
groups ‘taken together is two times higher than the non-
tuition cost per pupil of the incomegroup, B.3600 and below.
However, the proportion of non-tuition cost to family
income of 2.0 % with regard to low income-group students
is two times the high incomegroup. Non~tuition cost is more
burdensome to sfudents' families coming from the incomegroup,
Bs. 3600 and below. This is worked out on the basis of the

actual expenditure incurred on non-tuition items of education

by the relatively poor students in our sample.

-

In order to gauge the real magnitude of the burden of
these costs on poor families what is appropriate to take
into account is not the actual expenditure bu the 'necessary'
amount to be incurred on nonetuition items of education,
i.e. the smount adequate enough to maintain certain educa-
tionel standerds., Had they spent the 'necessary' amount,
the proportion of non-tuition cost to family income would

have been much higher than that obtained in the table.

In view of the above, the burden of non-tuition cost
is likely to exceed that of tuition cost on students belonging

to low incomegroup.
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In this sense, the Education Commission's obsefvation
regarding the relgtive burden of two costs~ tuition and non-
tuition costs stands and is justified in its suggestion
that the burden of non-tuition costs falling on low income

families, should be reduced.

{(C) Conclusions :

(1) Private cost per pupil of a secondary schoolg
is 2.5vtimes his counterpart in an elementary school. This
lends support to our assumption that the proportion of
students at the secondary stage coming from low incomegroup

is lower than that at the elementary stage.

(2) Of tne two costs - tuition and non-tuition - tuition
cost figures importantly in the total private cdst - structure
of students' families belonging to first three incomegroups
out of five in our sampie. It accounts for nearly 2/%rds of
the total cost.As against this, with regard to the students
of last two incomegroups, the significance of these two
costs is almost reverse of the first three incomegroup
students. Non-tuition cost accounts for 68 per cent of the
total cost, whereas tuition cost accounts for 32 per cent of

the total cost.

(3) The burden of tuition cost falls more on students

of low incomegroup.
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(4) They are relieved of this burden to a very great
extent by the financigl aid of different types received

from various sources.

(5) Tne proportion of tuition cost and of students
covered by aid is higher for the income group B.6501-15000
than for the income group, k.1801-3600.This is because of a
number of reasons operating in favour of the former income-
group. Firstly, most of the parents of the aided students
of that incomegroup are government employees who are entitled
to freeships. Secondly, they are in a position to get aid
from their castes and also from‘private charity trusts. This
goes to suggest that while estimating the burden of tuition
cost on families at different levels of income, we should
not merely tzke note of scholarships, stipends, school free-
ships or free studentships, but also the aid students get
from private charities etc. as well as free education
enjoyed by the children of the government employees or

school teachers.

(6) Students of low iﬂcomegroup, i.e. k.3600 and below,
spend less on non-tuition items of education as compared to
those of high incomegroup, i.e. avove B.3600. Non-tuition
cost per pupil of high incomegroup is three times that of

the low incomegroup.A large portion of this difference can be
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accounted for by the fact that the high incomegroup students
spent six times more on private tuition than low income~

group students.

(7) Nearly 50 per cent of the low incomegroup students do
not spend sufficiently on books and stationery. As such,
we observed a wide difference in the non-tuition per pupil

of low and high incomegroup.
!

(8) This difference in the non-tuition cost can be taken
as an index of the difference in the educational efficiency

of the two income categories of students.

(9) Though the non-tuition expenditure incurred by the
students: of the incomegroup, B.3600 and below, is three
times less than that incurred on it By the students of the
incomegroup, %.3660 and above, the burden of this cost on
poor families is almost two times more than that on rich
families. The burden is likely to go up once account is
taken of the necessary éﬁount to be incurred on these items

as against the actual non-tuition expenditure.

(10} Since low incomegroup families have to economise on
essential itéms of non-tuition expenditure, it is bound to
affect adversely the educational attainments of the students

from low incomegroups. It is in this sense that the Education
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Commission's observation regarding non-egalitarian character
of the burden of non-tuition costs is to be understood.
Viewed in this manner, the recommendation of the Education
Commission that books and stationery be provided free of
'cost or at concessional rates would have greater force if

such facility were offered only to low-income students.
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II1

Higher Education

I
How much costly higher education is in relation to

elementary and secondary education? The following table is

suggestive in this respect.

Zable = 1

. !
Private Cost Per Pupil of Elementary,
Secondary end Higher BEducation. (In Bs.)

Incomegroup Elementary Secondary Higher
(Bs.per year) education education education
1 2 3 4
1=-3600 27.4 131.4 477.0
Above 3600 157.6 216.1 660.6
Total T1.4 173.6 611.0

From Table 1 it can be seen that the higher education
is approximately 8.5 times and 3.5 times costlier than the
elementary and secondary education respectively, whenboth,
low income-group and high incomegroup students, are taken

together.

