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The year 2020-2021 brought into sharp focus, as never before, that Sub-national Governance is important, with long-
term implications for human development for large swathes of people and across diverse geographies in the country. 
The Public Affairs Index (PAI) 2021 provides evidence-based analyses on the Governance performance of the States 
in the difficult year gone by. PAI 2021 is the sixth edition of the annual flagship report from the Public Affairs Centre 
and is presented in the aftermath of the country-wide economic and social disruption that COVID-19 has wrought. 
The year past exerted unprecedented Governance challenges - human, economic, social and political - and the States 
bore the brunt of the crisis. All things considered, it would be fair to say that the government - at the Centre and in 
the States - did well in the face of the fact that the world was overtaken by events. 

The importance of a constructive but critical appraisal of the Governance challenges in the States arises from our 
argument that, in the medium-long term, it is likely that much of the current development value will centre on some 
States while others, at least in the near term, face less than optimal prospects. PAI 2021 is a rigorous philosophical, 
technical, and economic analysis of why we hold this view. The use of the term Sub-national Governance throughout 
the report makes clear the approach: the States are the theatres of development action; and Decentralised National 
Governance means a Governance ecosystem in which the building blocks of economic and social progress must be 
constructed by the States. The States therefore must build public governance capacities to navigate context-specific 
technical and economic bottlenecks; render their workings transparent and socially accountable; and ensure not just 
the development outcomes but even the architecture of citizen engagement operates on these principles. This alone 
can insulate governance in the States from individuals or entities that might from political-economic self-interest 
affect development pathways, in the form of agitation action to advantage themselves or to disadvantage others. The 
goal is, in effect, Sub-national Governance in which all participation is honest and all honest participation is fostered, 
such that a sustained and inclusive development trajectory is unlocked.

The evidence that PAI 2021 presents is from the perspective of first principles: proof of work done in the States 
and the results therefrom that data points to; the barriers that appear to constrain the States from achieving full 
potential; the process of convergence, even if slow; and the considerable development deficits that States must de-
vote focused attention to. In doing so, it highlights that the common and popular metrics that capture the extent of 
apparent development progress can be misleading as indicators of the governance performance, and primarily serve 
to encourage further capital inflows, but without necessarily contributing to real economic productivity or social 
progress. PAI 2021 thus provides State-specific rationale for strategic interventions in investing in those sectors and 
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spaces that are most in need. Using data analytics it argues that the most sensible investment thesis for each State is one that 
centres on those development deficits taking longer and being more difficult to build. Two additional features in PAI 2021 
bear mention: a COVID -19 Response Index measuring the relative performance of the States in responding to the pandemic; 
and a comparative assessment of the performance of the States in implementing five important Centrally Sponsored schemes 
that have implications for Growth, Equity and Sustainability.

A caveat would be in order: The States operate in a resource constrained environment and the political economy of Sub-na-
tional Governance is not easy to navigate. This renders the task of Governance in the States and the assessment of the Govern-
ance performance of the States, more difficult. Given the complexity of the task we have set ourselves, PAI 2021 is intended to 
present evidence-based findings and arguments and provide a discussion base for good faith disagreement.

PAC welcomes bouquets and brickbats alike, for in the end, all are striving towards a common goal - Good Governance.

G. Gurucharan
Director

Public Affairs Centre
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Chapter II, carrying forward the breakthrough in 
terms of methodology in the PAI 2019, this year’s PAI 
2021 also follows a similar path. The approach remains 
the same as PAI 2019 where the three dimensions 
of sustainable development - Growth, Equity, 
Sustainability - as the overarching goals of governance 
constitute the bases of measuring the performance of 
the States. Each of the three Pillars branch into five 
Themes - Voice and Accountability, Government Effec-
tiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law and Control 
of Corruption. These Themes are then mapped to 14 
Sustainable development Goals (SDGs) as specified by 
the United Nations Agenda of 2030. Further, to these 
Sustainable Development Goals, 43 different indicators 
are used in generating the Composite Index (CI).

The scientific rigour of the methodology has been 
ensured. The Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 
technique was used to enable self-selection of stan-
dalone component indicators, eliminating auto 
co-relationships. The raw data for the various indica-
tors were first converted to scaled scores (using nor-
malized Z scores) that appropriately aligned with the 
direction of the indicator. A Composite Index was cal-
culated at each level of the data structure. A variation 
of the ‘Manhattan Distance’ was applied for aggregat-
ing the individual components, at all three levels – SDG, 
theme, and pillar – to arrive at the CI. A similar tech-
nique was adopted for both Scheme Analysis and the 
COVID-19 Response Index.
 
Chapter III, In PAI 2021, the Equity Principle was 
explored through 21 indicators across economic, social, 
gender and legal representations. These 21 indicators 
represent a range of human development parameters 

The Public Affairs Index (PAI) is a data-based frame-
work that measures the quality of governance at the 
Sub-national level, and ranks the States of India on 
a Composite Index (CI). States are classified into- 
Large States, Small States (using population as the 
criteria) and Union Territories. PAI 2021 builds on 
PAI 2020 with more scientific rigor in the meth-
odology and analysis. PAI 2021 has also included 
two new assessments of Sub-National Governance 
- Scheme Analysis and the COVID-19 Response 
Index. Complementing the Governance model is also 
the chapter on Delta Analysis assessing the year-
on-year progress of the states on the Key Human 
Development Indicators.

Chapter I, PAI 2021- Introduction, this 6th edition 
discusses issues around the broad ‘sustainable 
development’ space centered on three primary 
themes: Growth, Equity and Sustainability. From a 
philosophical perspective, it elaborates on the key 
imperatives of Governance in the States that make for 
good performance, as well as what makes each State 
unique. From a technical perspective, PAI 2021 eval-
uates how these imperatives are lacking to a greater 
or lesser extent in different States and how this is 
impacting human development. From an economic 
perspective, PAI 2021 points to State-specific con-
cerns to the path to establishing a sustained trajec-
tory for Growth, the basis for a just and equitable so-
ciety and the barriers that might constrain progress. 
PAI 2021 results also include the rankings of the 
States at the SDG level, where it also keeps in mind 
the SDG 2030 Agenda of ‘leave no one behind’. 

Executive Summary
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"Talk, talk, talk: the utter and heartbreak-
ing stupidity of words."

William Faulkner 
Mosquitoes

"Data are just summaries of thousands of 
stories - tell a few of those stories to help 

make the data meaningful.”
Dan Heath

‘Made to Stick, Switch’
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Chapter IV deals with the Growth Pillar and 
assesses India’s challenges towards attaining 
holistic development. In PAI 2021, the Growth Pillar 
is built on 15 indicators used for assessing the 
quality of governance and is based on two Themes: 
Government Effectiveness and Regulatory Quality. 
The top three States in the Large States category 
are Telangana, Kerala and Jharkhand. A surprise 
addition to the top performers of the Growth Pillar 
is Jharkhand which has ranked 3rd, while it ranked 
14th in PAI 2020. Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh 
and Bihar are poor performers in the Growth Pil-
lar and they also rank at the bottom in the overall 
Governance Index, a similar performance to PAI 
2020. In the small States category, Goa ranks 1st, 
followed by Delhi and Himachal Pradesh. Perform-
ing last are Meghalaya, Nagaland and Manipur. For 
the Union Territories (UTs) due to unavailability 
of data, SDG 8 indicators under the Government 
Effectiveness Pillars could not be incorporated. The 
UTs are centrally administered; however, it varies 
for Puducherry which has unicameral legislation 
and elected representatives. The UTs ranking of PAI 
2021 is quite surprising if one compares it with the 
scores of PAI 2020. In the Growth Pillar, Puducherry 
maintains the 1st rank, followed by Dadra Nagar 
Haveli and Daman and Diu. The poor performers are 
Chandigarh at 5th rank and Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands at 6th.

Chapter V addresses the indicators in measuring 
Sustainability. In the Large States category, the 
States positioned at 1st and 2nd rank are Kerala 
and Tamil Nadu, similar to last year. Following 
Kerala and Tamil Nadu on its pursuit to sustaina-

bility is Chhattisgarh improving one place 
since last year. In line with the last year’s 
sustainability score is the performance of 
the bottom performers West Bengal at 16th, 
Bihar at 17th and Uttar Pradesh at 18th rank 
respectively. In the Small States category, 
the States placed at the top are Mizoram, 
Arunachal Pradesh and Goa ranking 1st, 2nd 
and 3rd respectively and the States placed at 
the bottom are Manipur, Uttarakhand and 
Delhi ranking 9th, 10th and 11th respective-
ly. Himachal Pradesh is overall 7th in the 
Sustainability Pillar. This year’s Sustaina-
bility Pillar’s topper in the Union Territory 
(UT) category is Puducherry acquiring 1st 
position, followed by a surprising addition 
of Jammu and Kashmir at 2nd and Andaman 
and Nicobar Islands at 3rd position which 
slipped two ranks after topping this Pillar 
last year. The bottom performer in this Pillar 
is Lakshadweep.

Chapter VI provides the Delta Analysis to 
understand whether and to what degree the 
states are making progress in terms of Equity, 
Growth and Sustainability and whether 
this progress is measurable and impactful 
in the year-on-year performance assess-
ment. In PAI 2021, twelve indicators across 
the three Pillars of Equity (five indicators), 
Growth (five indicators) and Sustainability 
(two indicators) are the outcome indicators 
crucial to assess Human Development. The 
performance in the Delta Analysis is then 
compared to the overall PAI 2021 Index. 

starting from the proportion of the population 
covered under social protection schemes to the 
proportion of Anti-Corruption Cases closed as 
a proportion of total cases registered. In the 
Large States category, the State of Gujarat ranks 
the highest in the Pillar of Equity, followed by 
Kerala and Rajasthan. Kerala and Gujarat also 
indicate a similar performance in the overall PAI 
2021 Index and rank among the good perform-
ing States. While Rajasthan is 3rd in the Pillar of 
Equity, it ranks 11th in the overall PAI 2021 Index. 
Among the poor performers in the Equity Pillar 
are the States of West Bengal (WB), Maharashtra, 
Karnataka, Odisha and Uttar Pradesh (UP). In the 
Small States category, interesting changes can be 
observed compared to last year’s performance of 
the States. Sikkim ranks 1st in the Equity Pillar as 
well as the overall Index, followed by Meghalaya 
ranking 2nd, and Mizoram ranking 3rd. Similarly, 
Uttarakhand ranks 9th, Delhi 10th and Arunachal 
Pradesh 11th. Goa is on the list of top three in the 
overall Index ranks 6th in the Equity Pillar. Manipur 
which is at the bottom of the overall Index ranks 
8th dropping five places compared to Equity Pillar 
in PAI 2020. For Union Territories, Puducherry 
tops, the rankings (also 1st in the overall PAI 2021 
Index) followed by Jammu and Kashmir ranking 
2nd (improving one rank compared to PAI 2020). 
With a correlation coefficient of 0.760 with the 
overall Index, the Equity Pillar turns out to be the 
driver of the performance of the States. Placing 
at the bottom are Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
(5th) and Dadra and Nagar Haveli and Daman and 
Diu (6th).
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division States, top performers are Himachal 
Pradesh, Sikkim and Mizoram and the bottom 
performers are Manipur, Assam and Meghalaya. 
The top performers in ICDS among 60:40 divi-
sion States are Odisha, Chhattisgarh and Madhya 
Pradesh and the bottom performers are Tamil 
Nadu, Telangana and Delhi. Among the 90:10 di-
vision States, top performers are Manipur, Arun-
achal Pradesh and Nagaland and the bottom per-
formers are Jammu and Kashmir, Uttarakhand and 
Himachal Pradesh. The top performers in MDMS 
among 60:40 division States are Goa, West Bengal 
and Delhi and the bottom performers are Andhra 
Pradesh, Telangana and Bihar. Among the 90:10 
division States, top performers are Mizoram, Hi-
machal Pradesh and Tripura and the bottom per-
formers are Jammu and Kashmir, Nagaland and 
Arunachal Pradesh. The top performers in SmSA 
among 60:40 division States are Chhattisgarh, 
Odisha and Kerala and the bottom performers are 
Delhi, Telangana and Haryana. Among the 90:10 
division States, top performers are Mizoram, 
Himachal Pradesh and Arunachal Pradesh and the 
bottom performers are Uttarakhand, Nagaland 
and Jammu and Kashmir. The top performers 
in MGNREGS among 60:40 division States are 
Kerala, Andhra Pradesh and Odisha and the bot-
tom performers are Goa, Jharkhand and Madhya 
Pradesh. Among the 90:10 division States, top 
performers are Mizoram, Sikkim and Nagaland 
and the bottom performers are Assam, Jammu and 
Kashmir and Manipur.

