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will be used. For others, we have chosen a set of comparators (the basis for which is
explained below) against which to assess WB’s performance.

The paper is divided into seven sections: Section | is a methodological note. Section I,
Il and IV situate the comparative context — Section Il deals with the choice of
comparators for WB; Section 111 looks at rural and urban household occupational
categories for WB and its comparators; Section IV at the age-wise population distribution
in WB and its comparators. Section V which essentially is the main body of the paper is
in turn divided into three sub-sections: Va looks at attainment of at least a higher
secondary education in the 15+ population; Vb at higher education broadly defined; and
Vc at under-graduate education. Section VI conducts a few statistical exercises to explore
the relationship between educational attainments on the one hand and per capita incomes
and human development on the other. Section V11 brings together the analysis of the
preceding sections and in that light makes a few policy recommendations.

Per capita incomes and average
Table 1



Keeping the above in mind, we have used data collected by the NSSO’s 61% sample
survey on education and employment (NSS Report No. 517) to define 3 aggregates. First
is the share of thel5+ population with at least higher secondary education. To compute
this aggregate we club together the following three categories from NSS Report No. 517:
share of the 15+ population with higher secondary education; with diplomas; and with
graduate degrees or above®. Second, is the share of higher education broadly defined
in the 15+ population. To compute this aggregate we add the following two categories:
share of the 15+ population with diplomas; and with graduate degrees or above?. Finally,
is the share of the 15+ population with graduate degrees or above®. These three
aggregates we have called outcomes in education.

We then compute probabilities of opting for various levels of education. The probability
of opting for higher education broadly defined is the share of higher education broadly
defined in the 15+ population as a proportion of the share of thel5+ population with at
least higher secondary education. Similarly the probability of opting for under-
graduate education is the share of thel5+ population with graduate degrees or above as
a proportion of the share of thel5+ population with at least higher secondary education.

It will be kept in mind that these are conditional probabilities, conditional upon the
completion of higher secondary education. Both outcomes and probabilities are analysed
across geographies, rural and urban, as well as by gender, female and male, for each

geography.

Before proceeding two caveats need to be entered. First, the data in statement 3.8.1 deals
with completed phases in education and does not include drop-outs. Therefore, for
example, it tells us the share of diploma holders in a given 15+ population but does not
tell us the share of the population that joined the programme but failed to make the final
grade. Therefore strictly speaking we should call it the probability of opting for and
completing a programme, but given that it is too cumbersome, probability of opting is
used as shorthand.

Second, the word opting creates an illusion of choice. Particularly in India where the
opportunity cost of education is very high, there are those who might decide to drop-out
not because they do not want to continue but because they cannot afford to. We have
tried to keep this fact upfront in the text as we have discussed the results.

Finally, given that diploma programmes are available at various levels of education (both
pre- as well as post- under-graduate education), the NSSO’s definition of diploma holders
ensures that there is no intersection between diploma holders and graduates. It might be
worthwhile quoting the relevant part of the definition to clarify matters:

! Essentially we add together columns 6, 7 and 8 from statement 3.8.1 in NSS Report No. 517: Status of
Education and Vocational Training in India, 2004-05.

% \We add together columns 7 and 8 from statement 3.8.1 in NSS Report No. 517.

¥ Column 8 from statement 3.8.1 in NSS Report No. 517.



“The cate h or certifidate course” meant diploma or certificate courses in general

education, ucation or vocational edycation, which is below draduation level. Diploma
or certific in general edycation, technical education or vocatipnal education, which
was equiv. radyiation level,\was considefed under the category ‘Jgraduate’. Similarly,
diploma or ourses in general education, technical education pr vocational education,
which was D post-graduation level and above were considered under the category
‘post-gradul ve’.” [p.7, NSS Report 517]

household income distributions

For choosif |g our comparators we have used|income distribution @s the criterion.
income di/ fibution? Primarily because higher education is incregsingly being treated as
an assetf/  conomists and as many have argued, ownership of t%is particular/Aasset in

today’s ledge economy might mportant bearing of|inequality/ Inequality of
course | ts both human development and growth.

Give al and Urban economies tend to very different in terms of their assets

profi pporturjities, particularly\wher¢ education is conceyhed, we therefore chose
to cl her the [data threw up different|comparators at ledst at the level of

ho pme. Why households rather than personal income distributions? Because

in the paucity of free and compulsory education (as|well as the poor quality

of ere isjavailable) household rather thangersonal incomes have a more

i ing on|educational choice th+ de (or not +wade).







bulk of the households located in the upper ranges of the income distribution. We have



West Bengal 373 403 131 92 1000
Tamil Nadu 328 434 133 105 1000
Andhra Pradesh 377 350 149 124 1000
Himachal Pradesh 251 398 236 115 1000

In urban WB, the modal household occupational category is ‘regular employment’. In
this it is similar with both its comparators as well as outliers, except Andhra Pradesh
where the modal occupational category is ‘self-employment’. The next occupational
category in terms of importance is ‘self-employment’ for all states under discussion,
except Andhra Pradesh where it is ‘regular employment’.

For the outliers Maharashtra and Delhi have a significantly larger proportion of their
households engaged in regular employment than others in this sample. Himachal Pradesh
seems to have a occupational distribution that is quite unique among relatively high
income states — it has a significant proportion of its urban households engaged in casual
labour.

Finally, unlike in the rural instance, urban WB’s household occupational distribution is
very similar to the all-India average.

1V: Age-wise population distribution

Rural: Accounting for 12.2% of the total population, 10-14 years is the modal age group
for the rural WB population. The preceding age group 5-9 has the next largest share of
the population with 11.8%. Therefore, potential entrants into high school and thereafter
into higher education, be it a diploma or a college degree, has not yet peaked in rural WB.

The shares of the rural population in terms gender are not very different from each other
in both these age groups. This is different from the all-India averages for these age groups
where the share of girls in the 10-14 age group is more than 10% lower than that of boys.

All three states, rural Tamil Nadu, HP and Karnataka have the 5-9 and 10-14 age group
accounting for a lower percentage of the population, even though 10-14 is the modal
population age group in all of them.

As one would expect of a state with much lower population rates of growth, in rural
Kerala the population distribution is much flatter in with shares significantly lower in the
younger age groups.

Population distribution by age group
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Urban population distributions
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Urban: As the graph above suggests in the 0-24 segment of the population, urban WB has
a much flatter population distribution than urban Delhi, Maharashtra or Himachal
Pradesh. And equally importantly, lies below all three states. Therefore, this segment of
the population accounts for a smaller share than in the other three states. The modal
population is in the age group 20-24. Therefore the number of potential entrants into
higher education in urban WB has probably peaked.

V: Education characteristics of the 15+ population and patterns of outcomes

According to the NSSO’s 61 sample survey on education, in WB, 33% of the 15+
population is not literate and another 32% has education only up to primary school level.
16% has not gone beyond middle school and 8% have finished only their secondary
education. 5% of this population stopped after completing higher secondary education,
0.3% are diploma holders and nearly 6% are at least graduates.