The higher education to the students' families coming
from the incomegroup, below f.3600, is 17.5 times and 3.6
times costlier than the elementary and secondary education

respectively. As against this, to the students of the
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incomegroup, B.%600 and above, the higher education is 4.2

times costlier than the elementary education and 3.0 times

costlier then the secondary education.

This indicates that the expenditure incurred on higher

education is bound to form a higher proportion of femily

income than thet on elementary and secondary edueation.

Table below explains this.

Table - 2

Private -Cost of Education in Relation to Pamily Income

(In percentages)

. Incomegroup Private Cost of E&ucation as & Proportion of Family
(k. per year) ' Income ‘
Elenmentary Secondary Higher
education . education education
a b C
1 2 -
1-3600 1.4 6.4 24.4 (20.2)
Above 3600 1.1 1.7 6.4 (3.5 )
Total 1.2 ! 203 701 (5.2 )

Fote: Pigures in brackets -in sub-column 'e' of Column 2 denote
the proportion of the cost of higher education to family
income less expenditure on lodging and boarding.

The cost of higher education as a proportion of family

income accounts for 24.4 per cent for the low income-group

students, i.e. Bs.3600 and below, whereas that of elementary

and secondary education forms 1.4 per cent and 6.4 per cent

of family income respectively.
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As against +this, Witﬁ regard to higg inconme-group
students, the cost of higher education forms 6.4 per cent
of family income, whereés that of elementary and secondary
education forms 1.1 per cent and 1.7 per cent of family income

respectively.

Thus the expenditure on higher education accounts for
a larger proportion of family income than that for the other

two levels of education. R

Students' families belonging to the income group,
%.3606 and below, have to devote & higher proportion of
their income to higher education as compared to that devoted
by the high incomegroup (i.e. B.3600 end above) students'

families.

{

This slows that in relation to family income, the cost
of higher education is high to the low incomegroup students.
As such, the problems of financing education are more likely

to arise in the case of poor students.1

1 See S.E. Harris - 'Student Financing and Enrolment in
Higher Education', in 0.E. C.D. = "Pinancing.of Educa~
tion for Economic Growth", Paris,1966. He writes, "in
the United States, when the costs to the student of
higher education are high in relation to family income

- or per déapita income, serious problems of financing arise
for the student".
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‘Tuition Cost :

Table ~ 3

Tuition Cost, Examinetion Fees, Non-Tuition
Cost and Total Private Cost Per Pupil (In Bs,)

Incomegroup Tuition Examination Non-Tuition Total Private

(8s.per year) cost per fees per’ cost per cost per
pupil pupil pupil pupil

(2+3+4)

1 ( 2 3 4 5

1. 1-1800 260.3 31.9 92.2 - 384.4
(67.7) (8.3) (24.0) (100.0)

2. 1801-3%600 260.1 %1.8 2733 565.2

3. 1=3600 260.2 31.9 184.9 477.0
(1+2) (54.6} (6.7) (38.7) (100.0)
(47.1) (5.9) (47.0) (100.0)

5. 6501=15000 260.0 35.5 308.2 603%.7
(43.4) (5.9) (50.7) (100.0)

6. Above 15000 286.6 24.3 466.3 787.2
(36.5) (4.3) (59.2) (100.0)

7. Above 3600 272.9 34.1 353%.6 660.6
(4+5+6) (41.3) (5.2) (53.5) (100.0)

8. Total 270.3 3363 207.4 611.0
(3+79 (44.2) (5.5) (50.3) -(100,0)

Note: Figures in parantheses denote percentages of tuition
cost, examination fees, and non-tuition cost to total
private cost. . . '

From Table 3 it can be seen that there is a sizeable

difference in the total cost incurred per.pupil among the
incomegroup, B.1-%600 and that above Bs.3600. To the former,
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it is B.477.0, whereas to the latter, it is E.660.6.The
difference in the total cost per pupil can be accounted for
by the fact that the non-tuition cost of B.353.6 per pupil
of high incomegroup (i.e. Above B5.3600) ighearly twice the
non—éuition cost of RB.184.9 per pupil of low incomegroup
(i.e. B.3600 and below).

There is a negligible difference, both in the tuition
cost per pupil and the-eiamiﬁaﬁion fee per pupil of different
incomegroups, as the tuition and examination fees charged
are uniform for students at different: levels of income.

The tuition cost per pupil of low incomegroup is k.260.2
whereas that of high incomegroup is B.272.9. Similarly, the
examination fee works out to k.31.9 and B.34:7 per pupil of

low incomegroup and high incomegroup respectively.

However, the importance of the tuition cost to the

students' families at differend. levels of income, differs.