Chapter VIII, the preparedness and response to 
the COVID-19 pandemic varied from State to State 

but there is little doubt that the States in In-
dia deserve substantial credit for the success 
of the country’s COVID-19 response.  This is 
sought to be done by ranking the States on 
the COVID-19 Response Index. It ranks Indian 
States on their response to the pandemic ever 
since the first case was detected in the country 
till March 31, 2021. The COVID-19 Response 
Index is generated from seven indicators sub-
sumed under two themes - Preparedness and 
Containment, all of which measured on a con-
tinuous scale. The results of this Index when 
seen from a Pan-India perspective represent 
a mixed bag. The findings from and the subse-
quent rankings of the Large States are to some 
extent comparable to the findings of the Gov-
ernance Index, given a positive correlation be-
tween the indices scores. Among the 18 large 
States, the top five States with the highest COV-
ID-19 Response Index scores are Kerala, Tamil 
Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Assam and Karnataka 
while the bottom five States are Jharkhand, 
Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Bihar and 
Maharashtra respectively. While Kerala has 
the highest score in both the Indices, not all 
States have a similar trend. Tamil Nadu has 
a similar 2nd rank in both the Indices. These 
States have emerged as the front runners in 
the Governance Index as well. They have also 
shown better performance in the Pillar of 
Growth under SDG 3 which deals with Health 
and Well-being which justifies their perfor-
mance in the overall COVID-19 Response Index 
under the theme of Containment. An evident 
trend that has been observed in the COVID-19 

In the Large States category Chhattisgarh ranks 
1st, followed by Odisha and Telangana, where-
as, at the bottom is Maharashtra at 16th, Assam 
at 17th and Gujarat at 18th. It is quite a contrast 
in their performance compared to the overall 
PAI 2021 Index. In the Small States category, 
Nagaland tops, followed by Mizoram and Tripura. 
Towards the tail end of the overall Delta ranking 
is Uttarakhand (9th), Arunachal Pradesh (10th) 
and Meghalaya (11th). Nagaland despite being a 
poor performer in the PAI 2021 Index has come 
out to be the top performer in Delta, similarly, 
Mizoram’s performance in Delta is also reflected 
in it’s ranking in the PAI 2021 Index.

Chapter VII ranks the performance of States in 
implementation of select Centrally Sponsored 
schemes - namely, National Health Mission 
(NHM), Umbrella Integrated Child Develop-
ment Services (ICDS), Mahatma Gandhi National 
Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme (MGN-
REGS), Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan (SmSA) and 
Mid-Day Meal Scheme (MDMS). The States are 
ranked separately based on the funding pattern 
between the Central and the State governments 
into 90:10 division States and 60:40 division 
States (Central share: State share). The perfor-
mance of the States is assessed under the themes 
of Access, Coverage Availability and Utilisation. 
This analysis adds an additional dimension to 
measure the performance of States in terms of 
governance. The top performers in NHM among 
60:40 division States are Kerala, Goa and Ta-
mil Nadu and the bottom performers are Uttar 
Pradesh, Bihar and Jharkhand. Among the 90:10 
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of PAI 2021 in the Large States category, Kerala 
retains its position at the top with an increase in 
the overall score to 1.618 from 1.388 from last 
year. Similarly, Tamil Nadu is at 2nd place, at the 
3rd place displacing Andhra Pradesh is Telangana, 
with a remarkable improvement. Towards the tail 
end of the rankings are Odisha (16th), Bihar (17th) 
and Uttar Pradesh (18th). In the Small States cate-
gory, Sikkim topped the ranking where it ranked 
4th in PAI 2020. Goa which was a top performer 
last year slipped one rank to 2nd. Another surprise 
was Mizoram which ranked 7th last year but has 
ranked 3rd in PAI 2021. In the Union Territories 
(UTs) ranking, Puducherry improving one place 
has come 1st (score 1.344), followed by Jammu 
and Kashmir which saw a massive improvement in 
its Sustainability score pulling up its performance 
to 2nd. The PAI 2021 conducted a Cluster Analysis, 
an unsupervised machine learning technique to 
group data points depicting similar behaviour 
and uncovers hidden patterns. The Clusters 
were first constructed at each of the Pillars then 
to a combined clustering of the States on all the 
indicators. The overall analysis of the Clusters 
depicts that, the 1st Cluster is driven by Equity 
Pillar, 2nd Cluster is driven by Equity and Growth 
together, whereas, the 3rd Cluster is the one with 
poor-performing States also encapsulating the 
most number of Aspirational Districts. 

Response Index is the ranking of States that have 
a relatively poor economic and financial status. 
These are the States having low per-capita Gross 
State Domestic Product (GSDP), including Bihar, 
Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh. 
These States have performed well in the theme 
of Containment, however, that may be due to the 
cyclical nature of the problem of poor health in-
frastructure, leading to low detection of cases, 
low caseloads, and subsequently lower death re-
cords.

Among the Small States, there is a dissimilar 
performance in the COVID-19 Response Index 
in comparison to the Governance Index. Goa, 
which ranks 2nd in the Governance Index, ranks 
last in the COVID-19 Response Index. Delhi, on 
the other hand which ranks 9th among the 11 
Small States is a top performer in the COVID-19 
Response Index due to its strong performance in 
the theme of Preparedness, despite having a poor 
Containment standard. 

Chapter IX, The Epilogue-Cluster Analysis, The 
broad picture through the overall rankings in PAI 
2021 reveals some interesting findings. Revolving 
around the mad scramble of a pandemic, PAI 
2021 aimed to rank States on their Sub-national 
Governance without letting their legacy falter. 
COVID-19 has deepened the prevailing issues and 
highlighted the ones covered by the curtain of so-
called economic progress. While some States could 
retain their development trajectory, some had to 
make a conscious trade-off between human lives 
and overall development. In the overall rankings 
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Public Affairs Index (PAI) 2021 does not represent 
the views of the research team, but the evidence-
based findings and analysis of government data on 
various dimensions of Sub-national Governance. 
It is intended as a philosophical, technical 
and economic assessment of the Governance 
performance of the States with a view to help them 
improve Public Governance outcomes. This edition 
discusses issues around the broad ‘sustainable 
development’ space centred on three primary 
themes: Growth, Equity and Sustainability. From 
a philosophical perspective, it elaborates the key 
imperatives of Governance in the States that make 
for good performance, as well as what makes each 
State unique. From a technical perspective, PAI 
2021 evaluates how these imperatives are lacking 
to a greater or lesser extent in different States 
and how this is impacting human development. 
From an economic perspective, PAI 2021 points to 
state-specific concerns to the path to establishing 
a sustained trajectory for growth, the basis for a 
just and equitable society and the barriers that 
might constrain progress. Given the complexity 
of the task PAI 2021 is intended to present the 
evidence and the findings in a comparative fashion, 
ranking the States, to provide the basis for public 
discourse and perhaps a discussion base for good 
faith disagreement.

Since the Hobbesian idea of the Leviathan (1651)1  
to Gentle Leviathan (Jayal, 1994)2, the notion of a 
nation-state has evolved tremendously. The welfare 
activities within these nation-states have also meta-
morphosed from an act of benevolence into an idea 
of entitlement. Though nation-states started off with 
only duties of protection from foreign invaders and 

“In statistical inference we reach the fundamental 
paradox: If statistical theory is right, predictions 
must sometimes come out wrong; on the other 
hand, if predictions are always right, then the sta-
tistical theory must be wrong.”

P.C. Mahalanobis  
‘Why Statistics?’

“Begin at the beginning," the King said, very 
gravely, "and go on till you come to the end: then stop.”

Lewis Carrol
 Alice in Wonderland

security within, today it is expected to do more than 
just protect and secure. It is expected to grant and 
protect the social, political and economic liberties 
to all its citizens. This led to the development of the 
idea of a welfare state pioneered by William Beve-
ridge (Beveridge Report, 1942). Further giving rise 
to a rights-based approach towards development; 
and subsequently governance. 

The considerable changes in the welfare activities in 
a nation-state instinctively brings about changes in 
the way it is governed. Legitimacy of contemporary 
nation-states are commonly derived from a consti-
tution. These constitutional provisions also provide 
fundamental rights to its citizen; therefore, guaran-
teeing inclusive and sustainable development of the 
state, market and economy.  Liberalisation, Privati-
sation and Globalisation of various economies have 
significantly increased production and consump-
tion. The importance associated to Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) as a measure of development adds 
incentive for governments to improve production 
within its jurisdiction. 

The impact of these activities on climate and its 
uncontainable nature necessitates a global effort. 
The visible impact of the developmental activities 
like depletion of naturally occurring non-renew-
able resources, ozone layer depletion, increase 
in temperature leading to melting of glaciers, etc.  
has garnered international and conjoined efforts 
towards sustainable development. International 
treaties, agreements and Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDG) agenda of the United Nations (UN) has 
brought immense international attention to inter-
nal developmental affairs of these nation-states. 
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States with higher levels of education achievement, 
state interventions to catalyse development may 
show better results and may be easier to implement.

For an informed decision making process, it 
is important to understand the impact of the 
various developmental activities undertaken. It 
then becomes important for governments to gain 
better insights on the composition of population, 
socio-economic parameters and its geopolitical 
situation. While qualitative understanding of the 
situation is what helps the most, at an aggregate 
level, these could be better understood when 
quantified. The findings from these could then act 
as a guide for deeper root-cause analysis of the 
issue. 

The international attention on governance 
of countries along with the responsibility of 
guaranteeing and protecting the basic rights of all 
its citizens creates the need for government action. 
Improvements in the multiple provinces within 
the nation-state is what eventually accumulates as 
development at the national level. This attribute 
of development, consequently, increases the 
importance of development of the Sub-national 
units within it. In the case of India, the national 
level government, hereafter referred to as the 
Central Government, has individual States and Un-
ion Territories (UTs) as its Sub-national units. 

As development is inherently a process driven 
by the political ambitions of the ruling political 
party, it is only natural that the nature of its vote 
bank influences the government policies of the day. 
These policies would often rely on the immediate 
impact on ground as opposed to the long term out-

The 17 SDGs are conceptualised as “urgent call for 
action by all countries – developed and developing – 
in a global partnership”. 

This attention quantitatively translates into the 
ranking of countries like the World Bank Index, 
World Hunger Index, SDG Index, etc. These focus on 
multiple domains beyond production and consump-
tion like Health and Nutrition, Education, Poverty, 
Inequality amongst different sections of the popu-
lation, etc. Performance of countries on these Indi-
ces become important for national development as 
it contributes to Foreign Direct Investments (FDI), 
international funding and improved stakes in inter-
national organisations and platforms. All of these 
gain further importance in the case of developing 
and under-developed countries. 

Concentrated focus of development only on 
States that typically show higher contribution 
to GDP or major cities could lead to creation of 
huge disparities. Eventually, this would lead to 
creation of pockets of development and critical 
underdevelopment; thereby widening the dis-
tance between the better performing States and 
the worse performing ones. When different dimen-
sions of poverty are further superimposed onto it, it 
furthers the distance of the gap.