At 38%, India as a whole has a much larger share of the 15+ population that is illiterate
and at 23%, much smaller that has completed only primary school education. Diploma
holders constitute more than 1% of the population. For the other categories, averages are
almost the same as that of WB.

Among our sample, Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka have a higher share than WB of the
15+ population that is illiterate. All other comparators have lower shares, with Delhi and
Kerala lowest shares at14.6 and 9.4% respectively.

Va: Attainment of at least a higher secondary education in the 15+ population



Given that to able to pursue higher education broadly defined, one at least has to have
completed a higher secondary education, it would be useful to look at this aggregate in a
comparative context. In West Bengal, 11% of the 15+ population has completed at least
higher secondary education (column ‘A’ in Table 3a). The all-India average for this
aggregate is 12.7%.

Table 3a: Outcomes and probabilities for persons of 15 years and above by general educational level

1+2+3 2+3 3 (2+3)/(1+2+3) | (3)/(1+2+3)

Rural+Urban Person A B C D E

Andhra Pradesh 106 61 48 0.58 0.45
West Bengal 110 61 58 0.55 0.53
Karnataka 124 66 55 0.53 0.44
all- India 127 69 57 0.54 0.45
Tamil Nadu 152 84 66 0.55 0.43
Himachal Pradesh 159 77 54 0.48 0.34
Maharashtra 171 102 73 0.60 0.43
Kerala 179 116 58 0.65 0.32
Delhi 353 225 208 0.64 0.59

Source: Computations on the basis of data from Statement 3.8.1 in NSSO Report 517. Note: 1 = Higher
Secondary; 2 = Diploma; 3 = Graduate and Above. Numbers in columns A and B refer to per 1000
distribution and numbers in columns C and D are percentages (%).

As Table 4 makes clear, only Rajasthan and Andhra Pradesh have a lower aggregate than
WAB. The highest is Delhi’s aggregate at 35.3%. Leaving side Delhi, for other high
income (such as Maharashtra) or high HDI (such as Kerala) states this aggregate is
signijicantly higher than WB’s, with the former at around 17% and the latter at around
18%".

It would be useful to get a sense of how this compares internationally with countries at
different levels of income. Among OECD countries the aggregate ‘at least higher
secondary’ ranges from 21, 23 and 26% for Mexico, Portugal and Turkey to 83, 84, 87
and 88% for Germany, Japan, Norway and the USA. Among non-OECD countries it
ranges from 21, 24 and 30% for Thailand, Indonesia and Brazil to 42, 49 and 88% for
Malaysia, Chile and Russia’.

To put this in the context of comparative per capita incomes, in 2006, India’s PPP per
capita income was $3800. Indonesia was at $3950, Thailand at $9140, Malaysia at $11,
300 and Mexico at 11, 410. Whichever way we look at it, India’s aggregate of 13% for
‘at least higher secondary’ is very low. Excepting Delhi, India’s high income states too
performing poorly in terms of this aggregate. At 11%, WB has aggregate that is even
lower than the all-India average.

* At 11%, WB is almost 30% below the 12-state sample median of 15.6%. 4
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Conclusion 1: At 12.7%, the proportion of the 15+ population with at least higher
secondary education in India is significantly lower than countries at comparable levels of
development. At 11%, WB’s aggregate is lower than the all-India average. Equally
importantly, it is also lower than most of its comparators among middle and high income
states.

Rural-urban: The aggregate of 11% for WB hides substantial variation across both space
and gender. In rural WB, the proportion of the 15+ population with at least higher
secondary education is 5.4% (column A in Table 3b) whereas in urban WB it is
significantly higher at 25.3% (column A in Table 3c). That is to say an urban person from
WB is almost 5 times as likely as a rural person to have at least completed a higher
secondary education. The all-India rural and urban average is 7.3% and 27% respectively,
implying that an urban Indian is almost 4 times as likely as a rural Indian to have attained
at least a higher secondary education.

It is equally noteworthy that of the 12 states in our sample of middle and high income
states, the rural-urban divide in higher secondary education is sharpest in WB. Outside of
WB, there are 3 other states where the rural-urban divide is sharper than the all-India
average — Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Rajasthan. In the 8 other states in the sample,
the rural-urban divide is narrower than the all-India average. It is narrowest for Kerala
where an urban person is 80% more likely than a rural person to have attained at least
higher secondary education. Kerala is followed by Himachal Pradesh where an urban
person is twice as likely as a rural person to have attained the same educational status.

Not only is it the case that the aggregates for both rural and urban WB are below the all-
India average, but the distance of rural WB from the all-India average (it is almost 30%
lower) is much greater than that of urban WB from the relevant all-India average (it is
little more than 6% lower). That is to say that not only does rural WB fare significantly
worse than urban WB, but its position relative to the all-India average is significantly
worse than the position of urban WB in relation to the all-India urban average.

Table 3b: Outcomes and probabilities for rural persons of 15 years and above by general educational level

14243 2+3 3 (2+3)/(1+2+3) | (3)/(1+2+3)
A B C D E
West Bengal 54 24 23 0.44 0.43
Karnataka 62 25 20 0.40 0.32
all-India 73 32 25 0.44 0.34
Tamil Nadu 79 37 26 0.47 0.33
Himachal Pradesh 141 65 45 0.46 0.32
Kerala 154 94 41 0.61 0.26

Source: same as Table 3a. Note: the same explanatory note as in Table 3a applies

In comparison with other middle income states which have a similar rural household

income distribution, WB is not dissimilar from Karnataka, with both lying below the all-
India average and not too far from each other. Tamil Nadu is however markedly different
from WB —at 7.9% it almost 50% higher than WB’s 5.4% and is also higher than the all-
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3 times more likely than a female to have at least higher secondary education whereas a
rural Indian male is a little more than twice as likely as a female to have attained the same
level. In both rural Karnataka and Tamil Nadu the gap between the sexes is significantly
lower than both WB and the all-India average.
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Tamil Nadu 217 112 98 0.52 0.45
all- India 221 131 115 0.59 0.52
Maharashtra 229 150 120 0.66 0.52
Delhi 328 202 190 0.62 0.58
Himachal Pradesh 337 191 147 0.57 0.44

Source: same as Table 3a. Note: the same explanatory note as in Table 3a applies

Gender — urban:

Even though much less stark than in rural India, gender disparity is clearly visible in
urban India as well. First, at an all-India level, an urban Indian male in thel5+
population is 42% more likely than an urban Indian female to have at least a higher
secondary education. Second, at 43 and 46% more likely respectively, both Tamil Nadu
and WB have probabilities that are similar to the all-India average. In Andhra Pradesh, on
the other hand, an urban male is almost twice as likely as an urban female to have at least
a higher secondary education. It is worth recalling that Andhra Pradesh has a more
positively skewed income distribution as compared with both Tamil Nadu and WB.

In all three urban outliers, states with negatively skewed income distributions,
probabilities are less skewed against females than the national average. In Maharashtra
and in Delhi males are 35 and 20% respectively more likely to have at least a higher
secondary education. In Himachal Pradesh, there is no gender discrimination against
females, who actually are 7% more likely than males to have at least a higher secondary
education. Among middle and high income states, Himachal Pradesh is not alone — in
Punjab as well females are 10% more likely than males to have at least a higher
secondary education.