Tuition cost aécounts for 68 per cent of the total
private cost to thewstudents of the incomegroup, &.1800.and
below. For the students of other three incomegroups (Rs.1801-
3600, Bs.3601-6500, and B.6501-15000), tuition cost as a
proportion of total private cost ranges from 4% per cent to
47 per cent, indicating more or less equal significance of

this cost to them. Only in the case of the students of the
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incomegroup, k.15000 and above, it is 3635 per cent of the

" total cost.

Tuition cost as a proportion of total private cost
comes to 54.6 per cent for the low incomegroup students,
whereas it works out to 41.% per cent for the high income-~

grouﬁ sfudents.

It accounts for 44 per cent of the total cost when

students of all the five incomegroups are taken together.

But the more interesting and significant is the propor-
tion of tuition cost to family income. This proportion

reveals the burden of tuition cost on students' families.

Table ~ 4
Tuition cost in Relation to Family Income
) (In percentages)

Incomegroup Tuition cost as a proportion
(%.pef year) of familyzincome ‘

1. 1-1800 22.1

2. 1801-3600 , 10.6

3. 1-3660 (1+2) 14.2.

4. 3601-6500 " 7.4

5. 6501=15000 3.8

6. Above 15000 1.4

7. Above 3600 (4+5+6) 2.6
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Table 4 shows that the proportion of tuition cost to
family income of 14.2 per cent with respect to low income-
group students is roughly six times that of 2.6 per cent

with respect to high income-group students.

The proportion works out to %.3% per-cent for the

gtudents of all the five incomegroups together.

Among the low incomegroups, the proportion of the tuition
éost to family income of 22.1 per cent for the students'
%amilies belonging to the incomegrup, i.1800 and below, is
two times higher than the proportion of 10.6 per cent for

the incomegroup, is. 1801-3600.

As observed earlier, tuition cost as a proportion.of
the total private cost of higher education is of equal
significance to the students of the incomegroups, Bs.1801-3600,
1.3601-6500, and ®.6501-15000, But the importance differs
greatly once the proportion of tuition cost-to family income
is taken note of. It is 10.6 per cent, 7.4 per cent and

3.8 per cent respectively.

The high proportion of the tuition cost to family income
for tﬁe low incomegroup students and loﬁ proportion for the
high incomegroup students indicate the regressive character
of the burden of tuition costzéz;dents' families.
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Pinancidl aid, towards meeting educational expenses,
covers tuition cost. So, it would be of great interest to
assess the burden of tuition cost on families by taking into

account the proportion of the students covered by aid on the

~ . one hand and the proportion of the tuition cost covered by

aid on the other hand.

Table - &

Proportion of Students and Tuition Cost covered by Aid
(In percentages)

Incomegroup Students Tuition Tuition , .
(Bs. per year) covered cost co~ cost co- Source of aid
by aid vered by vered by
aid(all aid(aid-
students ed stu-
aided + dents
unaided) only)

1 2 3 4 5 A
1-1800 (20) 95.2 75.4 -~ T79.0 12 - E.B.C. - Free
education
1801-3600 (12) 54.5 35.4 65.3 2 - Govt.open merit
1-3600 (32) T74.4 55.0 74.0 18 - College
.  Tfreeship
32 R
- education
6501-15000 (11) - 29.0 18.0 61.3 2 - Govit.open merit
y . 1 - National
Above 15000 (3) T3 3.1 42,0 scholarship
Above 3600 (30) 26.3 18.0 65.0 1 = Univ.merit
scholarship

1- Govt.employee
1 = Pvt.Charity trust
23 =~ College freeship
Total (62) 39.3% 38.2 70.3 30

Note: Figures in brackets in Column 2 denote the number of
students who received aid.
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From Teble 5 it can be seen that the proportion of
74.4 per cent of the low income~-group students covered by
aid is roughly 3 times the proportion of 26.3 per cent for
the high income-group students.Similarly, the proportion of
the tuition cost covered by aid with regard to the low
income-group students is three timeé that of the high
-income-group students. It is 55.0 per cent and 18.0 per cent

respectively.

The proportion of the students covered by aid works
out to 95 per cent for the income~group i.1-1800. It is
55 per cent for the income-group, k.1801-3600. It comes to
46 per cent and 29 per cent with regerd to the students of
the income-groupe, 8.3601-6500 and k.6501-15000 respectively.

Similarly, the proportion of the tuition cost covered
by aid of 75 per cent in the highest for the students of the
income-group, %.1806 and below. The proportion of the tuition
cost covered by aid works out to 35 per cent with respect to
the students of the incomegroup, I.1801-3600. For‘the‘
students of theincoﬁegroups, Bs. 36016500 and Bs.6501-1500Q,

it works out to 37 per cent and 18 per cent respectively.

The proportion of the tuition cost covered by aid goes
un considerably once it  is worked out for the aided students

only. It has gone up from 55.0 per cent to 74.0 per cent with
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regard to the students of the income-group, %.3600 and below.
As against this, ﬁith respect to the students of the income~
group, B.3600 and above, it has moved up from 18.0 per cent
to 65.0 per cent. And for all the aided students together,
this proportion has moved up to 70.3 per cent from only

38.2 per cent (See Col.4, Table 5).