The demographics pertaining to specific regions, 
the political leadership and socio-cultural elements 
of the States also play an important role in the 
process of development. For example, education 
is often perceived as the precursor to improve per 
capita income, increase social and political partici-
pation culminating in better economic development 
(Psacharopoulos , 1988)3. This could mean that in 

comes that form as a result of these policies. 
Therefore, in PAI 2021, the performance of 
the States and UTs on governance is ranked on 
purely outcome indicators. The identification 
of these indicators on the themes of Growth, 
Equity and Sustainability are premised on 
the sub-themes – Government Effectiveness, 
Regulatory Quality, Voice and Accountability, 
Control of Corruption and Rule of Law. Findings 
from previous PAI reports consistently identify 
improved devolution of powers to lower levels 
of government, availability of open and reliable 
data that marks progress of various projects and 
legitimacy drawn from legal mandates and elec-
tions, as drivers of good governance by States. 

As in the previous years, sourcing reliable and 
accurate data remains a limitation. The data 
used to arrive at the Composite Index is sourced 
only from Central Government sources. 

The individual components of the PAI 2021 
report are:

The Governance Model – As discussed 
in great detail in the chapters to come, 
the Governance model (or also referred 
as overall PAI 2021 Index) is a three-tier 
assessment of the level of Sub-national 
Governance of the States and the UTs. In the 
6th edition of the Public Affairs Index, the 
level of Governance is measured keeping in 
mind the reeling aftermath of the pandemic. 
How the States responded to a health hazard 
keeping in mind the universal agenda of 
‘leave no one behind’ 
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Scheme Analysis – While the Governance 
model of PAI evaluates the States and ranks 
them based on Governance, the scheme 
analysis attempts to complement the model 
by trying to understand the development ac-
tivities undertaken by State Governments in 
the form of schemes and its contribution to 
performance of the States in the Governance 
model. This analysis adds an additional 
dimension to measuring the performance of 
States in terms of Governance. 

COVID-19 Index – The COVID-19 Response 
Index is an attempt to rank Indian States 
on their response to the pandemic ever 
since the first case was detected till March 
31,2021. The Index subsumes two themat-
ic areas – Preparedness and Containment. 
Pandemic preparedness is a continuous 
process of planning, exercising, revising 
and translating into action national and 
Sub-national pandemic preparedness and 
response plans whereas containment relies 
on strategies aimed at detecting cases early 
by adopting suitable testing strategies, 
isolation of cases, contacts and providing 
adequate treatment.

Delta Analysis – The Delta Analysis tries to 
capture the rate of improvement or decline 
of the various indicators over a period of 
five-ten years. The Delta is a measure of the 
year on year progress made by the States on 
Key Development Indicators. 

The PAI 2021 is an addition to the existing set 
of Indices released every year, and to name a 
few includes the NITI Aayog’s SDG India Index, 
Ease of Living Index, Swachh Survekshan, and 
the Municipal Performance Index. PAI 2021 re-
sults also include the rankings of the State at the 
SDG level, where it also keeps in mind the SDG 
2030 Agenda of ‘leave no one behind’. The pro-
gress measured under each SDG, is reflected in 
the performance of the States in the SDG India 
Index 2021. While there exist contradictions in 
the rankings of PAI 2021 and SDG India Index, 
both these Indices have a common goal to guide 
the States on improving their performance at the 
Sub-national level. The data analytics presented 
through PAI 2021, acts as a catalyst to improve the 
development trajectory to aid data driven policy 
interventions for the Indian States. 

1   Hobbes, Thomas (1651), The Leviathan
  
2    Jayal, N. G. (1994). The gentle leviathan: Welfare and the Indi-
an state. Social Scientist, 18-26.

3  George Psacharopoulos, EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT: A 
Review, The World Bank Research Observer, Volume 3, Issue 1, 
January 1988, Pages 99–116, 
https://doi.org/10.1093/wbro/3.1.99
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It is axiomatic that a complex phenomenon like 
Sub-national Governance cannot be measured 
by a single or even a set of descriptive indicators. 
Instead, it has to be represented in its multi-
dimensionality, through a combination of factors 
as proxy for how Governance effects manifest in 
the real world. Among these factors is a mix of 
outcome, process and institutional indicators that 
combine to generate Government Effectiveness 
and the Regulatory Quality and also manifest as 
barriers or enablers for Voice and Accountability, 
the Rule of Law and the Control of Corruption in 
the delivery of public services. The methodological 
challenges in the construction of a Composite 
Index like the Public Affairs Index are two-fold: 
first, the choice of indicators-the process rendered 
even more complex by the need to find the most 
appropriate method to determine the types of 
indicators, aggregation, comparisons to be made, 
and the weights to be assigned. The second, is the 
availability of data: to define data requirements, 
identify the data sources and its standardisation for 
analyses. Despite these difficulties, the Composite 
Index as a tool for measuring economic, social 
and political phenomena emerges as one that is 
practical, infuses rigour and is scientific.

This chapter elaborates on the model that PAI 2021 
deploys and the method applied to complete the 
delicate task of developing the Composite Index to 
measure the performance of the States in India on 
Governance and rank them. It starts by emphasising 
that PAI 2021 process entailed gathering, compiling, 
standardising, analysing, and interpreting data 
from Government data sources on a wide range of 
Governance concerns systematically. If assessing 

“‘There is a missing moral core in our technolog-
ical advance. In rich nations and poor, the moral 
foundations of economic growth are often lack-
ing. And we are too embarrassed even to mention 
morality any more.”

Mahbub Ul Haq
-	 Reflections on Human Development

"The time has come", the Walrus said, "To talk of 
many things: Of shoes - and ships - and sealing 

wax - Of cabbages - and kings- And why the sea 
is boiling hot - And whether pigs have wings." 

Lewis Carrol
-	 The Walrus and the Carpenter

Governance is complex, obtaining statistics in the 
context of the states is even more difficult. Data 
gaps and unevenness influence both the choice of 
indicators and the analyses of data.

Raw scores for each indicator were converted into Z 
scores to ensure scaling of data. The scaled data was 
fed into the model to ensure a standard alignment 
of values based on the directionality of the 
indicators (positive/negative). The goal of adopting 
this methodology over other Index generating 
techniques adopted by multiple Government 
organisations was to improve the statistical rigour 
and power to test the hypothesis or theory of 
change of PAI 2021 for all tiers - SDG, Governance 
Themes and Pillars - of the Composite Index. The 
intrinsic qualitative character of Governance makes 
this a challenging task, yet PAI 2021 succeeds in 
substantial measure through the use of constructed 
variables developed from Government data sources. 
In what follows, brief details about the technique 
used to create the model are explained.

The UN SDG Agenda 2030, in substantial measure, 
rests on the conceptual framework of the Human 
Development Index. To understand why this is so, 
we must make a brief detour to consider the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP), the other measure of 
progress that governments continue to rely on and 
in the public mind space conjures up a powerful 
statistical indicator of national development, no 
matter how far removed it might be from the 
freedom of choice to be or to do. The modern concept 
of the GDP as an empirical measure of economic 
growth and hence of national development was 
first proposed by Simon Kuznets in 1934. But it was 
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The focus of the PAI 2021 methodology 
was on constructing a Composite 
Index using a scientifically rigorous 
methodology of Principal Component 
Analysis (PCA) by which the model 
itself generates the weights for the 
chosen indicators rather than relying 
on domain specific or subjective 
weightages.

not until the Bretton Woods Conference in 1944, 
that GDP became the main tool for measuring a 
country's economic progress. Ironically, besides 
the dodgy data that goes into generating the GDP, it 
is the method of calculation that makes it the hand 
maiden of political expediency. Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) = C + I + G +[X – M] (or Consumption 
plus Investment plus Government Spending plus 
Net-Exports), gives governments of the day an 
incentive to spend more money, because greater 
government spending tautologically increases that 
sum. Bear in mind that the value of government 
spending includes the salaries of government 
employees, not the value of their output. It is not 
surprising then that the GDP as a measure is often 
described as ‘the price of everything and the value 
of nothing’. The necessity of assessing Governance 
going beyond assessing the GSDP of states becomes 
important, particularly in the light of the urgency to 
advance the efforts in the states towards achieving 
the goals of the UN Agenda 2030 for Sustainable 
Development. 

The PAI 2021compels us to ask what matters more, 
the quantitative expansion of an economy, or the 
qualitative improvement in the capabilities of 
society. In presenting a Composite Index, it infuses 
an ethical dimension to the development discourse. 
The use of publicly available data for Governance 
measurement serves two objectives: It enables a 
state-by-state comparison based on data supplied 
by the government. This type of comparison 
encourages healthy competition among the states. 
Furthermore, a data-driven evaluation offers the 
states assessments of key indicators that must 
be focused on to make evidence-based decisions. 

Since 2016, the Public Affairs Centre has been working 
to produce value-added studies to assist governments 
in implementing Good Governance principles in many 
development practice sectors. PAI 2021 thus emphasises 
the need to include process and outcome indicators 
where the process indicators measure the states on their 
effectiveness or efficient operation of programmes while 
the outcome indicators enable us to understand if the 
programmes/schemes were implemented successfully 
from a Public Governance perspective. PAI 2021 is 
significant in two ways: First, the perspective it provides 
on the principle that development is, in essence, a rights-
based socio-political process; and therefore Public 
Governance must focus on those who are disadvantaged 
or vulnerable. Second, it highlights the need for every 
State to ensure that no one is at the risk of being left 
behind in its philosophical approach, policy formulation, 
or programme design. The indicators in the model 
have been grouped into five thematic areas: Voice and 
Accountability, Governance Effectiveness, Regulatory 
Quality, Rule of Law, and Control of Corruption; each 
of which serves to provide the State Governments with 
actionable insights on exploring Governance processes 
and enhancing Governance outcomes. The model’s 
substantive use of measuring Governance quality lies in 
the specificity of the problems and opportunities that it 
points to for each state, regardless of rank; in highlighting 
the urgent need for enforcing the rule of law, to prevent 
egregious acts of the S tate’s administrative apparatus 
and hold it accountable. Like the previous editions, the 
PAI 2021 model is based on measuring Governance at 
the Sub-national level as a process that creates objective 
conditions for three-tier autonomy for all citizens: 
rights-based entitlements, aspiration-based economic 
opportunities, and capacity-based community agency.  

Structure of PAI 2021 

In a diverse country like India, where each 
state is socially, culturally, economically, 
and politically distinct, measuring 
Governance becomes increasingly tricky.

From a growth standpoint, it is self-evident 
that all three pillars must work together. 
Two of the three pillars, Growth and 
Sustainability without Equity, Growth and 
Equity without Sustainability and Equity 
and Sustainability without Growth, are 
hard to accept. The variables that are used 
in building the PAI 2021 Index are the three 
pillars of Growth, Equity and Sustainability. 
As a result, identifying variables of interest 
to assess these created variables is critical. 
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Voice and Accountability (VA): 
The extent to which people of a state can engage in 
the Governance process as change agents rather 
than as mere beneficiaries or just recipients of 
largesse
Government Effectiveness (GE): 
The adequacy and quality of public services, 
civil service quality and capacity, and policy 
development and programme execution quality 
and capacity
Regulatory Quality (RQ): 
The government’s ability to design and enforce 
good rules and regulations that allow and support 
private sector development and distribution of 
common property resources
Rule of Law (RL): 
The extent to which agents trust and follow 
society’s laws, particularly the quality of contract 
enforcement, police, and maintaining law and 
order
Control of Corruption (CC): 
The extent to which the use of public power and 
authority for private gain may be prohibited, 
encompassing both petty and grand types of 
corruption, as well as the capture of the state by 
elites and corporate interests.

The World Governance Indicators (WGI) constitute the 
five themes that serve as variables of interest under these 
pillars:
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PAC has also incorporated the relevant 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in the 
model to align PAI with global standards. PAI 
2021 includes fourteen SDGs, namely:

PAC  2021 has selected 43  indica-
tors that will assist in defining the 
constructed variables that will be 
used to measure Governance. 