Conclusion 5: Again, and this time in terms of gender bias, rural WB (along with rural
Rajasthan) is an outlier among middle and high income states. A rural WB male is 3
times more likely than a female to have completed at least higher secondary education.
This likelihood is greater than the all-India average and as well as all of WB’s rural
comparators.

Conclusion 6: The gender bias reduces dramatically in urban geographies including WB
which is much closer the urban Indian average. Even so, an urban WB male is 46% more
likely to completed at least higher secondary education than a female. In this it is similar
to some of its comparators but still some distance from states such as Himachal Pradesh
where there is no gender bias against females in completing higher secondary education.

Conclusion 7: The rural-urban divide is significantly sharper than the female-male divide.
This is true both for WB and India as whole, but the rural-urban divide in WB is
significantly sharper as compared with the all-India level. The rural-urban divide in WB
in terms of attainment of at least higher secondary education is also sharpest our sample.

Vb: Post higher secondary outcomes - higher education broadly defined:

6.1% of the 15+ population are either diploma holders or graduates and above (column B
in Table 3a above). That is 6.1% of the population chose to and can afford to enter and
complete a higher education programme. This compares with an all-India average of
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6.9%. The distance from the all-India average is roughly the same as that for the
aggregate “at least higher secondary education’.

In terms of comparison with other middle and high income states, WB ranks no.3 from
the bottom, with Rajasthan and Andhra Pradesh below it®. With 22.5% of the 15+
population either diploma holders
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In rural WB, the proportion of the 15+ population who are either ‘diploma holders or
graduates’ is 2.4% (Column B in Table 3b) whereas in urban WB it is significantly higher
at 15.8% (Column B in Table 3c). That is to say that an urban person is more than 6 times
as likely as a rural person to be either a diploma holder or a graduate. The all-India rural
and urban shares are greater for both geographies at 3.2 and 16.6% respectively, implying
that an urban Indian is more than 5 times as likely as a rural Indian to have attained at
either a diploma or a graduate degree’.

The difference between rural and urban is explained at least in part by the differing
probabilities in the two geographies of opting to continue for higher education broadly
defined. In rural WB this probability is 0.44 (column D in Table 3b) as against 0.62 for
urban WB (column D in Table 3c). The probability for rural India is 0.44 whereas that for
urban India is 0.61. Even though WB’s probabilities are not very dissimilar from the all-
India average, there are important differences between rural and urban WB. The
probability for rural WB is clustered around the lower end of the distribution of
probabilities in our 12-state sample of middle and high income states (4" from the
bottom). Urban WB on the other hand not only has a probability marginally greater than
the all-India average, but clustered around the higher end of the distribution (5" from the
top). This has to be assessed in context with the fact that the distribution of probabilities
in rural WB has a variance and SD that is significantly greater than that for urban WB.
All this to say that rural WB has a probability of continuing in higher education broadly
defined that is low, relative to others in the sample. It is also worth noting that the lower
variance for urban geographies vis-a-vis rural, suggests a greater ‘preference’ for higher
education in the former — though one cannot say whether that reflects choice,
affordability or availability or some combination.

The increase in the gap between rural and urban geographies at these two levels of
education — “at least higher secondary’ and ‘higher education broadly defined’ — is true
across all middle and high income states in our sample. The increase is least in states
where the difference in probabilities is the narrowest — Kerala, Haryana and Delhi - all of
whom have a difference of 0.11 between urban and rural geographies. At the other end
there is Karnataka and Punjab where the difference between urban and rural is 0.2 and
0.22 respectively and the increase in the gap has been significantly greater. WB is just
behind with a gap of 0.18.

Both Karnataka (2.5%) and Tamil Nadu (3.7%), states with rural household income
distributions similar to WB’s, have a higher proportion of the 15+ population that is
either a diploma holder or a graduate. The reason however in each instance is different. In
Karnataka the share of the population completing at least higher secondary is greater than

° An urban person in WB is almost 5 times as likely as a rural person to have completed at least higher
secondary education, whereas an urban Indian is almost 4 times as likely as a rural person.

19 Rural probabilities range from 0.36-0.61 with a variance and SD (not including all-India value) of 0.0039
and 0.062 respectively. The urban distribution of probabilities ranges from 0.58 to 0.71with a variance and
SD of 0.0016 and 0.04 respectively, i.e., the rural variance is more than 2.4 times the urban variance and a
SD that is more than 50% higher. If we leave Kerala, which has the highest probabilities in both
geographies (0.61for rural and 0.71 in urban), out, the rural ranges from 0.36-0.53 and the urban from 0.58-
0.65 and the difference in variance increases to 2.8 times and in SD to almost 70%.
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that in WB, therefore even though the probability of opting for higher education is lower
(0.40), the share of population who are diploma holders or graduates is slightly higher. In
Tamil Nadu both the share of the population completing at least higher secondary
education and the probability of opting for higher education are greater and therefore the
share of population who are diploma holders or graduates is significantly greater. The
same is true for Kerala where at 9.4% the proportion of diploma holders and graduates is
3 times that of WB — it operates on a much higher base and significantly different
probability (0.61).

When we look at WB’s urban comparators, Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu, states with
a similar distribution of urban household income as WB, both have a proportion of the
15+ population that are either diploma holders or graduates that is very similar to that of
WB (15.8%), 15.7% for the former and 15.5% for the latter. The proportion for all three
however is also lower than the national average. Among the three, the probability of
opting for higher education is also similar though with urban Andhra Pradesh ahead at
0.64 and followed by urban WB at 0.62 and urban Tamil Nadu at 0.59.

All three states with negatively skewed urban household income distribution,
Maharashtra, Himachal Pradesh and Delhi, have the *higher education broadly defined’
proportion greater than the national average. Delhi at 23.4% also has the highest
proportion of diploma holders or graduates amongst our middle and high income states.
At 0.64 its probability of opting to stay in higher education is not very different from
WB'’s. Delhi’s large proportion clearly then reflects the much larger proportion of the 15+
population who finish higher secondary — the base effect. The highest probability of
continuing after higher secondary education is that for Kerala — 0.71.

As we have seen, taking all 12 middle and high income states in our sample, the
distribution of probabilities ranges from 0.58 to 0.71'* and has a much lower variance,
reflecting higher ‘preference’ either due greater value attached to higher education in
urban geographies or greater financial ability to afford continuing or availability or a mix
of all these. The closeness of WB’s probabilities with urban frontrunners means that its
gap from states with negatively skewed income distributions such as Himachal Pradesh
and Delhi is much smaller than the equivalent rural gap.

Conclusion 9:
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and best performers. This clearly qualifies the conclusion no.8 that the aggregate
probability of opting for higher education broadly defined in WB was the same as the
median value for all 12 states taken together.