To what extent aid has reduced the burden of tuitioncoft
on students' families at different levels of income can be
see from the table given below regarding the proportion of
the net tuition cost (i.e. tuition cost less the amount of

aid) to family income.

Table = 6

Net Tuition Cost in Relation to Family Income
(In percentages)
ncomegroup Net Tuition Gost as a Proportion of Family lncome

B.per year) 197 grudents Aided students
(Aided + unaided)

1-1800 5.4 4.7
1801-3%600 6.8 3.5
1-3600 6.4 4,0
3601-6500 4.7 1.3
6501-15000 3.1 1.1
15000 and above 1.4 0.9
3600 and above 2.1 1.3
Total 244 2.1
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Table-6 shows that the tuition cost as a proportion of
family . income reduces considerably once allowance is made for
the cost covered by aid. For the low income-group students,
this proportion reduces to 6.4 per cent from 14.2 per cent.
For the aﬁudents of the income~group RK.3%601-6500 this pro-
portion reduces from T.4 per cent to 4.7 per cent. For the
students of the incomegroup i.3600 and above, this proportion

reduces to 2.1 per cent from 2.6 per cent.

The proportion of the net tuition cost to family income,
with regard to the aided students of the low as well as high
incomegroup, works out to 4.0 per cent and 1.3 per cent

respectively.

Thus aid reduces considerably the burden of the tuition
cost on particularly most low-income families and also on
reasnably a good proportion of the students' families belonging

to high incomegroup. ‘ . Y
III
Non-Tuition Costs &

The composition of the non-tuition cost at the third
stage of education differs from that of the el ementary and
secondary stage of education in that the expenditure on lodging
end boarding as well as on transport and refreshment aécount
for nearly 3/4th (73.2 per cent) of the totel non-tuition cost.

(See Table 7). Both at the elementary and secondary stage,
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in our sample, students had not incurred expenditure on
lodging and boarding. And that on tramsport and refreshment
accounted for 12 per cent and 9 per cent of the total non-
tuition cost respectivéif.t

As such, it would be meaningful to work out separately

the total private cost per pupil staying at home and that of
stay ing in hostel.

Incomegroup No.of Total Private Cost Non-tuition cost per

(Bs.per year) stude- per Pulil(Tuition pupil
nts + Non-tuition) -
steying Staying Staying Staying Staying
in with in at in
hostel family hostel home hostel
1 2 3 4 5 ]
1-3600 (6 ) 396 1002 104.0 706,.0
14
2600 and 30 468 1187 162.0  89%.0
(26)
Total 36
(23) 447 115§ 142.6 862.0

Notes: (1) Non-tuition cost per pupil staying in hostel inclu-
es not only the cost of lodging and boarding, transport
and refreshment, but also the cost of books, statiomery
and private tuition. But, the cost of lodging, boarding
and transport and refreshment accounts for 87 per cent of
the total non-tuition cost.

(2) Figures in brackets in Col.2 denote the proportion of
students staying in hostel to total number of students.
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From the table it can be seen that the non-tuition
cost of 5.706.0 per pupil of low incomegroup staying away
from home is seven times higher than the non-tuition cost of

B.104.0 per. pupil. staying with family.

~

The non-tuition cost of 5.89%.0 per pupil of high
incomegroup staying in hostel is nearly six times the non=-
tuition cost of B.161.0 per. pupil staying at home. When
students of low as well as high incomegroupsare tsken together;
the non-tuition cost of I.862. per pupil staying in hostel

is roughly three times the non-tuition cost of Bs.142.6 per

pupil staying at home.

Similarly, the total private cost per student stay ing
away from home is nearly three times higher than the cost

of education per student staying with his own family.

Thus, staying away from home -is very expensive. That
is why only 14 per cent of the students of the incomegroup,
Bs. 3600 and below, stayed in hostels as againsf 26.3 per cent

of the students of the incomegroup, b.3600 and sbove.

At this junecture, it is worth raising one funé.amental
questions: which of the two e¢osts - the tuition cost or the
cost of staying away from home while studying - restricts

the access to higher education?
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The cost of staying away from home works out to be
nearly three times the tuition cost.2 Morelover, as has
been observed, aid has considerably reduced the burden of

tuition cost on particularly most low-income families.

In this sense, the inability to incur the cost of
staying away from home should be the more imporéént factor
restricting thé access to higher education.3

Next comes the expenditure on books and stationery.
Expenditure on books and stationery accounts for 19.6 per
cent of the total non-tuition cost at the third stage of
edacation. As against this, it accountgd for Sé per cent and
%6.6 per cent of the total non-tuition cost both at the

elementary and secondary levelsof education respectively.