Based on this action, a total of 
four new indicators were added to 
the model for PAI 2021, while 12 
indicators were dropped

SDG 1:  No Poverty

SDG 2: Zero Hunger

SDG 3: Good Health and Wellbeing

SDG 4: Quality Education

SDG 5: Gender Equality

SDG 6: Clean Water and Sanitation

SDG 7: Affordable and Clean Energy

SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth

SDG 9: Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure

SDG 10: Reduced inequalities

SDG 11: Sustainable Cities and Communities

SDG 12: Responsible Consumption and 
	  Production

SDG 15: Life on Land

SDG 16: Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions

A comprehensive assessment of current 
indicators from 2020 was performed as 
part of PAC’s efforts to ensure that all 
aspects of Governance are reflected in the 
PAI computation. The goal of the exercise 
was to guarantee that all indicators are 
independent of one another and that no 
significant indicator was left out of the 
model.

The revisions to the indicator list are 
summarised below.  The details of the 
indicators are provided in the Pillar-wise 
chapters and in the Annexure.

The most crucial element of the model is the last layer, 
which assesses each variable of interest individually.

Model And Methodology
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PAI 2021 creates two significant factors 
for measuring the quality of Governance 
in the Indian States by adopting topics 
from the World Governance Index and 
keeping a parallel with the United Nations’ 
Sustainable Development Goals for 2030, 
which establishes a shared development 
agenda. While the SDGs offer nations 
objectives and metrics to track progress, 
they are global in scope and must be 
contextualised for India’s development. 

PAC 2021 has selected 43 indicators 
that assist in defining the constructed 
variables that will be used to measure 
Governance. 

Model of PAI 2021

Because of the powers and obligations placed on 
states by the Indian Constitution, measuring the 
quality of Governance at the Sub-national level is 
essential. Because of the country’s diversity a one-
size-fits-all policy is not the best option for long-
term growth; therefore, governments must establish 
and implement policies at the sub-national level to 
advance ‘Good Governance.’ The PAI rankings pro-
vide states with a clear picture of which indicators 
and themes deserve immediate attention.

The Ministry of Statistics and Programme Imple-
mentation (MoSPI) and the NITI Aayog, Govern-
ment of India, which also coordinates the Central 
and State governments’ activities and institutions, 
are in charge of identifying indicators for measur-
ing the SDG performance.

PAI 2021 intends to provide governments with 
prescriptive measures and a deeper level of knowl-
edge by incorporating a Governance Index.

New indicators included

1.	 Real wage (casual labour) 
2. 	 Performance Grading Index 
3.	 Rural Non-farm Employment 
4. 	 Percentage of Nitrogen fertilisers out 	
	 of 	total N P K. 
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Methodology of PAI 2021

Background

Creating a Composite Index from several Govern-
ance indicators is a complicated process that re-
quires careful scaling, weighting and aggregation. 
These calculations must account for data skewness, 
outliers, data spread or significant variation and in-
dication orientation. Each of these unique data fea-
tures contributes to distorting the ranking results by 
biasing the Composite Index.

PAI 2016, 2017 and 2018 used weighted averages 
at each level of aggregation, where the weights were 
either uniformly distributed or assigned using sub-
jective analysis by domain experts.

To arrive at a Composite Index, the PAI 2019 model 
removed the subjectivity of weights and applied a 
scientific process. Before generating the Composite 
Index, a process for proper scaling to eliminate 
outliers and skewed data was applied. The aggregate 
employed a self-selection method to produce a Com-
posite Index at each level without relying on subjec-
tive weights. 

PAI 2021 – Computing the Composite Index

The data for PAI 2021 is organised from a bottom 
up approach, the 43 indicators linked to the corre-
sponding SDGs are mapped in such a way that each 
indicator corresponds to precisely one SDG. Each 
SDG in the “SDG layer” corresponds to one of the 
Themes in the “Theme Layer,” and each Theme cor-

responds to one of the Pillars in the uppermost layer. 
Each indicator may be linked to a Pillar, Theme, and 
the SDG it corresponds to in the “Indicators Layer” 
at the bottom. Equity, Growth, and Sustainability are 
the three pillars, whereas Voice and Accountability, 
Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule 
of Law, and Corruption Control are the five themes. 
The 43 indicators cover 14 SDGs.

Data Selection

PAI 2021 data is extracted from only central gov-
ernment sources to eradicate any significant bias 
relating to data collection. The data is then stand-
ardised according to GSDP, population etc. to ensure 
comparability across states. The PAI 2021 Index is 
generated separately for Large States, Small States 
and UTs to ensure a scientific rigour is applied in 
the rankings. One of the most important features of 
the PAI model is that there are no null values taken 
since they may skew the performance of the States. 
To ensure the indicators thus selected measure what 
they are meant to measure, a ‘Pairwise Correlation’ 
exercise is undertaken to narrow down to the most 
significant indicators and eliminate autocorrelation 
from the model. The PAI 2021 model has introduced 
“author constructed variables” for better assess-
ment of poverty, inequality, informalisation in the 
formal sector, structural transformation in the agri-
cultural sector and food security. 

Pairwise Correlation

The strength of the linear relationship between the 
two variables is measured by correlation. A Pair-

wise Correlation table displays the correla-
tion values calculated from all observations 
with non-missing values for any two vari-
ables. The correlation coefficient can have 
a range of values from -1.0 to 1.0. A perfect 
negative correlation is shown by a correla-
tion of -1.0, whereas a perfect positive cor-
relation is indicated by a correlation of 1.0. 
There is no link between the variables if the 
value is zero. A pair of variables that have a 
correlation coefficient of 0.07 to 1 (or -0.7 to 
-1.0) is said to be closely connected.

All variables with a significant p-value 
(=0.05) and those that were judged 
domain-relevant were listed. Based on 
domain consultation, one from each linked 
pair was removed. Using the correlation 
coefficient and domain inputs, the initial 
54 variables were reduced to 43 variables. 
For the Index computation, these 43 factors 
were considered.

Data Preparation

The raw data for the various indicators were 
first converted to scaled scores (using nor-
malised Z scores) that appropriately aligned 
with the direction of the indicator. For all 
indicators, a high score suggests better 
performance and vice versa. Normalised Z 
scores [(indicator score – Mean)/Standard 
Deviation] was preferred over the Min-Max 
scaling method [(indicators score – Min)/ 
(Max-Min)] to ensure that the variance char-
acteristics in the data were not lost.

Model And Methodology
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Calculating PAI 2021

A Composite Index was calculated at each level 
of the data structure (Refer to Figure 2) using the 
indicators that group the respective SDG, Themes 
and Pillars.

At each level starting from lowermost (SDG), a 
Composite Index was calculated for each entry 
at that level. In this case (lowermost SDG level), 
a Composite Index was calculated for each of the 
SDGs using the indicators that group to a specif-
ic SDG. The calculation of each Composite Index 
involved the following:

Figure 2: Arriving at a Composite Index
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PAI 2021 employs a “Manhattan Distance” 
variant where each significant component is 
split by the proportion of variance it explains. 
This technique reduces the bias induced by 
data dispersion or significant volatility in cal-
culating the Composite Index. Considerable 
data variation tends to spread out the scores, 
with larg values skewing the Composite Index 
toward a high rank. When contrasted to anoth-
er state whose scores are substantially above 
average on most of the indicators, this cir-
cumstance creates a bias favouring states that 
score very well in a few indicators compared 
to a wide range of low performing indicators.

This process was repeated at each level to 
arrive at the Composite Index for each of the 
pillars namely – Equity, Growth and Sustaina-
bility. The Pillar scores were averaged (simple 
average) to arrive at the overall Composite In-
dex, i.e. PAI 2021.

Model And Methodology

Calculating the components that make up the 
Composite Index
Principal Component Analysis (PCA), a popular 
scientific process was used to determine the opti-
mal components. These optimal components cap-
ture multiple ways of representing the aggregating 
nodes (at the SDG level, multiple indicators aggre-
gate into one specific SDG), in a manner that these 
components help best distinguish the states at each 
level.  Each component also contains the amount of 
variation explained in the data.

Aggregating the individual components to 
arrive at the Composite Index
The scores of the individual components can be 
aggregated using a variety of methods:

•	 A simple summation called “Manhattan 
	 Distance”
•	 “Euclidean Distance” as explained below
	 A diagrammatic representation below 		
	 explains the difference in aggregation in both 	
	 methods.

Figure 3: Explanation of Manhattan Distance and Euclidean Distance

2

1 Thus, the PAI 2021 Composite Index calcula-
tion and ranking methodology follows a sys-
tematic and scientific procedure to arrive at 
the Composite Index from the base indicators. 
Composite Indices are measured on their ro-
bustness and sensitivity. The PAI 2021 meth-
odology is both robust and sensitive since it –

1.	 Eliminates subjectivity of weights
2.	 Self-selects components using a universal
 	 and widely used technique (PCA)
3.	 Reduces bias in index calculation owing 		
	 to 	skewed data distribution and spread of 
	 data
4.	 Provides a mechanism to decompose the 	
	 index at each level – pillars, themes and 		
	 respective SDGs
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CHAPTER III - THE EQUITY PRINCIPLE
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“So long as there are tears and suffering, so long our 
work will not be over. And so, we have to labour and 
to work, and work hard, to give reality to our dreams. 
Those dreams are for India…”

Jawaharlal Nehru
‘A Tryst with Destiny’

“Would you tell me, please, which way I ought to go 
from here?” “That depends a good deal on where 
you want to get to,” said the Cat. “I don’t much care 
where—” said Alice. “Then it doesn’t matter which 
way you go,” said the Cat.

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

The real world is at once impersonal and harsh in 
equal measure for those disadvantaged, vulnerable, 
or underprivileged. Inequality brutalises life. Equity 
therefore is not just an ethical question; it is a material 
question, of providing rights-based entitlements to 
those most in need. It is not the case that behind a ‘veil of 
ignorance’ are objective humans striving to uphold the 
values and norms that advance equity and a hypothet-
ically ideal society, its governing principles practiced 
to maximise liberty and justice for all.  What manifests 
instead, is an empirically messy world that one needs 
to recognise and needs to work with. The task before 
the States is to address the political economy of devel-
opment and engage deeply and thoughtfully with the 
challenge of productivity inclusiveness in a manner that 
provides equality of opportunity. 

In an already deeply unequal economy and society, 
amidst the daily struggles of livelihood for a large 
population in the country came the pandemic that has 
exacerbated the Equity crisis. From the perspective of 
the Equity principle, COVID – 19 has reminded us of 
our vulnerability and mutual dependence. While Public 
Governance is seen as a normative goal to be addressed 
through the architecture and design of accountability 
and regulatory frameworks, the notion of Equity pro-
vides a reasoning in real-world processes of decision 
making and adequate distribution of resources. This is 
primarily due to the fact that all schemes, policies and in-
terventions by the Government have a direct or indirect 
impact on the aspect of Equity. Though the processes to 
ensure Equity are usually initiated with a positive policy 
intention, they are largely affected by the organisation-
al structures and resources available with the Govern-
ment, and also influenced by socio-political factors in 
a nation. Further, the idea of Equity in the scheme is ex-

acerbated due to the traditional values and 
norms ingrained in the routine policy-mak-
ing process, being largely driven by region-
al sentiments and political gains leading 
to a disparity in resource allocation. These 
challenges make it difficult to ensure an eq-
uitable policy framework, which can only 
be addressed by ensuring that existing in-
stitutional exclusion and power inequalities 
are reduced. Thus, the problem of Equity, 
or rather the lack of it, can be addressed 
through diverse policy interventions, solving 
system issues, considering end-users segre-
gated at multiple levels of intervention and 
drawing on a multi-disciplinary perspective.