Conclusion 11: In urban WB the probability of continuing in higher education broadly
defined is much less of a problem and compares favourably with best performers.
However the proportion of the 15+ population who are diploma holders or graduates in
urban WB is lower than the all-India average, largely due to the fact that its base in terms
of those finishing higher secondary is very low. This is a characteristic that it shares with
other states with similar urban household income distributions, Andhra Pradesh and
Tamil Nadu

Gender - rural:

WB'’s rural average of 2.4% of the 15+ population who are diploma holders or graduates
disaggregates to 0.9% for females and 3.8% for males. Both of these are lower than the
all-India average for rural females and males which is1.8 and 4.8% respectively (column
B in Tables 3d and 3e). That is to say, a male in rural WB is more than 4 times as likely
as a female to be either a diploma holder or graduate as compared with a rural Indian
male who is almost 3 times as likely as rural Indian female to have acquired that
educational status.

It is worth noting that, as compared with the position of rural females in finishing higher
secondary education'?, gender discrimination in acquiring diplomas or under-graduate
degrees is worse, both in WB and at the all-India level. It worsens for 9 out of the 12
states in our sample, with Delhi showing a significant improvement and the change in
Kerala and Haryana being insignificant™. In this overall trend of worsening access for
females, rural WB fares very badly relative to other middle and high income states in our
sample — 8 have the gender discrimination likelihood lower than all-India average of
almost 3 times. Only in rural Rajasthan is the gender discrimination in higher education
worse than in rural WB — a male is almost 8 times as likely as a female to be either a
diploma holder or a graduate.

Both rural WB’s comparators, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu, have lower levels of gender
discrimination. In rural Karnataka, 1.5% of females and 3.5% of males had acquired
either diplomas or are graduates. In rural Tamil Nadu, it is 2.4 and 5.2% for females and
males respectively. Karnataka like WB was lower than the national average on both
counts whereas Tamil Nadu is higher on both. Even though in terms of educational
outcomes rural WB and Karnataka are similar on so many counts, in terms of gender
discrimination the two are very different and the latter is a lot more like rural Tamil
Nadu.

12 In rural WB, a male is 3 times more likely than a female to have completed higher secondary education
whereas a rural Indian male is more than twice as likely as a female to have reached the same level.

3 In rural Delhi it reduced from males being more than 2 times as likely females in competing higher
secondary to being them 1.3 times as likely females in acquiring being either diploma holders or graduates.
In rural Kerala it rose from 1.04 to 1.11 and in Haryana from 1.76 to 1.84.
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In rural Karnataka and Tamil Nadu males are 2.33 and 2.17 times respectively as likely
as females to be diploma holders or graduates. This though marked, is lower than the all-
India gender gap and of course a great distance from that in rural WB. With rural male
merely 10% more likely than a female, gender outcomes are far more equitably
distributed in Kerala. Himachal Pradesh goes from being an outlier in gender
discrimination in finishing higher secondary education to close to the national norm when
it comes to diplomas holders or graduates, with discrimination probabilities worsening
from 1.4 to 1.9 respectively. In terms of access to higher education broadly defined, in
WB, rural females, as compared with males, are worse off than all other states in our
sample excepting Andhra Pradesh and Rajasthan.

Again differing probabilities between females and males in opting for or being able to
continue in higher education broadly defined have some role to play in these outcomes.
The probability that a rural WB male will opt, after completing higher secondary
education, to continue and obtain either a diploma or an undergraduate degree, is 0.48.
The same probability for rural females is 0.33. The all-India probabilities for rural males
and females are 0.47 and 0.4 respectively. In rural Tamil Nadu they are 0.52 and 0.39
respectively for males and females. In rural Kerala, it is 0.63 and 0.59 respectively for
males and females. In one of the few exceptions among rural geographies, in rural Delhi
female probability is higher than male, at 0.72 and 0.47 respectively™*.

Conclusion 12: In rural WB, gender discrimination is much worse in access to higher
education broadly defined than in access to higher secondary education. Both of rural
WB’s comparators, rural Karnataka and rural Tamil Nadu, perform significantly better in
this regard.

Conclusion 13: We had noted earlier (conclusion 10) that in rural WB the probability of
opting to continue and obtain either a diploma or an undergraduate degree is very low.
One reason for this is gender discrimination, with the probability that a rural female will
opt for either a diploma programme or an under-graduate degree is both very low and
significantly lower than that for males. Therefore not only are there fewer females (than
males) who qualify to enter higher education broadly defined, but even among those who
do, even fewer (than males) decide to opt for and complete a higher education
programme.

Gender - urban:

WB'’s urban average of 15.8% of the 15+ population who are diploma holders or
graduates disaggregates t013.2% for females and 18.1% for males. National urban
averages are 13.1 and 19.7% for females males and respectively. Therefore unlike rural
WB where aggregates for both males and females were below the national average, in
urban WB, the aggregate for females is slightly higher than the national average.

Y It will be recalled that rural Delhi was the only state which recorded a significant improvement in gender
access between the two levels of education — completing higher secondary and continuing to become
diploma holders or graduates.
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undergraduate degree, is 0.65. The all-India probability for urban females is 0.59. The
probability for urban WB females is no.3 from the top and very close to the no.1 Kerala
with 0.67. Tamil Nadu has the lowest probability at 0.52, not too different from the next
in line, Rajasthan at 0.54. The importance of the higher probability of opting for higher
education is clearly brought out by the Tamil Nadu example. At 21.7%, Tamil Nadu has a
higher share than WB (20.3%) of the urban female population with at least a higher
secondary education. However, given that Tamil Nadu has a lower probability than WB
of urban females choosing to continue, at 11.2% it has a lower share of the urban female
population (as opposed to WB’s 13.2) that has either a diploma or a graduate degree.

The same probability for urban WB males is 0.61 whereas the all-India probability is
0.63. WB’s probability is no.4 from the bottom, with Himachal Pradesh, Gujarat and
Punjab below it. It is some distance from Kerala which has the highest probability for
urban males at 0.71, followed by Andhra Pradesh at 0.68. Therefore even though with
nearly 30% of the urban male population with at least a higher secondary education, WB
is not far off the median value®’, it loses out relative to other middle and high income
states, because it has a lower probability of an urban male opting for higher education
broadly defined. Kerala’s example brings this dynamic out very well. At 27%, Kerala has
a lower share than WB™® of the urban male population with at least a higher secondary
education. However, given that, at 0.71, Kerala has a higher probability than WB of
urban males choosing to continue, at 20.6% it has a higher share of the urban male
population (as opposed to WB’s 18.1) that has either a diploma or a graduate degree.

This differential performance in terms of probabilities and the fact that the urban female
probability of opting for higher education broadly defined in WB (0.65) is greater than
the urban male probability (0.61), explains why WB’s performance in terms of gender
equity is so much better than that of its comparators. In other words, the gender
probability gap in opting for higher education broadly defined (0.04) is in favour of
females, and works towards lowering discrimination against them.

To take the Tamil Nadu experience as another example, the urban female and male
probabilities in opting higher education broadly defined are 0.52 and 0.64 respectively.
The gender probability gap of 0.12 is in favour of males and works towards worsening
the discrimination against females. And as we have already noted, an urban male in
Tamil Nadu is 80% more likely than an urban female to be a diploma holder or graduate
as opposed to 37% more likely in WB™®. Or Himachal Pradesh, where the female and
male probabilities are 0.57 and 0.61 respectively and the gender probability gap of 0.04 is
in favour of males. But because females are 7% more likely than males to have
completed at least higher secondary education, gender parity is maintained in access to

7 The median value for urban males with at least higher secondary education in our sample is 30.25%, as
opposed to 29.7 for WB.