2 The tuition cost per pupiluof higher education is i.270.3.
The cost of staying away from home works out to Bs5.746,.,0
(includes lodging and boarding and transport and refresh-
ment). The latter is three times higher than the former.

3 See V.N. Kothari, "Disguised Dimensions of Problems of
Higher Education in India", published in CONSPECTUS',
No.2,1967 ~ He writes, "the inability to incur extra
expenditure of staying away from home is a very impor-
tant factor in restiicting the access to higher educsa~
tion. It is much more important than the inability to
pay fees",
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But in absolute amount, the cost of books and stationery of

Hs.60.04 per pupil of higher education is nearly four times

higher than that of B.16.0 per pupil of an elementary

school and two times higher than that of #.30.0 per pupil

of & secondary school.

Our sample was mainly comprised the commerce students
(i.e. those belongxn§ to the Commerce Faculty of the
University of Baroda/. They accounted for 85 per cent

of the total number of university students in our sample.

The distribution of the students of higher education
according to the branch of study in 1960-61, for the
country as a whole, shows that the commerce students
formed only 3.4 per cent of the total.

The average annual cost of books end stationery of
B5.60.0 in our sample, certainly represents the cost of
books and stationery of the commerce students in other
universities of India or of the general higher education
students (See table given below), but it cannot be taken
as representing the country as a whole.

In order to get a representative:-cost of books and
stationery, we redistributea the students according
to the branch of study in our sample, on the basis of
the All-India distribution of students in 1960-61.

The average annual cost of books and stationery, then,
works out to be Bks.80.

Cost of Booke and Stationery of Different Faculties
of the University of Baroda end earder vallabhbhai

Vidyapith. (In Rupees)

Name ofvthe Faculty Average annual cost of books
and stationery

Baroda S.V.
University Vidyepith
1. Faculty of Arts. 69.0 74.0
2. Paculty of Commerce.~. 60.0 60.0
3., Faculty of Science. . 102.0 142.0
4. Faculty of Technology
and Engineering. 154 .1 325.,0

*Sources See Prof. R.K.Amin and Dr. Mahesh Pathesk -
"Gost of Bducation in Certeain Paculties of .
Sardar Vallabhbhai Vidyapith".
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Expenditure on books and stationery of B.46.2 per
pupil of low incomegroup forms 25 pver cent of the non-tuition
cost. As against this, with respect to high incomegroup
students, the expenditure of K.65.2 per pupil accounts for

18.4 per cent of the non-tuition cost.

Assuming that the average annual combined expenditure
on books and stationery of 1:.60.0 is the standard amount a
university student is required to spend in order to maintain
‘ educetional standards or efficiency, only 30 per cent of
the low incomegroup students and 46 per cent of the high
incomegroup studenﬁs were found spending B.60.0 and more

on books and stationery, - or only 41.4 per cent of the

students of both low and high incomegroups together.

Books—aid5 covered 30.2 per cent and 13.2 per cent of
the low and high income-group students respectively. It works

out to 18 per cent when all studenté are taken together.

H

When account is taken of the proportion of students

covered by book-aid, the proportion of students speqding

5 Proportion of Students Covered by Book-aid (In percentages)
Incomegroup Proportion of the students
covered by books aid (%)
1-1800 3343
1801-2600 273
1-3600 50,2
3601-6500 17.1
6501~15000 "10.5
Above 15000 12,2
Above 3600 “ 13.2

Total 18.0
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Bs«60.0 and more on books and stationery goes up to 46.5

per cent with regard to low incomegrup students and to

. 51.0 per cent with regard to high income-group students.

For the students of both the incomegroups together, the
proportion works out to 50 per cent. Thus 50 per cent of

the stﬁdents do not spend sufficiently on books and stationery.

Moreover, the average cost of books and stationery at
this stage is nearly four times and two times that at. the

elementary and secondary levelg of education.

It is in this sense that the recommendatioﬁ; of the
Education Commission that "the programme of hook-banké
should be developed in institutions of higher education
and grants for pureﬁase of books to the more talented of

the students", should be extremely useful.

Contrary to the elémentary and secondary education,
the expenditure incurred on private tuition by the college
students comes laét in importance. At the University stage
it accounts for omly 7.2 per cent of the total non-tuition
cost, as against 50 per cent and 54 per cent for the elemen—

tary and secondary education respectively.

Howéver, 27 per cent of the college students (or 43

students out of 157) incurred eipenditure on private tuition
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as against 18 per cent and %2 per cent of the elementary and

secondary school students respectively.

30 per cent of the low~incomegroup college students
and 26 per cent of the highincome-group college students

incurred expenditure on private tuition.

But the average cost of private tuition incurred by
low~incomegroup students works out to B.40.8 as against
the average cost of 15.99.0 incurred by high incomegroup

yd

students.