The Equity Pillar of the PAI 2021 Index 
analyses the inclusiveness impact at the 
Sub-national level in the country; inclu-
siveness in terms of the welfare of a socie-
ty that depends primarily on establishing 
that all people feel that they have a say in 
the Governance and are not excluded from 
the mainstream policy framework. This 
requires all individuals and communities, 
but particularly the most vulnerable, to have 
an opportunity to improve or maintain their 
wellbeing. This chapter of PAI 2021 reflects 
the performance of States and UTs during 
the pandemic and assesses the Governance 
infrastructure in the country, analysing the 
effectiveness of schemes and the general 
livelihood of the people in terms of Equity. 
The Equity Pillar of PAI 2021 uses specific 
indicators to ensure that a comprehensive 
analysis of all aspects of Equity drives the 
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a rank of 2nd and 4th respectively in the PAI 2021 Index, and 
5th and 4th in the Pillar of Equity. This pattern of comparable 
performance has been observed in several other States as 
well, across the Pillar of Equity and the PAI 2021 Index. This 
is evident from the high correlation (correlation coefficient = 
0.799) between the rankings in the Pillar of Equity and the 
overall PAI 2021 Index.  Among the poor performers in the 
Equity Pillar are the States of West Bengal (WB), Maharashtra, 
Karnataka, Odisha and Uttar Pradesh (UP). While UP, WB, and 
Odisha have shown similar performance in the PAI 2021 Index, 
Karnataka performs substantially well with a rank of 7th in the 
PAI 2021 Index, but 16th in the Pillar of Equity slipping four 
places compared to last year. 

While drilling down to the theme level, the correlation coeffi-
cients are not very strong as they range from 0.3 to 0.6, there 
is a similar trend visible in terms of the coefficients in the 
SDGs where the correlation coefficient is not very prominent

States performing well in these SDGs would 
also show an improved performance in the 
overall PAI 2021 Index.

Gujarat is the top performing State in the 
Pillar of Equity. It has a strong performance 
in the themes of Voice and Accountability 
(ranking 3rd) and Control of Corruption 
(ranking 2nd), while a moderate perfor-
mance across other themes. With regard 
to SDGs, the State is placed in the top three 
in the indicators pertaining to SDGs 10 and 
16. Gujarat has a Palma ratio of 0.84 (rural 
and urban combined) which is lower than 
the national average of 0.99.

Closely following Gujarat is Kerala, who is 
also the top ranker in the overall PAI 2021 
Index for consecutive three years. Kerala 
tops the theme of Voice and Accountability 
which has a correlation coefficient of 0.478. 

performance of the States. There are five themes 
in the Pillar of Equity; Voice and Accountability, 
Government Effectiveness, Rule of Law, 
Regulatory Quality, and Control of Corruption. 
These themes are further divided into 21 indica-
tors and mapped to the respective SDGs. 

Overall Performance of Large States, Small 
States, and UTs in the Growth Pillar

This is primarily due to its poor performance in 
the Pillars of Growth and Sustainability. Gujarat 
has an overall rank of 5th in the PAI Index due to 
its moderate performance in these two Pillars. 
Tamil Nadu and Chhattisgarh are also among 
the good performing States in both the Pillar 
of Equity and the overall PAI Index; they have 

PAI 2021 has featured indicators of Real 
Wage of Casual Labour and Deprivation, 
for better assessment of SDG 1 under 
the theme of Voice and Accountability 
and Government Effectiveness; and 
Out of Pocket Expenditure, for better 
assessment of SDG 3 under the theme of 
Control of Corruption.

The Equity Pillar is explained through SDGs 1 (No 
Poverty), 2 (Zero Hunger), 3 (Good Health and Well 
Being), 5 (Gender Equality), 10 (Reducing Inequalities), 
11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) and 16 (Peace, 
Justice and Strong Institutions). SDGs which have 
relatively high correlation coefficient are SDG 5 (under 
Voice and Accountability), SDG 1 (under Government 
Effectiveness), SDG 10 (under Regulatory Quality) with 
coefficients of 0.442, 0.633 and 0.464 respectively.

Gujarat also has a high proportion 
of women in the legislature and 
local government, ensuring equita-
ble participation of women in the 
governance framework. In 2021, 
12% of the seats were won by wom-
en in the State legislature, while 
almost 50% of the seats were held 
by women in the Panchayati Raj in-
stitutions. This is among the highest 
in the country, only after Uttara-
khand and Rajasthan. 

Thus, despite a positive performance in the Pillars 
of Growth and Sustainability Karnataka has a poor 
rank in the PAI 2021 Index essentially driven by its 
performance in the Equity Pillar.

The State of Gujarat ranks the highest in 
the Pillar of Equity, followed by Kerala 
and Rajasthan. Kerala and Gujarat also 
indicate a similar performance in the 
overall PAI 2021 Index and rank among 
the good performing States. While 
Rajasthan is 3rd in the Pillar of Equity, it 
ranks 11th in the overall PAI 2021 Index. 

The Equity Principle
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Kerala’s neighbour Karnataka also bears the burnt 
of high inequalities and regional imbalances. 
However, it is true that both these States have high 
per capita income, therefore increasing the per cap-
ita consumption of the State. Kerala also ranks 2nd 
last under the theme of Control of Corruption, as 
the average out of pocket expenditure in PHCs is Rs. 
6,096 (NFHS-4).

Rajasthan has emerged as a top performing State in 
the Pillar of Equity, while it has a poor performance 
in the overall PAI 2021 Index. This is rather 
contradictory to its trends in the other Pillars as 
well; it ranks 13th in the Pillar of Growth and 15th in 
the Pillar of Sustainability. The performance of the 
State in the Equity Pillar is largely backed by its very 
strong performance in the theme of Voice and Ac-
countability, where it is 2nd only to Kerala. At 56.4%, 
Rajasthan has the highest proportion of seats held 
by women in the Panchayati Raj institutions. The 
State has also indicated improved empowerment 
and safety of women through the utilisation of Nir-
bhaya Fund; compared to States like Bihar (42%) 
and Madhya Pradesh (55.4%), more than 78 % of 
the funds have been used. This argument is also 

supported by the substantial reduction in the num-
ber of rapes per 10 lakh population between 2016 
and 2019; in 2017 the number of reported cases 
were 5526, which reduced to 2485 in 2019. Schemes 
of Maternity Benefit have also generated positive 
outcomes in the State. In 2021, 56.1% of mothers 
received financial assistance under Janani Suraksha 
Yojana (JSY) for births delivered in an institution. 

This points directly to the successful implementation 
of several schemes that the Government of 
Chhattisgarh has introduced to increase the empow-
erment of women through livelihood and employ-
ment promotion. Schemes such as Female Labour-
ers SHG, Chhattisgarh Mahila Kosh, Swalambhan 
Yojana, etc., have directly or indirectly impacted 
general as well as minority communities and im-
proved their income earning opportunities. Thus, 
reduced inequality and gender parity has been a 
feature of the State. In terms of corruption, data from 
the Anti-Corruption Bureau indicate that the State 
of Chhattisgarh has the highest cases disposed, as a 
percentage of the total cases under investigation; an 
average of 37.5% of cases were disposed between 
2016 and 2018. In terms of SDG 16 indicators (theme 
of Rule of Law), the State is a Front Runner. 

Karnataka lags behind in addressing the issue of 
malnutrition in the State, where it has reported 
36.2% stunting, 26.1% wasting and 35.2% un-
derweight amongst children below five years 
of age (NFHS-4). The State also has prevailing 
inequality and deprivation which is also seen as 
an impact in the State’s poor performance in the 
indicator of Rural Non-farm Employment further 
explained in the Growth chapter. Following 
Karnataka is Odisha, while it is amongst the 
top three in SDG 1, it ranks last in SDG 5 under 
the Voice and Accountability theme. Odisha 
has only 23% participation of women in the 
Panchayati Raj Institutions. In 2019 only 3.92% 
of Anti-corruption cases were closed out of the 
total cases registered for investigation in Odisha. 
This brings down the ranking of the State under 
the theme of Control of Corruption to 16th.

Karnataka has slipped to 16th rank where 
it was 12th last year under the Equity 
Pillar. The State ranks 17th in SDG 10 
under Voice and Accountability and 16th 
in SDG 3 under Control of Corruption. This 
cannot take away the fact that the State 
has improved its performance in terms 
of addressing crimes against women. 
Karnataka has only reported 528 cases 
of rapes per 10 lakh population which is 
much lower than the national average of 
1092 cases, also the growth rate of rape 
cases reported for the past five years is 
-46.23% (NCRB, 2019).

While looking at the SDG performance Kerala 
tops SDGs 1, 2 and 11 under the theme of 
Voice and Accountability and in SDG 3 under 
Government Effectiveness. Kerala has always 
been considered a ‘Welfare State’, but the 
State has secured last position in SDG 10 
under the Voice and Accountability theme 
implying high prevalence of inequalities in 
the State. Chhattisgarh’s performance in the Pillar 

of Equity is boosted due to its very strong 
performance in the themes of Rule of Law, 
Regulatory Quality, and Control of Corruption 
and a moderate performance across all other 
themes. The Worker Population Ratio for 
females in Chhattisgarh stands at 51.2%, and 
is the highest among all Large States.
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The poor performance of the State in health out-
comes is also visible under the Growth Pillar where 
the State has performed poorly in terms of insti-
tutional deliveries, immunisation achievement and 
health worker density.

Special mention goes to the States of Tamil Nadu 
which has a strong performance in theme of 
Rule of Law (1st rank), while Andhra Pradesh 
has a spectacular performance in the themes of 
Regulatory Quality (2nd rank). This can be attributed 
to the low rate of crimes against children (20.5%) 
and reduced deaths of dowry victims per 10 lakh 
population (28 deaths). According to NFHS-4, Tamil 
Nadu has Infant Mortality Rate of 20% compared 
to a national average of 33.59%. On the flip side, 
States like Maharashtra record high crimes against 

children (51%). Madhya Pradesh which ranks 15th 
in the Equity Pillar has recorded high incidence of 
crimes against SC (46.7%), Infant Mortality Rate 
(51%), stunting (42%) and underweight children 
(42.8%). 

The Figure below explains the correlation between 
the PAI Index and the Equity Pillar for Large States. 
The distance between Kerala and Uttar Pradesh 
elaborates the divide in development through Equity 
parameters. The State of Uttar Pradesh will require 
to work on improving its development paradigm 
with utmost rigour to match Kerala’s performance. 
The spread of the Large States is forming clusters 

towards the top right and bottom left corner  with 
only Andhra Pradesh, Jharkhand and Haryana 
placed in the middle. This is also indicative of the 
fact that in the Equity Pillar either the States have 
performed very well or have performed very 
poorly. Given the ongoing pandemic situation, 
the States who have experienced a large impact 
of the pandemic (as discussed in the COVID-19 
Response Index further) see a poor performance 
in the Equity Pillar. 

In the Small States category, interesting changes 
can be observed as compared to last year’s 
performance of the States.

The State performing consistently in the 
bottom over the years under the Equity 
Pillar in the Large States category is Uttar 
Pradesh. The State places itself in the bottom 
of the rankings under SDGs 5, 3 and 10. Apart 
from these SDGs Uttar Pradesh also ranks 
last in terms of dowry deaths per 10 lakh 
population (2410 cases reported against 
the national average of 244 cases) as per the 
statistics released by National Crime Records 
Bureau in 2019. Rate of crimes against ST 
is registered is 63.6% in the State. Infant 
Mortality is as high as 64% in the State, this 
is also attributed to the State’s high stunting 
(46.3%), wasting (17.9%) and underweight 
(39.5%) in children below five years of age.