'8 Indeed it has the lowest share among all the 12 states in our sample.

91t is worth recalling that urban Tamil Nadu and WB are very similar in terms of gender discrimination in
higher secondary education. An urban male is 43 and 46% respectively more likely than a female to have at
least completed higher secondary education (see p.12 above).
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higher education broadly defined, despite the gender probability gap in opting for higher
education broadly defined being slightly in favour of males.

Conclusion 14: In the instance of higher education broadly defined, the relative
performance of urban females in WB is better than that of urban males.

Conclusion 15: The probability of urban females opting for higher education broadly

defined is amongst the highest in our sample of middle and high income states. This helps
mitigate the fact that WB has a relatively low share of urban females who have at least a
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however has a higher share WB’s. Delhi at 20.8% has the highest share followed by
Maharashtra at 7.3%°* (see Table 3a above).

To situate this in the international context, among OECD countries, the aggregate
‘graduates and above’ ranges on the one hand from 8 and 10% for Portugal and Turkey
respectively and 14% for both Mexico and Germany, to 21% for Japan, and 29% for both
Norway and USA on the other. Among non-OECD countries it ranges from 2% for
Indonesia and 8% for both Thailand and Brazil to 11, 12 and 21% for Malaysia, Chile
and Russia. India’s aggregate of 5.7% (or WB’s 5.8%) compares poorly as does that of
most other middle and high income states, except Delhi. At nearly 21%, Delhi compares
very favourably with best performers among both OECD and non-OECD countries®.

To return to WB, the reason for improvement in its performance in under-graduate
education despite doing poorly, both in an absolute and a relative sense, in higher
secondary education, lies in the high probability of persons from WB, after completing
higher secondary, opting for and completing an under-graduate college education rather
than a professional or technical education. This is not only significantly higher than the
national average but is amongst the highest in our sample of middle and high income
states.

In WB the probability of opting for an undergraduate college education after finishing
higher secondary is 0.53 whereas the national average is 0.45 (see column E in Table 3a).
WB’s probability is the second highest in our 12-state sample, being topped only by
Delhi at 0.59. It is higher than Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu all of which
hover around the national average with probabilities of 0.45, 0.44 and 0.43 respectively?”.
Interestingly, Kerala and Himachal Pradesh have the lowest probabilities at 0.32%° and
0.34 respectively.

This difference in probability explains why Kerala and WB’s shares of graduates in the
15+ population are identical despite the fact that the former’s share of persons who have
completed at least higher secondary education is more than 50% higher than that of the
latter. It also explains why 18.athe
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larger share of the population that finishes higher secondary education. Delhi of course is
in a different class altogether — it has the highest share of the 15+ population that has at
least completed higher secondary education®® and the highest probability of continuing
for an undergraduate education — resulting in a share of graduates that is almost 3 times
that of the second place holder in our sample, Maharashtra.

Therefore even though Delhi and WB are very different in terms of income?’, they are
rather similar in terms of the probability of choosing, after completing higher secondary,
an undergraduate education as opposed to a diploma programme. And in this respect,
both are very different from the other states in our sample. After finishing higher
secondary education, 95%® of those who continued and completed in WB, chose under-
graduate education and only 5% a diploma programme. In Delhi the preference for a
graduate degree is slightly lower at 92%. At the all-India level, a little more than 80%
chose undergraduate education and a little less than 20% chose diploma programmes.
Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka hovered around the national average with a
little more than 20% choosing diplomas. In Maharashtra and Himachal Pradesh almost
30% chose diploma programmes. Kerala had the highest preference with 50% choosing
diploma programmes?.

Conclusion 18: In terms of graduate education India and most middle and high income
states compare poorly with countries at comparable levels of development, let alone
developed OECD economies.

Conclusion 19: The only exception is Delhi which compares very favourably with best
performing OECD and non-OECD countries.

Conclusion 20: WB'’s relative performance in graduate education is significantly better
than in higher secondary or higher education broadly defined.

Conclusion 21: This is because it has, along with Delhi, amongst the highest probabilities
of opting for under-graduate college education after finishing higher secondary. In this
both are significantly different from most of other states in the sample.

Conclusion 22: Delhi and WB have a very high preference for under-graduate education
as opposed to diploma programmes. This is not only higher than the national average but
significantly different from other states in our sample.

Rural-Urban: As at other levels of education, the aggregate of 5.8% of WB’s 15+
population who are at least graduates masks a wide disparity between rural and urban
areas. In rural WB, the proportion of the 15+ population who are at least graduates is

% At 35.3% it is more than 3 times that of WB’s 11%. Kerala’s share is 17.9%.

2 Delhi’s per capita income is almost 5 times that of WB’s (see Table 1 above).

%8 This probability is arrived at by expressing the share of graduates as a proportion of the share of higher
education broadly defined in the 15+ population.

% The four states that follow Delhi in per capita income rankings are Punjab, Maharashtra, Haryana and
Gujarat (see Table 1 above). In these four states, after finishing higher secondary education, 23, 28, 17 and
21% respectively, of those who continued and completed chose a diploma programme
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2.3% whereas in urban WB it is significantly higher at 15%. That is to say that an urban
person is more than 6.5 times as likely as a rural person to be a graduate. The all-India
rural and urban average is 2.5 and 14% respectively, implying that an urban Indian is 5.5
times as likely as a rural Indian to have attained a graduate degree™.

It is worth underlining that urban WB’s share of graduates in the 15+ population is
greater than that of urban India’s whereas in rural geographies both have similar shares.
This is in contrast with higher education broadly defined, where as we have already
noted, (see rural-urban discussion in section Vb, p.14 above), WB’s shares, both rural and
urban are lower than that of rural and urban India’s respectively.

As in the case of higher education broadly defined, so too with under-graduate education,
the difference between rural and urban is explained at least in part by the differing
probabilities in the two geographies of opting for under-graduate education after finishing
higher secondary. At 0.43 (column E in Table 3b), the rural WB probability of opting for
under-graduate education is clearly lower than the 0.59 for urban WB (column E in Table
3c). The probability for rural India is 0.34 whereas that for urban India is 0.52.

WB’s probabilities, both rural and urban but particularly the former, of opting for
graduate education are clearly dissimilar from all-India probabilities. This again contrasts
with higher education broadly defined, where WB and all-India probabilities of opting to
continue are very similar in both geographies respectively. Second, in terms of
probabilities of opting, both rural and urban WB perform very well vis-a-vis other states
in our sample. WB’s probabilities for under-graduate education, both rural and urban, are
amongst the highest in our sample of 12 middle and high income states. In both instances,
rural and urban, Delhi is the only other state with higher probabilities.