Non-Tuition Cost in Relation to Femily Income &

Table —~ 8
Non-Tuition Cost _in Relation to Family Income
Incomegroup Non-tuition MNon-tuition cost Non-tuition cost
(Bs.per year) cost per per pupil expen- as a proportion
pupil (Bs.) diture on lodging of family income.
and boarding(k. ) (%)
1 2 3 4
1-1800 92.2 92.2 TeT7 T.7
(1936) (1936)
1801-3600 273.3 125.9 11.1 5.1
(6013) (2769) _
1=-3600 184.9 109.5 | 10.2 6.0
(7949) (4705)
3601-6500 271.0 127.9 7.8 3.5
_ (9487) (4418)
(11712) (6332)
Above 15000 4-6603 22103 203 1.1
- (19120) (9075}
(40319) (19885)
Total 307.4 156.6 3.8 1.9
(48268) (14590)

Notess (1) Figures in brackets in Col.2 refer to the total
( (continued)
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amount spent on non-tuition items of education by the
students at various levels of income whereas those in
colum 3 refer to the total amount spent on non~-tuition
items of education less the expenditure incurred on
lodging and boarding.

(2) Non-tuition cost as a proportion of family income
in Col.4 is inclusive of expenditure on lodging and
boarding whereas that in column 5 is exclusive of the
amount incurred on lodging and boarding.

Table 8 shows that the burden of non-tuition cost falls
more heavily on poor families (i.e. students coming from the
incomegroup Hs.36.00 and below) than that on rich families
(i.e. above 15.3600). The proportion of non-tuition cost to
family income is 10.2 per cent for the low income-group
students whereas it is 3.3 per cent for tne high income-group
students - the former is three- times higher than that of
the latter. But the non-tuition cost per pupil belonging to

the incomegroup, B.3600 and below, is two times lower than

that of the income-group, B.3600 and above.

The proportion of non~tuition cost to family income
(Less expenditure on lodging and boarding) of 6.0 pef cent
for the low incomegroup students is roughly four times that
of 1.6 per cent for the high incomegroup students.Even then,
the non-tuition cost per pupil of low-incomegroup is lower

by 59 per cent than that of high income-group students.
. i

The burden of non~tuition cost on low~income families is

bound to be much higher than that obtained on the basis of our
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inquiry, when we take into account the amount ought to be

incurred on non-tuition items of education.

Viewed in this mamner, the observation of the Education
Commission that "the greater financial burden that creates
the non-egalitarian trends to-day is not so much tuition

fees as these other costs", looks more scund.

Concluding Observations :

(1) Total private cost per pupil of a college or a
university is 8.5 times and 3.5 times the corresponding cost of

an elementary school and secondary school respectively.

(2) Tuition cost of higher education accounts for
2/3rds of the total cost in the case of the students. coming
from the lowest incomegroup. It accounts afor 40 per cent
to 45 per cent of the total cost in the case of the students

belonging to the remaining four incomegroups.

(3) The burden of tuition cost on the families of

t

students paying tuition fees varies regressivel& with respect

to family income.

¢

(4) Aid of different kinds, and from various sources,
reduces considerably the burden of tuition cost on particularly

low-income families, At the same time, however, a good
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proportion of the students' families belonging to high
incomegroup are able to reduce their burden of tuition cost

with the help of such aid.

(5) Non-tuition cost per pupil of high incomegroup is
almost two times higher than that of the low incomegroup.
A large pait of this differencecan be explained by the
expenditure incurred on lodging and boarding by the students
staying away from home. It accounts for 50 per cent of the
non-tuition cost. The cost of loding and boarding is roughly

three times higher than the tuition ost.

Total private cost of education per student staying
away from home is approximately three times-higher than the
cost of education per student staying with his own family.
This explains the relatively lower proportion of low income-

group students staying in hostel than that of high incomegroup.

(6) Of the two major costs, tuition cost and the cost
of staying away from home,- the latter should be the more
important factor restricting the access to higher education.
For low-income families, the cost of staying away from home

works out to be almost three times the tuition cost. -

(7) Expenditure on books and stationery of K.65.2 per
student is higher by 40 per cent for those of high incomegroup
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than for those belonging to low incomegroup. But 30.2 per cent
of the low incomegroup students were covered by book-aid

as against only 13.2 per cent of the high incomegroup students.

To the extent that the low income-group college students
have to economise on such an essential item of educational
expenditure, and because the average annual expenditure on
books and stationery is much higher(nearly four times and
two times that at the elementary and secondary levels of
education respectively), the BEducation Commission's recommen-
dations that (a) book-banks should be developed, (b) librar&
facilities should be expanded and (c) grants for the purchase
of books should be given to the top ten per cent of the
talented students should be extremely helpful.