The Equity Principle
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The correlation coefficient of the Equity Pillar 
with the overall PAI 2021 Index is a posi-
tive correlation of 0.675. The other Pillars of 
Growth and Sustainability do not have a signif-
icant correlation coefficient, making Equity Pil-
lar the determinant factor for the rankings of the 
States on the overall Index. Drilling down to the 
theme level, apart from the themes of Voice and 
Accountability (correlation coefficient of 0.59) 
and Regulatory Quality (correlation coefficient of 
0.731) do not have significant correlation results. 
Sikkim and Mizoram secure places in top three 
for the themes of Voice and Accountability, Gov-
ernment Effectiveness and Control of Corruption. 
Surprise addition to the top performers in Voice 
and Accountability is Delhi (ranking 2nd), and in 
Rule of Law is Arunachal Pradesh (ranking 1st). 
Himachal Pradesh tops the theme of Regulatory 
Quality, while Tripura places last. On the contrary 
to top performers, similar to their performance in 
PAI 2020, Uttarakhand, Nagaland and Delhi place 
towards the bottom in Theme rankings. Further 
exploring the performance of the States at the 

Delhi also has a very high influx of skilled and 
semi-skilled migrants in search of jobs every 
year, ensuing a problem of decent living and 
increasing urban slum population (10.63% as 
per Census 2011). Arunachal Pradesh on the 
other hand ranks at the bottom of the Equity 
Pillar. The State performs poorly in terms of 
providing social protection, expenditure in so-
cial sector and also WPR. 

Sikkim ranks 1st in the Equity Pillar as well 
as the overall Index, followed by Meghalaya 
ranking 2nd and Mizoram ranking 3rd. 
Similarly, Uttarakhand ranks 9th, Delhi 10th 
and Arunachal Pradesh 11th. Goa being 
on the list of top three in the overall Index 
ranks 6th in the Equity Pillar. Manipur 
which places at the bottom of the overall 
Index, ranks 8th dropping five places as 
compared to Equity Pillar in PAI 2020.

The driver of Sikkim’s performance is its 
ranking in the theme of Control of Corruption. 
Almost 100% cases that were charge sheeted 
for corruption complete action was taken on 
them, this shows that Sikkim took essential 
steps to counter corruption and facilitate Good 
Governance. Even in the theme of Regulatory 
Quality, explained through SDG 10 and the 
indicator of Worker Population Ratio (WPR) 
(female), according to the Annual Periodic 
Labour Force Survey 2018-19, Sikkim has a 
WPR of 51.1% 3rd after Meghalaya (51.3%) 
and Himachal Pradesh (60.6%).

Sikkim ranks 1st in the Equity Pillar as well 
as the overall Index, followed by Meghalaya 
ranking 2nd and Mizoram ranking 3rd. 
Similarly, Uttarakhand ranks 9th, Delhi 10th 

SDG level, Sikkim is a top performer in SDGs 1 and 10 
in the Voice and Accountability theme. In the theme of 
Regulatory Quality, Sikkim ranks in top three and tops 
the theme of Control of Corruption. Meghalaya might 
not be a top performer in the overall rankings, but it 
ranks 2nd in the Equity Pillar. Meghalaya ranks 1st in 
SDG 10 under the themes of Voice and Accountability, 
Government Effectiveness and Regulatory Quality. Mi-
zoram on the other hand tops SDG 1 in Voice and Ac-
countability and Government Effectiveness and SDG 2 
in the theme of Voice and Accountability. Uttarakhand 
on the contrary has performed poorly under SDG 1, 2 ,3 
and 10, likewise Delhi as anecdotally expected ranked 
last in the theme of Rule of law, indicating poor perfor-
mance in addressing crimes.

Only 3.25% of the total charge sheeted 
cases were completed in Arunachal 
Pradesh moving its performance 
to the bottom of the ranking under 
the theme of Control of Corruption. 
Arunachal Pradesh has however come 
first in SDG 16 performance under 
Rule of Law, attributing to having 
low crimes against the vulnerable 
communities, only 74 cases registered 
of intentional homicide, eight cases 
of rapes and only one dowry death 
victim as per the NCRB statistics of 
2019. 

and Arunachal Pradesh 11th. Goa being 
on the list of top three in the overall 
Index ranks 6th in the Equity Pillar. 
Manipur which places at the bottom of 
the overall Index, ranks 8th dropping 
five places as compared to Equity Pillar 
in PAI 2020.
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Finally, for Union Territories 
Puducherry tops the rankings (also 
1st in the overall PAI 2021 Index) 
followed by Jammu and Kashmir 
ranking 2nd (improving one rank 
compared to PAI 2020). With a 
correlation coefficient of 0.760 with 
the overall Index, the Equity Pillar 
turns out to be the driver of the 
performance of the States.

The Figure explains the correlation between 
the PAI Index and the Equity Pillar for Small 
States.

The scatter of the plot emphasises on the weak 
correlations. The theme of Voice and Account-
ability, Government Effectiveness, Rule of Law 
and Control of Corruption have weak positive 
correlations of 0.59, 0.385, 0.37 and 0.493. At 
the SDG levels, under the theme of Voice and 
Accountability SDG 1 and SDG 10 have moder-
ate positive correlation with the Equity Pillar 
of 0.561 and 0.65 respectively; under Govern-
ment Effectiveness, SDG 10 has a moderate 
positive correlation with the Equity Pillar of 
0.534. States performing well in Equity Pillar 
have also performed well under SDG 1, 10 and 
16 therefore terming them as a catalyst for 
improvement in their ranks in the overall PAI 
2021 Index.

Placing at the bottom are Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
(5th) and Dadra and Nagar Haveli and Daman and Diu 
(6th). Merging Dadra and Nagar Haveli and Daman and 
Diu turned out to be not so beneficial for the state from 
Equity perspective. In some cases, the regression gen-
erates false positives or confounding counter-factual. 
For instance, the correlation coefficients at the theme 
level appear weak, with some of them being negative. 
The negative correlation with a theme would suggest 
that the States finding themselves at the bottom are 
actually the top performers, for example, the theme 
of Rule of Law has a negative correlation coefficient of 
-0.436 with the Equity Pillar, Puducherry ranking at 

the bottom under Rule of Law actually tells that 
the State has performed well under this particular 
theme. This is also vetted by the UT’s performance 
in the Indicators of SDG 16. These must be treated 
for what they are - false positives - when the 
predictor variables in a multiple regression model 
are correlated and one or more of them contains 
random measurement errors, the chances for false 
positive research findings, go up significantly. We 
must leave it at that.

The Equity Principle
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SDG 1 despite having a moderately positive 
correlation (0.68) with the Equity Pillar, does 
not necessarily lift Chandigarh’s performance as 
a whole, as the UT witnesses a fall of two places 
in it’s ranking in the Equity Pillar as compared 
to last year.

Jammu and Kashmir reports the highest number 
of intentional homicide victims (181 cases) but 
has a negative growth rate of -11% over a period 
of four years, while Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands witnesses a high increase in the growth 
rate of 66% for the same time period. Chandigarh 
has seen an approximate 50% increase in the 
number of rape cases reported (68 cases in 2016 
to 112 cases in 2019) with an annual growth rate 
of 0.22% of cases adding each year

On the contrary all other UTs has a negative 
annual growth rate to addition in reporting 
of rape cases. It then turns into a paradox 
where, higher reporting of cases could 
mean a better awareness on the issue, com-
pliance by the police forces etc. and higher 
reporting of cases could also mean that the 
crimes have increased over the years, then 
questioning the competence of the law in 
the UT. 

The Figure above explains the correlation 
between the PAI Index and the Equity Pillar 
for UTs.

Puducherry on the other hand has outperformed every 
UT under SDGs 1 and 3 under the theme of Government 
Effectiveness. Low Infant Mortality rate (16%) attributed 
by low malnutrition levels (19.25%) has helped the UT top 
the rankings in the Pillar. While Dadra and Nagar Haveli 
and Daman and Diu have the highest Infant Mortality 
Rate of 33% (NFHS-4) attributed by high malnutrition 
levels of 27.78% which is very high as compared to the 
national average of 19%. 

Further exploring the SDG-wise performance, 
Chandigarh ranks 1st in SDG 1 under the theme of Voice 
and Accountability, attributing to per day wage of casual 
labour of Rs. 274 adjusted to inflation. 

The spread of the UTs in the graph indicate the 
distance between the top and bottom performer is 
huge, where Puducherry placed at top right hand 
corner and Dadra and Nagar Haveli at the bottom 
left. SDG 10 under the Voice and Accountability 
theme, has a negative correlation coefficient of 
-0.636. SDG 1 under the Government Effectiveness 
theme has a strongly negative coefficient of -0.855, 
while other SDGs do not show any significant 
correlation with the Equity Pillar. The Governance 
in these centrally governed UTs in the Pillar of 
Equity would be challenged to bridge the gap 
between the top and bottom performers.
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1 “Budget for Women and Child Development shrinks, Poshan 
slashed by 27%” 
https://www.thehindu.com/business/budget/budget-for-wom-
en-and-child-development-shrinks-poshan-slashed-by-27/arti-
cle33721315.ece 

The Equity Principle

Concluding the Equity Chapter, it is safe to say that, 
that the Equity Pillar for every category was driven by 
its performance in SDGs 1, 10 and 16. While for Large 
States and Small States, SDG 3 too played a key role 
in their performance. A better livelihood, catering to 
better access to nutritional attainment for children 
can boost performance of the States/UTs. The Equity 
Pillar is proof of the fact that 2/3rd of the country’s 
population which accounts for women and children 
need to be prioritised in terms of stopping heinous 
crimes against women and children, providing them 
with better nutritional outcomes and a safe and secure 
environment for holistic development. This milestone 
can only be achieved by the conscious steps taken 
by the Government in increasing its expenditure for 
Women and Child Development instead of slashing the 
funds by 27%1 .
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CHAPTER IV - GROWTH AND ITS DISCONTENTS 
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In the decade following the recession of 2008-09 
and its aftermath, economic growth emerged as a 
matter of concern across the world. In India, during 
this period, real incomes per capita declined, espe-
cially for the poor, more than at any other time in 
recent memory; and deceleration in growth was 
evident in almost every aspect of the economy - 
production, consumption, savings and investment. 
Even as the recovery was slow and jobs scarce, the 
COVID-19 pandemic has in the past year worsened 
the economic downslide posing even more serious 
challenges to the fragile foundations of India’s 
future growth prospects. The results of PAI 2021 
confirm what was widely believed to be the case on 
the basis of anecdotal evidence: that the pandem-
ic has served to exacerbate economic inequality; 
disrupted the large informal sector; and therefore 
livelihoods. The results from PAI 2021 compel one 
to rethink the nature of economic growth and focus 
on its contrasting effects on the rich and the poor. 
The short run impact of the pandemic on aggregate 
economic activity has been severe on those at the 
margins of the organised market economy, re-
sulting in a significant reduction in internal trade 
particularly in the services and the small and micro 
sectors. The long run effect will likely be the slow-
ing of potential economic growth and an increase 
in poverty. The growth performance of the States in 
India during 2020-2021 must be seen in the shad-
ow of the COVID-19 pandemic and the profound so-
cial and economic challenges that it threw up. 

A great part of the PAI 2021 results reflect how the 
states responded to these challenges and constitut-
ed the growth story of the past year. The disruption 
caused by the pandemic has, if anything, created 

“Economic institutions shape economic incentives: 
the incentives to become educated, to save and in-
vest, to innovate and adopt new technologies…  It is 
the political process that determines what economic 
institutions people live under, and it is the political 
institutions that determine how this process works.”

Daron Acemoglu
Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty

“Here we must run as fast as we can, just to stay in 
place. And if you wish to go anywhere you must run 
twice as fast as that.”