Again, this contrasts with the pattern that emerges when we look at WB’s probabilities,
both rural and urban, of opting for higher education broadly defined. As we have noted
earlier, rural WB’s probability of opting for higher education broadly defined after
completing higher secondary is at the lower end of our sample, whereas the urban
probability, even though it is in the top half, is clearly nowhere near the top. All this to
say, both in an absolute and relative sense, WB’s probabilities, both rural and urban, of
opting for graduate education after finishing higher secondary are different, both
quantitatively and qualitatively, from those of higher education broadly defined, and
reflect faithfully the pattern at the state-wide level.

Relatively high probabilities of opting for graduate education of course only take one
thus far. An equal if not greater influence on the share of graduates in the 15+ population
is exercised by the share of the population that has at least finished higher secondary
education. Therefore, on the one hand, rural WB’s share (2.3%) of graduates in the 15+

% The distance between rural and urban WB, when higher education broadly defined and graduates is
compared, stays roughly the same. On the other hand, at the all-India level the rural-urban distance for
graduates is somewhat greater than that for higher education broadly defined. Even though there is some
convergence in these likelihoods, it needs to be emphasized however that the rural-urban difference in WB
for both higher education broadly defined and graduates is greater than that at the all-India level.
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population is greater than rural Karnataka’s (2%), even though Karnataka has a higher
share of the population which has at least finished higher secondary education. This is
because rural WB’s probability (0.43) of opting for graduate education is higher than
Karnataka’s (0.32). However, on the other hand, despite the fact that Tamil Nadu’s
probability (0.33) is lower than WB’s, its share of graduates is higher (2.6%) because its

share of the population with at least higher secondary education is significantly greater®".

For similar reasons rural geographies of both Himachal Pradesh and Kerala have
significantly higher shares of graduates in their 15+ population, 4.5 and 4.1%
respectively, even though both have significantly lower probabilities (0.32 and 0.27
respectively) of opting for under-graduate education than WB. Rural Delhi, which has the
highest share of 15+ population with “at least higher secondary education’ as well as the
highest probability of opting for under-graduate education, not unsurprisingly, at 8.6%,
has the highest share of graduates in the 15+ population.

In urban WB however the story is somewhat different and demonstrates how, in the
urban context, the probability of opting makes a difference. At 15%, not only, as we have
already noted, is urban WB share of graduates in the 15+ population higher than the all-
India average, but it also is the 2™ highest in our sample of 11 middle and high income
states. It is topped by Delhi at 21.7%. Outside of Delhi therefore WB’s share is higher
than all its urban comparators. This, despite the fact that, at 25.3%, urban WB’s share of
the 15+ population with at least higher secondary education is not only lower than the
national average, but is the 3" lowest in our sample. Except Andhra Pradesh, all the other
urban comparators — Tamil Nadu, Maharashtra, Himachal Pradesh and Delhi — have
higher shares with at least higher secondary education.

The explanation for the improvement in urban WB’s relative performance in terms of the
graduate education lies in differences in the probability of opting. Perhaps the best
example of this is the comparison between urban Himachal Pradesh and West Bengal.
The former’s share with at least higher secondary education is significantly greater than
the latter’s — 32.4% as against 25.3%. However given that the probability of opting for
under-graduate education after completing higher secondary is significantly lower in
urban Himachal Pradesh — 0.43 as opposed to 0.59 — its share of graduates in the 15+
population is lower than urban WB’s — 14 as against 15%. For similar reasons, urban WB
has a higher share of graduates than urban Tamil Nadu, Maharashtra and Kerala as well.
In the instance of Andhra Pradesh of course WB started out with a higher share of the
urban population with ‘at least higher secondary education’ and this effect is reinforced
by a higher urban probability of opting for under-graduate education after completing
higher secondary.

Why does the probability of opting not seem to matter as much in rural contexts as in
urban? At least part of the answer has to do with the much greater variance in rural shares
in our 12-state sample as opposed to urban ones. For example, at 5.4%, rural Rajasthan
and rural WB have the lowest shares in our sample, of the 15+ population with at least

* Rural WB’s share of the 15+ with at least higher secondary education is 5.4%, Karnataka’s is 6.2 and
Tamil Nadu’s is 7.9%.
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higher secondary education. The highest is Delhi with 19.7%. That is, Delhi’s share is
almost 4 times that of Rajasthan and WB. On the other hand, among urban geographies,
Rajasthan and Andhra Pradesh, at 22.6 and 24.4% respectively, have the lowest shares of
the population with at least higher secondary education. Delhi again has the highest share
at 36.4%. Delhi’s share is approximately 60 and 50% respectively higher than Rajasthan
and Andhra Pradesh, but clearly the urban gap between the highest and lowest is much
narrower than the equivalent rural gap. As we had noted earlier, urban geographies seem
to have a higher ‘preference’ for education, as compared with rural.

To put it differently, the coefficient of variation (CV) of the share of the population with
at least higher secondary education in urban geographies in our sample (0.14) is
significantly lower than that for rural (0.46). Therefore even though rural probabilities of
opting for under-graduate education tend to have a much greater variance than urban
ones, but given that rural gaps in higher secondary education are much greater, when
states are located at the bottom of the distribution, as rural WB is*, a high probability of
opting is unable to close the gap and make a difference to relative positions. On the other
hand, given that inter-state urban gaps in higher secondary education are narrower and
urban WB is situated in the middle of the distribution®*, high probabilities of opting are
able to close the gap and make an important difference to both absolute and relative
positions. Clearly initial conditions have a determinative weight in outcomes.

We had noted earlier (conclusion 18) that in terms of the share of the graduates in the
population neither India nor most middle and high income states compares very well with
other countries at comparable levels of development, let alone developed OECD
countries. The only exception to this being Delhi. It is worth pointing out that at 14%, the
share of graduates in the urban Indian 15+ population compares well with OECD
averages. The median value for the graduate share of the population in high-income
OECD countries is 18% and for the entire OECD club taken together is 16%%. Urban
geographies in many of the middle and high income states including WB, Punjab,
Himachal Pradesh, Haryana and Maharashtra with graduate shares at 15, 14.7, 14, 13.8
and 13.4% respectively compare very well too. Of course, at nearly 22%, urban Delhi
would compare with OECD best performers.

Finally, the preference for under-graduate education over diploma programmes noted
above for WB in general (conclusion 22), repeats itself in both rural and urban
geographies. In rural WB, 96% of those who continue after higher secondary choose
under-graduate college education as opposed to diploma programmes. The rural all-India
average is significantly lower at a little less than 80%. Interestingly, rural WB has a
somewhat higher preference for under-graduate education than rural Delhi, where a little
more than 80% opt for under-graduate education. Amongst WB’s rural comparators, in
Karnataka a little more than 85% opt for under-graduate education whereas in both

%2 The median value of the distribution of shares in our sample of the rural population with ‘at least higher
secondary education’ is 9% as opposed to WB’s share of 5.4.

* The median value of the distribution is 26.1%. Urban WB is just a shade below that at 25.3%.

* It should be mentioned however that OECD averages include both rural and urban geographies.
Luxembourg has been left out of both calculations.
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Himachal Pradesh and Tamil Nadu, around 70% opt for under-graduate education. In
Kerala a little less than 45% opt for under-graduate college education as opposed to
diploma programmes. Indeed, WB has the highest preference rate in our 12-state sample,
followed by Rajasthan at a little more than 85%. Rural WB is clearly an outlier in this
regard.