(8) 27 per cent of the university students incurred
expenditure on private tuition as against 18 per cent and
32 per cent of the elementary and secondary school students
respectively. While 30 per cent of low incomegroup students
had to go in for private tuition, the proportion was only
26 per cent for high income college students. However, the
average cost of private tuition incurred by high-income
group students is 2.5 times the cost incurred by low income-

group students.
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(9) Non-tuition cost per pupil of low incomegroup is
two times lower than thet of high incomegroup, whereas the
proportion of the non-tuition cost to family income is
three times higher than thet of high incomegroup, i.e.
the burden of non-tuition cost falls more heavily on poor
families than on rich families. The burden is likely to be

even higher than that worked out on the basis of thevactual

expenditure incurred, when the concept of "necessary expendi-
ture" to be incurred on non-tuition items of education, is

applied to the university students.

(10) The cost of staying awey from home is the most
important non-tuition cost to be incurred by a college
student who cannot stay with his family while stﬁdying. For
low income families, the cost of staying away from home
works out to almost 10 times the cost incurred on books and
stationery.The fact that at the university stage, the pro-
portion of students from low-income families im significantly
lower than at the secondary stage may be due very 1aréely to

this factor.

If, therefore, one is concerned with providing low~income
families greater access t0 college education it is this cost

which ought to be brought down considerably.
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Qutlay on Education in Relation to

Natiénal Inconme

In this section we try to estimate the proportion of

national income devoted to education in India in 1965-66,

taking into account both the public and private expenditure

incurred on education.

On the basis of the available statistics of the expendi-

ture incurred on education in 1965-66, the total recorded

expenditure incurred on education works out to be 2.9 per cent

of national income (Table below explains this).

Table - 1

Expenditure on Education in Relation to Nationsal Incone

(In Bs. Million)

Public Recorded Total National Public Recorded Total
expen~ private record- income expen— private recorded
diture expendi- ed edu- diture expendi- educational
ture cational as &a ture as expenditure
expendi- propor-~ & propor- as a propo-
ture tion of tion of rtion of
(1+2) National National HNatiomal
income income income
(Percen- (Percen- (Percen-
: tage) tage) tage)

1 2 3 4 5 6 * i
4568.7 1326.4 5895.% 210,000 - 242 0.7 2.9
(77.5) (22.5) (100.0)

Source: Report of the Education Commission n 1964-65,Ministry
of Education,Govt.of India.
Notes

Figures in brackets in Cols.1 and 2 denote the proportions
of public and private expenditure to total recorded
expenditure on education.
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But the limitation of the above estimate is that it
takes account of only private tuition cost and ignores the
non-tuition private costs incurred on education; Ve have
attempted to fill in this gap with the help of our semple

survey of students.

The position according to our enquiry (whose detailed
results are explained in the sections on elementary, secondary
and higher education of this chapter) is that non-tuition cost

per student works out as under:

Table -~ 2
Private Cost per Pupil According to
Levels of Education

(In Bs.)
Level of Education Non=-Tuition Exemination Total Private
cost Fee cost
(2+3)

1 2 % 4
Elementary 44.3 - 44.3%
Secondary 82.2 4.3 - 86.5
Higher 307.4 33.3 240.7
Total 433.7 37.6 471.3

These estimates have been worked out after making necessary
adjustments for various biases 1in our enquiry so as to make

them as representative as possible of the country @s 2> whole.
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We get the total private costs of education for the
country as a'whole by multiplying these costs by the number
of students enrolled at different levels of education in
India in the year 1965-66. This is shown in the table given
below : |

Table - 3

Total Private Costs of Education - 1965-66

Lievel of Education Enrolment of Private cost Total Private
students per pupil cost (2x3)
(million) (In Bs.) (In Bs.Million)
1 2 3 4
Elementary 62.5 44.3 2768.8
Secondary . 5.2 86.3 448.8
Higher 141 340.7 374.8
Total 6808 47103 3592-4

Source: Col.1 - Enrolment figures are based on A Draft outline
of the Fourth Five Year Plan , Flanning Commission,Govt.
of India.

Now we are in a position to give an overall picture of the

resources entering education in India as well as the costs borne

by public bodies and private persons.
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Table - 4§

Qutlay on Education in Current Prices:1965-66
{(In B. Million)

Public _ Private Expenditure Total Private Outlay on
expen~- Tuition Non-tuition Private expenditure education
diture fees cost endowment (2+3+4) (1+5)
and other ‘
_ sources
1 2 ] 4 h 6

4568.7 845.3 3592.4 43%2.0 4890.7 9438.7
(48.4) (9.0}  (38.0) (4.6) (51.6) (100.0)

Note: Figures in brackets denote the proportions of public and
private expenditure to outlay on education.
FProm the table it can be seen that the outlay on education
of B.9438.7 million is higher by 62.4 per cent than the total
recorded educationsl expenditure of B.5895.1 million reported

in the government publications.