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

a sense of disenchantment with the idea of 
economic growth, as hitherto understood. As 
the migrant crises unfolded in state-after-state 
in India, bringing into serious question the idea 
of India as a common market; and exposing the 
unconscionable inequality in incomes, it be-
came clear that it is time to rethink sustainable 
pathways for India’s future development. 
What is perhaps clear is that the pursuit of 
laissez-faire economics - liberalising, privatis-
ing and globalising - alone, is unlikely to help 
banish poverty and inequality, expand health-
care, or universalise education by 2030. The 
data analysis of the performance of the States 
in the pandemic year demonstrates that India’s 
pathways to achieve the SDG goals are not as 
robust and resilient as might have been sup-
posed. The fundamental finding that the results 
from PAI 2021 point to is, that the States must 
chart a new course to remain on track to meet 
the human development dimensions of the UN 
SDG Agenda 2030. As the country recovers 
from the pandemic, the states must establish 
some clear priorities. It is PAC’s conviction 
from the data analysis that PAI 2021 provides, 
that among these of prime importance, is: SDG 
1 - No poverty; Target 1.2: halve proportion of 
people living in poverty by 2030 and Target 
1.4: provide equal access to basic services; SDG 
2 - Zero Hunger; Target 2.3: double agricultur-
al productivity and incomes of small-scale food 
producers; SDG 3; Target 3.8: achieve universal 
health coverage; SDG 4 - Quality Education; 
Target 4.1: provide free, equitable and quality 
education for all children.
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shoulder the responsibility to lead the economy 
onto this path, despite political economy pres-
sures to divert resources to non-productive activ-
ities. Governments strengthen the foundations of 
the economy, structuring the health, agriculture, 
welfare, infrastructure and security vectors. Only 
when the base of the economy is strong, can El 
Dorado be built upon it. India’s growth story has 
seen a series of boons and banes. The onus of 
growth, however, is not solely the responsibility 
of the government and its agencies. It is the tri-
umvirate of the State, the market, and the Civil 
Society that must work symbiotically towards the 
establishment of a prosperous and just economy. 

Growth in its multidimensional form encompasses 
the essence of access to and the availability and 
optimal utilisation of resources. By resources, PAI 
2021 refers to human resources, infrastructure 
and the budgetary allocations. Capacity building 
of an economy cannot take place if all the key 
players of growth do not drive development. 
The multiplier effects of better health care, 
improved educational outcomes, increased 
capital accumulation and lower unemployment 
levels contribute magnificently in the growth and 
development of the states. PAI 2021 introduces 
a set of constructed indicators that contributes 
to measure this performance. Two indicators in 
particular measure performance on both growth 
and development: the extent of structural trans-
formation in the economy and the extent of infor-
malisation of the formal sector of employment in 
manufacturing and services. 

The States are typically resource constrained 
and must prioritise some broad strategic goals. 
Prioritising from amongst diverse and competing 
goals will not be easy. While sustained Per capita 
economic growth is in itself an SDG target, the States 
would do well to focus on improving well-being 
rather than on increasing economic through-
out. Economic growth, after all, is the cumulative 
increase in the capacity and production of an 
economy. It is characterised by the improvement 
of both the quality and quantity dimensions of ma-
terial and wealth expansion. This dual character 
is synchronous to the understanding of the ba-
sic economic concepts of economic growth and 
economic development. The former is focused 
on the expansion of goods and services, the latter 
on the equitable distribution of these goods and 
services. When PAI looks at growth, it is through 
this lens. Basis the PAI 2021 results, and the 
underlying patterns, PAI 2021would urge that 
the answers to three questions must inform de-
cision-making in the States: Is policy intervention 
a priority? Whether it has a development rath-
er than a growth focus? Is the intervention being 
considered community-centric and resilient? This 
is arguably the only way to build back better, as 
demonstrated by the performance of the high-
er ranked States on the PAI 2021 Index. Govern-
ments play a vital role in the propagation of such 
growth. There is evidence - both static and dy-
namic estimates - including from the results in PAI 
2021, to suggest that gross capital formation, pat-
tern of energy use and domestic consumption and 
investment are the primary drivers of econom-
ic growth in the states. State governments must 

Structural Transformation

The quest for decent work brings the domino 
effect of change in a person’s living standards. 
One must ask the question how? In simple 
labour economics, when the marginal 
productivity of labour in agriculture becomes 
zero, the surplus agricultural labour looks 
for opportunities beyond the agriculture and 
allied sectors. The Agriculture sector is no 
more profitable, therefore causing a shift in 
the occupation of the labourers. However, this 
shift does not guarantee upgradation in their 
skillsets, therefore rendering them vulnerable 
to low productivity, unskilled labour activities 
in the non-farm sector. The phenomenon of 
movement of skilled/unskilled agricultural 
labour from a traditional sector of occupation 
to industries and services is referred as 
structural transformation in the agricultural 
sector. Due to their acquired skills in being 
previously engaged in agriculture, most of 
the surplus agricultural labourers (non-
agricultural labourers) engage in the informal 
sector. According to the Annual Periodic 
Labour Force Survey of 2018-19, 68.4% of 
the workers in non-agriculture sector were 
engaged in the informal sector. The share of 
males in the informal sector is as high as 71%, 
while that of females is over 51%, out of the 
total non-agricultural workers. In the country 
as a whole, 44% of the working population is 
employed in non-agricultural activities (the 
manufacturing and services sectors). However, 
over the years, the change is evident: 
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As per the 2011 Census, Agriculture employed 
74% of working age population, but this 
number has declined to just over 55% of 
the population (Annual Periodic Labour 
Force Survey,  2018-19), though agricultural 
activities still remain the prime sector of 
employment in the country. To determine 
whether structural transformation, though 
inevitable, is necessarily a good thing or not, one 
must recognise that structural transformation 
triggers out-migration and the increased 
mobility of labour increases employment in 
manufacturing provided capital formation 
and innovation have been enabled, resulting 
in the emergence of Urban agglomerations 
as growth centres. The formation of Urban 
agglomerations, outgrowths and census 
towns are indicators of development. Oliver 
Walton in his helpdesk report “Urbanisation 
and Growth” provides a meta-analysis of 
the relationship between economic growth 
and urbanisation. While urbanisation might 
not have a direct causal relationship with 
economic growth, there is evidence that the 
form that urbanisation takes – the degree of 
urban concentration – has a strong causal 
effect on growth (Henderson 2000, Henderson 
2003). Urban agglomerations and creation 
of cities however have a positive correlation 
with income levels of an individual, therefore 
leading to economic growth. Thus, the extent 
of structural transformation is one of the 
empiric measures of the economic growth 
performance of states. 

Informalisation in the Formal Sector

The National Industrial Classification of 
2008 categorises economic activities broadly 
under three categories: primary production 
(agriculture and mining activities), secondary 
production (manufacturing and construction 
activities) and services (transportation, 
commerce and administrative activities).  
With the growing informalisation of work and 
expansion in contractual jobs, in the absence 
of a comprehensive tax-funded social security 
system, the risks of deprivation of rights-
based entitlements and hence the growing 
precariousness of labour is a matter of concern. 
The line dividing the formal sector from the 
informal sector is getting increasingly blurred. 
There is a large workforce borne on the formal 
sector enterprises but without formal written 
job contracts, paid leave, or any form of social 
security benefits. According the Annual Periodic 
Labour Force Survey of 2018-19, regular 
waged/salaried employees in non-agricultural 
sector out of the total surveyed population, 
who do not have written job contracts, access to 
paid leave and social security benefits account 
for over 69%, 54% and 52% respectively across 
rural and urban India, together. The percentage 
of males deprived of a formal job contract 
stands at 70% as compared to 66 in females, 
while the percentage of females deprived of 
social security benefit is slightly higher than 
that of males – 54 % and 51% respectively. 
Irrespective of the gender divide, the rates are 
quite high even at the national level.

The Growth Pillar captures the themes of 
Government Effectiveness and Regulatory Quality. 
Kerala has demonstrated an excellent performance 
in Government Effectiveness, while Telangana tops 
the theme of Regulatory Quality in the Growth 
Pillar. The SDGs that are encapsulated in this 
Pillar are SDG 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9. Kerala has done 
remarkably well under SDG 3, it is widely recognised 
that Kerala has invested in social infrastructure; 
this paired with the decentralised government that 
responds to local needs constructively, and fosters 
community participation, has resulted in high-
quality healthcare in the country. Kerala also shows 

The top three states in the large states 
category are Telangana, Kerala and 
Jharkhand, emerging as the best-
performing states in the Growth Pillar. 
Telangana has succeeded Kerala from PAI 
2020 in the Growth Pillar, while Karnataka 
which acquired the 2nd position last year 
has come down to 6th. A surprise addition 
to the top performers of the Growth 
Pillar is Jharkhand which has ranked 3rd, 
while it ranked 14th in PAI 2020. Madhya 
Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and Bihar are 
poor performers in the Growth Pillar 
and they also rank at the bottom in the 
overall Governance Index, a very similar 
performance to PAI 2020. 

Overall Performance of Large States, Small 
States and UTs on the Growth Pillar
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This indicates that the State’s financial capital is 
growing progressively, however, the aspects of 
social capital and physical capital are still sub-
optimal. Jharkhand is a poor performer in terms 
of SDG 6 and 7, only 24.2% of the population in 
Jharkhand has access to improved sanitation 
facilities far below the national average of 51.1%. 
Only 74.4% of the households in Jharkhand are 
electrified according to the data published by 
National Family Health Survey-4. 

At the bottom, both on the PAI Index and the 
Growth Index is the State of Bihar and Uttar 
Pradesh. This is also in line with the results of PAI 
2020 where the state performed at the same level. 
Bihar ranks 18th in the Growth Pillar and performs 
poorly in terms of human development indicators. 
Uttar Pradesh not far behind Bihar ranks 17 in the 
Growth Pillar. Both these states have performed 
poorly in SDGs 4, 7 and 2. Bihar and Uttar Pradesh 
score 689 and 704 respectively in the Performance 
Grading Index, the national average being 740 out 
of 1000. Legacy reflects that due to high population 
and prevailing multidimensional poverty in the 
State, there are barriers to educational attainment 
as well as to receiving quality health care in these 
States. In Healthcare, the immunisation drive for 

children appears to have halted because of the 
pandemic. The data reported points to a 33% fall 
in immunisation relative to the previous year in 
Uttar Pradesh. This has meant that 20-45% fewer 
children were vaccinated this year than the last 
(TOI). There is also an acute shortage of healthcare 
workers with the healthcare worker density resting 
at 4.9. In terms of Quality Education, the state has 
18% of India’s school-going population which 
is supported by less than 14% of the country’s 
teachers, with the Pupil Teacher Ratio at 31. Despite 
being a poor performer in the human development 
indicators, on SDG 8 Uttar Pradesh shows better 
outcomes than the rest of the goals, ranking 2nd 
after Jharkhand. The only respite the state gets is 
from SDG 9, where is ranks 5th position. There have 
been large investments in building road works and 
expressways in the state to boost socio-economic 
conditions. 

Apart from the top and bottom performers, States 
like Gujarat and Karnataka call for a special 
mention. Karnataka has slipped three ranks in the 
overall PAI Index, and has slipped four ranks in the 
Growth Pillar. Karnataka ranks 10th in the theme 
of Government effectiveness and 4th in the Pillar 
of Regulatory Quality. Karnataka’s performance 
in the SDG of human development - SDGs 3, 4, 6 
and 7 has been excellent where it ranks 2nd in all 
of them, but lags in terms of other SDGs. PAI 2021 
being a relative ranking of the states, Karnataka’s 
performance has not dipped in terms of indicator 
level performance, but the other States catching 
up rate on growth is much faster than Karnataka. 
This will be further discussed in the Delta Analysis 
chapter in this report.

an impressive performance on SDG 4 with over 
96% literacy and a score of 862 in the Government 
of India’s Performance Grading Index of 2020. On 
Regulatory Quality, however, the state falls sharply. 
Performance on SDG 2 - Zero Hunger is measured 
on the indicators of Rural Non-farm Employment 
and growth rate of expenditure on agriculture. 
Both these indicators point to the importance of 
the rural non-farm sector; with job opportunities 
beyond agriculture presenting themselves in rural 
areas, indicating lower rural-urban migration. On 
SDG 9, Kerala is at the tail end of the Index, with the 
17th position out of 18. The State having an effective 
and established infrastructure and maintenance 
track record, steps in, not to contradict, but to 
supplement this Index.