Urban WB too has a high preference for under-graduate education, with 95% of those
who continue after higher secondary choosing under-graduate college education as
opposed to diploma programmes. In this respect it is very similar to urban Delhi where
93% chose under-graduate college education over diploma programmes. The all-India
urban average is around 85%. Therefore urban WB and urban Delhi are not that different
from all-India pattern in this regard. Its comparators, Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu are
a shade lower than the all-India average, in the low 80s. A notch lower are Maharashtra
and Himachal Pradesh at 77 and 74% respectively. In our 12-state sample, urban Kerala
is clearly the outlier, with 60% of those who continue after higher secondary choosing
under-graduate college education as opposed to diploma programmes.

Conclusion 23: In the case of graduate education as well WB is characterised by a very
sharp rural-urban divide which is significantly worse than the all-India rural-urban divide.
In WB an urban person is 6.5 times more likely than a rural person to be a graduate.

Conclusion 24: In both geographies, rural as well as urban, WB, along with Delhi, has
amongst the highest probabilities of opting for under-graduate college education after
finishing higher secondary. In this both are significantly different from most of the other
states in the sample.

Conclusion 25: Despite the high probability of opting for under-graduate education in
rural WB, given the very low share of the 15+ population with at least higher secondary
education and its poor position in the distribution, rural WB’s share of graduates remains
low, both in an absolute and relative sense.

Conclusion 26: However in urban WB, given that both the absolute and relative position,
in terms of the share of the 15+ population with at least higher secondary education, is
much better, high probabilities of opting do make a difference and urban WB has the 2™
highest share of graduates, topped only by Delhi.

Conclusion 27: Probabilities of opting for under-graduate education matter much more in
urban than in rural India because the spread across urban geographies in terms of the
educational attributes is much narrower than in rural geographies, perhaps reflecting a
much higher ‘preference’ for education.

Conclusion 28: The share of the graduate population in urban India and the urban
geographies of some middle and high income states including WB are comparable to
OECD levels. Urban Delhi compares with OECD best performers.
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Conclusion 29: Both rural and urban WB have very similar and high preference for
under-graduate college education as opposed diploma programmes. Both have the highest
preference in their respective geographies amongst all states in our sample. In this regard
rural WB is an outlier. Urban WB is not, reflecting a much higher urban preference for
under-graduate college education.

Gender - rural:

Rural WB’s average proportion of 2.3% of the 15+ population who are graduates
disaggregates in gender terms into 0.9% for females and 3.6% for males. The gender
disaggregation of the all-India rural average of 2.5% is 1.3 and 3.8% for females and
males respectively. As in the case of both, the proportion of the population with at least
higher secondary education and that which opted for higher education broadly defined,
the shares of rural females and males who are graduates in WB too lags behind their
counterparts in rural India. The gap however is a lot narrower in the instance of
graduates™.

A rural WB male is therefore 4 times as likely as a female to have completed under-
graduate education as opposed to the rural Indian male who is 3 times as likely as a
female to have achieved the same level of education. It is worth noting that even though
at the all-India level gender discrimination against rural females in access to under-
graduate education worsens slightly as compared with access to higher education broadly
defined, most states in our sample buck that trend and it stays the same or declines
somewhat in 9 of the 12, including WB where it declines marginally. The only state
where there is a significant worsening is Rajasthan.

However it also needs to be stressed that as compared with access to higher secondary
education, gender discrimination in access to under-graduate education is distinctly worse
not only at the all-India level but in 9 out of 12 states in our sample, including WB. It is
different only in three states — Delhi, Haryana and Kerala. In Delhi there is a significant
improvement, moving from a situation where a rural male in Delhi is twice as likely as a
rural female to complete higher secondary
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In all of rural WB’s comparators — Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Himachal Pradesh and Kerala
— gender discrimination in under-graduate education is not only lower than in rural WB
but also the national average. In Karnataka and Tamil Nadu rural males are a little more
than twice as likely as females to have completed under-graduate education. In Himachal
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Therefore it is the difference in the gender probability gaps in under-graduate education
alongside the much higher*® gender discrimination against females in rural WB in higher
secondary education that explains why rural WB’s comparators have performed so much
better in terms of gender equity in under-graduate education.

Despite the relatively huge gender probability gap in rural WB, its female and male
probabilities of opting for under-graduate education are not only higher than the all-India
rural average, but also are amongst the highest in our 12-state sample. At 0.45 the rural
WB male probability is the highest in our sample and at 0.33, the rural female probability
is third from the top, behind Delhi at 0.72 and Haryana at 0.41. It will be recalled in this
context that rural WB’s probability of opting for higher education broadly defined is very
low relative to other states (see p.12 above). This remains true even when we
disaggregate the probability of opting for higher education broadly defined by gender
(see p.15 above).

The fact of relatively high probabilities across gender of opting for under-graduate
education reflects high preference across both females and males for under-graduate
education as opposed to diploma programmes, faithfully reflecting the pattern for rural
WB as a whole (see conclusion 22 and p.22-23 above). The probability of rural females
opting for under-graduate education as opposed to a diploma programme after finishing
higher secondary is almost 1 whereas for rural males it is 0.95. Again, for rural females it
is similar to Delhi whereas for rural males in Delhi have a somewhat lower preference
rate for under-graduate education of around 70%.

The relatively high probability (it is the highest in our sample) of opting for under-
graduate education and the extremely high preference vis-a-vis diploma programmes,
does help improve the relative position of the rural WB male in under-graduate
education. It will be recalled in rural WB that the share of the male 15+ population with
at least higher secondary education as well as the share that has obtained either a diploma
or a graduate degree is the lowest in the 12-state sample. But the high probability of rural
males of opting for under-graduate education ensures that it becomes middle ranking in
terms of its share of graduates. It has a higher share than Karnataka and the same as that
of Tamil Nadu. Himachal Pradesh and Kerala however continue to have higher shares as
a result of the base effect. For rural females relatively higher probability is unable to
outweigh the disadvantage of a low base and they continue to languish at the bottom of
the league table.

Conclusion 30: In rural WB, discrimination against females is marginally lower in under-
graduate education as compared with higher education broadly defined.

Conclusion 31: In all of rural WB’s comparators gender discrimination in attainment of
graduate education is significantly lower.

%% See conclusion 5 in section Va and discussion in p12. Rural WB males are 3 times more likely than
females to complete at least higher secondary education whereas the all-India average is 2 times more
likely. All of rural WB’s comparators have discrimination metrics much better than the all-India average.
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Conclusion 32: Gender discrimination in rural WB across all three levels of education —
at least higher secondary, higher education broadly defined and graduates — is not only
worse than the national average but amongst the highest in our 12-state sample. Only
rural Rajasthan has a worse record than rural WB in discrimination against females at all
three levels.

Conclusion 33: In rural WB discrimination against females is much worse in higher
education, broadly or narrowly (under-graduate) defined, as compared with attainment of
higher secondary education. This however is true both nationally as well as for most
states in our sample, excepting Delhi and Kerala.

Conclusion 34: Both rural females and males in WB have a relatively high probability of
opting for undergraduate education after finishing higher secondary.