The proportion of the outlay on education borne by the
public bodies is slightly lower thén that borne jointly by
private persons and private endowments. The respéctive pPropor-
tions are 48.4 per cent and 51.6 per cent.1 Bven if we
exclude the proportion of 4.6 per cent of private expenditure
on educetion met out of ppivate endowments and other sources,
the cost of education borme by private persons comes to 47.0

per cent, which is very close to that borne by the government.

1 See John Vaized, "The Economics of Education", Faber and
Faber,London, 1962.
Vaizey Writes,"strikingly little information is available
about how much people spend privately on education".....
esees™ It seems that in India perhaps half the cost of
education is borne by private individuals".
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-Table - 5

Outlay on BEducation in Relation to National
Income -~ 1965-66

(In Percentages)

Public _ Private Expenditure Total ~ Outlay on
expen- Tuition Non-Tuition Frivate Private education
diture cost cost endowment expendi-
end other ture
sources (2+3+4)
1 2 3 4 5 [
2.2 0.4 1.7 0.2 2.3 4.5
(2.1) (4.3)

As can be seen from the above table the proportion of
national income devoted to education of 4.5 per cent is consi-

derably higher than that of 2.9 per cent obtained earlier.

For the United States, the proportﬁon of the national
income devoted Ho education would work.out to be 4.3 per cent
in\1956.2 Thus, we are spending on education as much as
that was being spent by the U.S. at‘a far more advanced

stage of economic growth.

2 Worked out on the basis of the total costs of Education
given in T.W. Schultz's article, 'Capital Formation by
Education'. In order to make the proportion of nationsal
income devoted to education in India comparaple to that
of the United States, we have taken out the amount of
earnings forgone as well as the factor costs of deprecia-
tion and interest from the total costs of education in the
United States. Schultz has excluded both the scholarships
expenditure as well as the expenditure on lodging and
boarding incurred by the students staying away from home
while studying. The proportion of the national income
devoted to education in India would work out to be 4.3
per cent when scholarships expenditure and the cost of
lodging and boarding are excluded from the total outlay
on education.



Cost per Pupil =

Table - 6
Total Cost Per Pupil in Gurrent: Prices: 1965-66.

(In RSo )
Level of Education Total cost Cost ratios Cost retios
per pupil relative to relative to
the cost of per capita
el ementary National
education Income
1 2 j] 4
Elementary 67.5 1.0 0.16
Secondary 372.5 5.5 0.88
Higher . 1284.2 19.0 3.00

The cost ratios, whether expressed in terms of the cost
of elementary education or in terms of per capita national
income, show that the higher levels of education are relatively
very costly.The secondary education is 5.5 times costlier
than the elementary education, whereas higher education is
19 times costlier than the latter.

\

Below we give a comparative picture of the total cost
per pupil at various stages of education in India and in the

United States.



Iable - 7

Lievel of India U.S. 4,
education Total cost Total cost
per pupil per pupil

Cost=-ratios
relative to
‘cost of ele~

Cost ratios
relative to
per capita

1965-66 1956 mentary edu- national income
(In Bs.) $ cation
india U.S.A. India U.S.A.
1 2 . 3 4 5
Elementary 67.5 241 1 1 0.18 0.13
Secondary  372.7. 471 5.5 2.0 0.88 0.23
Higher'  1257.8 1123 18.7 4.8 2.9 0.54

Note: Per capita nationsl income of India in 1965-66 was Bs.424
" and of U.S.A. in 1956 was $2086. The U.S. figures are
based on T.W. Schultz's article "Capital Formation by
Education". Necessary adjustments have been made in the
cost figures for the U.S. in order to make them compara-

ble to those for India.

1 Total cost Per pupil of higher education in India is
recalculated after excluding the expenditure incurred

by students on lodging and boarding.

The comparison shows that the higher levels of education

’

are costlier in India than in the United States.In the U.S.A.

in 1956, the secondary education was two times costlier than

the elementary education. Whereas in India, the former was 5.5

times costlier than the latter in 1965-66. Similarly, the
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university educstion in the United States was only 4.8 times
costlier than the elementary education.As against this in
India, it was 19 times costlier than the elementary education.
The cost ratios relative to per capita national income suggest
that the expansion of all levels of education relatively

requires more resourceg in India than in the U.S.A.

Conclusion :

(1) The proportion of national income devoted to education
in India is more than thatusually supposed to be. This reflects
on the educational effort made by the couﬁtry.

(2) Cost of education borhé by government works out to
be lower than that borne by private persons and endownments
put together. The cost borne separately by private persons
is almost as high as that borne by government. As such, the
utilization of educational facilities (creaed by the govern-
ment) by the students coming from different income-groups

depends on their families' ability to pay for education.

(3) The higher levels of education in India are relatively
very costly both in terms of the cost per elemenentary school
going pupil and in terms of the per capita nationalincome when
compared to other countries. Thus education makes a higher

demand on resources in India than in the United States.