Conclusion 35: Even though rural WB’s comparator
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Clearly females and males in urban WB perform much better in terms of under-graduate
education, both in absolute and relative terms, as compared with
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Therefore prior gender inequity, favouring males across all states in our sample, in the
gender distribution of higher secondary education compensates for the slightly lower
urban WB male probability of opting for graduate education and gives it more clout in
determining relative positions, because absolute shares in higher secondary education
across states in our sample are so much closer together for males than for females. Or put
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In Tamil Nadu on the other hand, higher shares for both females and males with at least
higher secondary education, 21.7 and 31.1% respectively, get counteracted by lower
probabilities, 0.42 and 0.50 for females and males respectively, of opting for under-
graduate education and results in lower urban under-graduate shares for both females and
males at 9.8 and 15.5% respectively. In addition, in Tamil Nadu discrimination against
females worsens, because the gender probability gap 0.08 in undergraduate education is
against women, whereas because the reverse is true in WB, the latter’s gender equity vis-
a-vis the former improves between the two levels.

Maharashtra is another example of starting
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higher secondary education and 25% more likely to be a graduate, which is marginally
lower than the 30% higher male likelihood in WB of being a graduate.

Himachal Pradesh is an interesting example combining significantly higher (than WB)
female and male shares in higher secondary education in urban Himachal Pradesh (33.7
and 31.4% respectively) ** and relatively low probabilities of opting for under-graduate
education (0.44 and 0.43 respectively for females and males), translating into a relatively
high female and but very low male graduate shares (14.7 and 13.5% respectively) in our
12-state sample®®. It is worth keeping in mind that Himachal Pradesh (along with Punjab)
has one of the best records amongst our sample in terms of gender equity in urban
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female gap (0.19), unlike in the female share, urban WB overhauls Himachal Pradesh and
has a higher share of male graduates®.
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lowest probability of 0.55. There are a couple of points that emerge. First, again WB and
Delhi have very similar and high urban male preferences for under-graduate education.
Second, outside of Delhi, in terms of urban male preferences, WB is quite different from
its other comparators, which have a relatively lower preference for under-graduate
education.

Conclusion 38: As in other levels of education, gender discrimination in under-graduate
education in urban WB in particular and urban India in general, is much lower than in
respective rural geographies.

Conclusion 39: Unlike rural areas, in urban WB, gender discrimination against females
declines, even if marginally, across all three levels of education — higher secondary,
higher education broadly defined and under-graduate education.

Conclusion 40:
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Conclusion 47: Therefore the lower (than female) urban male probability of opting for
under-graduate education is relatively much more effective in overcoming the low base in
higher secondary education that both females and males suffer from in urban WB.

Conclusion 48: Urban WB'’s probabilities of opting for undergraduate education, both
male and female, as very similar to urban Delhi’s.

Conclusion 49: Urban WB’s high probabilities of opting for under-graduate education,
both female and male, are explained by exceedingly high preference for under-graduate
education over diploma programmes. In this again, urban WB, as in the rural instance, is
very similar to urban Delhi.

Conclusion 50: Except, Himachal Pradesh and Kerala, where they are relatively lower,
urban female preference for under-graduate education as opposed to diploma
programmes is high in WB’s comparators as well (though lower than WB).

Conclusion 51: Urban male preference for under-graduate education as opposed to
diploma programmes is distinctly lower than WB in all of its comparator states other than
Delhi.

VI: Educational outcomes and preferences: do they matter?

One of the conclusions that we arrived at the end of the discussion on higher education
was that WB performs very poorly, relative to both the national average and other middle
and high income states, in terms of the share of the population with at “least higher
secondary education’ as well as that with higher education broadly defined. Therefore
somewhat surprisingly however, it performs relatively much better™
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the population with only primary education; only diploma holders; state per capita
income; and HDI. Results are reported in Table 4. It will be noticed that we do not have
HDI ranks for Delhi and Himachal Pradesh. Therefore we repeated the ranking exercise
for HDI but without Delhi and Himachal Pradesh. Results are reported in Table 5.

We then ran two sets of rank correlations using MS Excel. One set explores correlations
between education attributes and per capita incomes. Each pair-wise rank correlation is
based on 12 observations using data from Table 4 and results are reported in column 2 of
Table 6. The second set explores correlations between education attributes and HDI. Each
pair-wise rank correlation is based on 10 observations using data from Table 5 and results
are reported in column 1 of Table 6. The results make interesting reading.

Table 4: Ranks according to educational status, per capita income and HDI

Higher

Secondary | Diploma or

and above Graduates Graduates Primary only | Diploma | per capita HDI

Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank income Rank | rank
Andhra
Pradesh 2 2 2 3 4 3
Delhi 12 12 12 1 7 12
Gujarat 5 5 7 8 6 8
Haryana 8 9 10 7 5 9
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Punjab
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Luxembourg and $44,260 for the USA to $3,950 for Indonesia. The countries in our
sample are as follows (they have been arranged in descending order in terms of PPP 2006
per capita incomes): Luxembourg, United States, Norway, Switzerland, Netherlands,
Iceland, Denmark, Ireland, United Kingdom, Finland, Austria, Belgium, Sweden,
Canada, Australia , France, Japan, Germany, Italy, Spain, New Zealand, Israel, Greece,
Korea, Portugal , Czech Republic, Hungary , Slovak Republic, Argentina, Poland,
Russian Federation, Mexico, Malaysia, Chile, Uruguay, Thailand, Turkey, Brazil, Jordan,
key, Brazil, Jordan,
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Finally, the correlation of the population share with “at least higher secondary education’

and HD levels is at least as strong as, if not stronger, than that with other levels of
education.

It goes without saying that each of these conclusions would need to be explored in much
greater detail before taking a firm view on the matter.
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WB’s turnaround in the performance of the share of graduates comes as a result of very
high probability of opting for under-graduate education after finishing higher secondary.
In other words, the high probability mitigates the impact of the low base in higher
secondary education. WB’s probability of opting for under-graduate education is not only
higher than the all-India average, but amongst the highest in our sample, topped only by
Delhi. This high probability is underpinned by an exceedingly high preference for under-
graduate education vis-a-vis diploma programmes as a post-higher secondary choice. In
this preference pattern, WB is similar to Delhi, a state whose per capita income is 5 times
WB’s. And, in this, both WB and Delhi are dissimilar not only from the national average,
but also from other middle and high income states in our sample.

Second, in terms of educational qualifications, rural and urban WB are very different
from each other and there is a huge gap between the two. Even though this characterises
India in general and all states in our sample, the gap between rural and urban WB is the
highest amongst our sample and across all three levels of education — at least higher
secondary, higher education broadly defined and under-graduate.

Rural: Among rural geographies in our sample, rural WB has amongst the lowest shares
across all three levels of education. The relatively high probability of opting for under-
graduate education is unable to improve rural WB standing in graduate education because
the share of the population with at least higher secondary education is so low and the gap
with other states in our sample so high. That is to say, rural WB proves that beyond a
point high probabilities cannot mitigate the impact of a low base in higher secondary
education. In rural WB as well, high probabilities of opti
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