Following Kerala is Telangana, which ranks 1st in the 
Regulatory Quality theme. Telangana tops the chart 
for the indicator of SDG 2 and outperforms every 
state in terms of  Rural Non-farm Employment. 
Focusing on the agriculture sector has helped 
Telangana improve its ranking compared to last 
year. On the contrary, Telangana fares poorly 
in terms of SDG 9, explained by infrastructure 
development. The basic infrastructure element is 
below par in the state as it is also a poor performer 
in SDG 6 (access to improved sanitation). 

A surprise addition to this year’s top 
performer in the Growth Pillar is the State 
of Jharkhand. The State’s performance is 
driven by SDG 8 and SDG 9. Jharkhand has 
the highest State's tax revenue growth rate 
of 25% for the year 2020-21, followed by an 
11.1% growth rate in Net Domestic Product 
(NDP) per capita. 
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For the Large States category, the PAI 
2021 Index has a strongly positive cor-
relation of 0.89 with the Growth Pillar. 
This value is lower than last year’s value 
of 0.905, suggesting that the impact that 
growth has had on the governance and 
sustainable development goal achieve-
ment has not been as conducive. In light 
of the fact that the time period of PAI 
2021 is a year impacted by COVID-19 
and the lock downs, that growth has suf-
fered is understandable. 

Of the Large States, Kerala leads the others in this anal-
ysis, at the top right quadrant. Other States that follow 
suit are Andhra Pradesh and West Bengal, despite be-
ing on the weaker side of correlation. With their high 
levels of correlation, one can infer that their perfor-
mance may be driven by their growth parameters. 

There is also a large cluster of States near the middle, 
with States like Uttar Pradesh, Jharkhand and Rajast-
han showing a negative correlation. It is interesting 
that of these States, Rajasthan and UP have come at 
the tail end of the Growth Index. At the bottom left 
quadrant are a handful of States, with the bottom be-
ing brought up by Bihar. Of the outliers, there have not 
been extreme ones; only Chhattisgarh and Gujarat can 
be seen as deviating slightly. 

In the Small States category Goa ranks 1st, followed 
by Delhi and Himachal Pradesh. Performing last are 
Meghalaya, Nagaland and Manipur. Looking at a break-
down theme-wise, under Government Effectiveness, 
Goa ranks 4th, Delhi 2nd and Himachal Pradesh ranks 
1st. Similarly, the States of Meghalaya, Nagaland and 
Manipur rank last under this theme. Under the theme 

The ongoing pandemic has severely impacted 
the social, economic and physical infrastructure 
of the State. Therefore, the prime focus aof the 
States was to contain the pandemic and reduce 
its impact. The States performing well in the 
indicators of health outcomes need not be 
termed as poor performers if their performance 
is not at par on the other SDG. This reflects in the 
performance of the states like Karnataka and 
Maharashtra in the COVID-19 Response Index.

The graph below shows correlation between the PAI 
2021 Index and the Growth Pillar.

SDG 3 and SDG 4 have a moderate positive 
correlation coefficient of 0.54 and 0.57 
respectively with the Growth Pillar, whereas 
SDG 7 has a strong positive correlation 
coefficient of 0.73. A look at the graph above 
shows the Large States follow a pattern, with 
a cut across the bottom left and top right 
quadrants, showing a positive correlation 
between the PAI 2021 Index and Growth.
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of Regulatory Quality, Goa tops yet again followed 
by Delhi and Sikkim and the States ranking towards 
the bottom are Nagaland, Arunachal Pradesh and 
Mizoram. The correlation coefficient of the themes 
of Government Effectiveness and Regulatory Qual-
ity for Small States with the Growth Pillar is 0.902 
for both. This indicates that the SDG under both 
these themes have a very strong positive correla-
tion with the Growth Pillar and are equally impor-
tant in driving the State’s performance. 

On the SDG front, Goa has done well with Clean 
Water and Sanitation and Affordable and Clean 
Energy (SDG 6 and 7) with the state ranking of 
2nd.  It also has attained 2nd rank in SDG 2. Goa ex-
celling in the Growth Pillar is conclusive of the fact 
that it is not at the bottom in any of the indicators. 
Goa has a composite score of 1.53 which is lower 
than its score in PAI 2020 which was 1.99. On the 
other hand, Delhi has always performed well in 
terms of growth, it’s composite score is 1.23 which 
has acted as a catalyst to improve it’s ranking from 
4th last year to 2nd this year. Delhi ranks 1st in the 
SDGs 2, 4, 7 and 8, while it ranks last in SDG 6. It 
is interesting to note that Delhi being the centre 
of urbanisation does not leave room for rural em-

ployment, therefore it is very understandable that 
in terms of structural transformation it has 97.4% 
of the working population working in the non-
farm sector. Delhi scores a remarkably high score 
of 829 in the Performance Grading Index, the state 
also has a 53.9% enrolment of students in the gov-
ernment schools. The state performs at bottom 
in the Scheme Index of Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan 
which is not reflective of the performance of the 
state because the State runs efficient education 
programmes on its own. 

Delhi has electrified 100% of its households which 
places it to the top of SDG 7. A ground report1 on 
the condition of slum dwelling and their access to 
sanitation facilities revealed that despite having 
built more than 19000 community toilets, peo-
ple in the slums still chose open defecation. This 
is also justified with the performance of the State 
coming last in SDG 6. The pandemic has upset the 
progress for most of the States, Delhi ranks 3rd in 
SDG 3, this is also justified with the fact that Delhi 
was one of the worst hit States in the first wave 
of the pandemic. Delhi has ranked 1st in terms of 
containing the pandemic discussed in detail in 
the COVID-19 Response Index. Himachal Pradesh 
falls one place in the Growth Pillar as compared 
to PAI 2020 and placed 4th on the overall PAI 2021 
Index. Along the Government Effectiveness theme, 
the State has done exceptionally well and stands 
first. This is supported by the high positions it has 
attained in SDGs 3 and 4 with 1st and 2nd rank, the 
3rd rank in SDGs 6 and 8. This has meant that the 
State, despite the pandemic, has done rather well 
on all SDGs. This is witnessed by the fact that the 
State has been able to maintain its immunisation 

levels and is targeting solar power generation, 
with plans of solar parks in key areas. 

In terms of the Regulatory Quality vector, the 
State ranks 5th. This is conditioned with the State 
ranking low in SDG 2. Having a large tourism sector 
that has been severely dampened by the pandemic 
perhaps explains the lower-than-expected 
performance in the interconnected goals of Zero 
Hunger explained through only 38.6% workforce 
employed in non-farm activities. On the other 
hand, faring well on Industry, Innovation and 
Infrastructure is primarily owing to expenditure 
on high-cost highway projects and a partnership 
with the Asian Development Bank to improve 
pre-existing infrastructure facilities.

The performance of the top States is 
driven by SDGs 4, 7 and 8. The correlation 
coefficient of SDGs 4, 7 and 8 with the 
Growth Pillar is 0.90, 0.73 and 0.82 
respectively. The correlations are strongly 
positive which suggests that the indicators 
pertaining to these SDGs are catalysts to 
the State’s performance. 

G
ro

w
th

 a
nd

 it
s 

D
is

co
nt

en
ts

 

Growth and its Discontents 



39

Public Affairs Index 2021One clear idea that comes through, looking at the 
graph, is the distance between Sikkim and the rest 
of the States. The State of Sikkim and Goa are at 
the top-right corner of the graph, reflective of its 
high numbers in contrast to the rest of the States. 
The tail end is strung with majority of the North 
Eastern States. The wider scatter of the graph, as 
compared to the Large States, goes to explain the 
lower correlation coefficient. This in turn shows 
that in Small States, Growth has not been a very 
conducive Pillar for the PAI Index with a moder-
ately positive correlation coefficient of 0.443. 

For the Union Territories (UTs) due to unavailability 
of data, SDG 8 indicators under the Government 
Effectiveness Theme could not be incorporated. 
The UTs are centrally administrated, however 
it varies for Puducherry which has a unicameral 
legislature and elected representatives. The UTs 
ranking of PAI 2021 is quite surprising if one 
has to compare it with the scores of PAI 2020. In 
the Growth Pillar, Puducherry maintains its 1st 
rank as last year, followed by Dadra Nagar Haveli 
and Daman and Diu. The poor performers are 
Chandigarh at 5th rank and Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands at 6th. Both Chandigarh and Andaman and 
Nicobar Island have slipped one place compared 

to the PAI 2020 ranking. In the theme ranking of 
Government Effectiveness and Regulatory Quality, 
Jammu and Kashmir tops while Lakshadweep is at 
the bottom. 

When one dives deeper into the performance of 
the Union Territories at the SDG level, a mixed 
performance of UTs is seen across several SDGs. 
Unlike, Large States and Small States, one single 
UT does not emerge as a top performer across 
various SDG. A surprising performance is seen 
with Jammu and Kashmir, which has improved 
from 7th rank to 4th in the Growth Pillar this 
year. The UT has performed well in terms of 
immunisation achievement, however still lags 
behind in Education and Basic Infrastructure. 
The UT has attained 2nd rank in SDG 8. This is the 
result of the low impact of the pandemic on the 
unemployment rate. 

The correlation coefficients of themes and 
SDGs with the Growth Pillar are very weak, 
indicating that the performance of the 
overall top performer is not necessarily an 
outcome of pre-eminent performance at 
the theme or SDG level. 
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In conclusion, the States that have done well 
on human development parameters are 
also the States that show high performance 
in the PAI Index. The States that have 
improved their rankings relative to last year 
have also improved their financial capital. 
It has also emerged from the findings of 
PAI 2021 that structural transformation is 
a driver of growth, Non-farm Employment 
has come out to be a significant driver 
of the performance of States. States have 
been able to maintain their balance 
sheets of surplus and deficit despite the 
repercussions of the pandemic. States 
that were severely hit by the pandemic, 
have redirected their resources towards 
prioritising containment measures and 
that is reflected in their performance in the 
COVID-19 Response Index. 

1 “Swachh Bharat For All? Despite Community Toilets Built, Ac-
cess Remains An Issue For Slum Dwellers In Delhi” 
https://swachhindia.ndtv.com/swachh-bharat-abhiyan-ac-
cess-toilets-remains-issue-slums-41639/
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CHAPTER V - THE PURSUIT OF SUSTAINABILITY 
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The Pursuit Of Sustainability 
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“ We don’t have to engage in grand, heroic actions to 
participate in change. Small acts, when multiplied by 
millions of people, can transform the world."

	 Howard Zinn
	 American Historian

 “If you didn’t sign it... that only makes the matter 
worse. You must have meant some mischief, or else 
you’d have signed your name like an honest man.”

Lewis Carrol
-	 Alice's Adventures in Wonderland

Sustainable development is a contested idea 
best explored through the changing ideas and 
practices at the intersection of environmental-
ism and development praxis. PAI 2021 seeks to 
present a data-based assessment to understand 
the different actors engaged, from institutions of 
Public Governance to community-based organ-
isations; the policies and programmes through 
which sustainable development is being sought; 
and the outcomes resulting for particular groups 
and environments in both rural and urban con-
texts in the States. In doing so, it focuses on the 
sustainability challenge in the backdrop of the 
interlinked crises in climate, energy, economy, 
poverty and inequality. The PAI 2021 indicators 
chosen across the three Pillars - Growth, Equity 
and Sustainability - provide a framework to as-
sess, how at the Subnational level those engaged 
- State and non-state actors - in the development 
process frame the terms of the discourse. What 
currently constitutes sustainable development? 
what it ought to be? and what kinds of instru-
ments - fiscal and regulatory - might best serve the 
inter-generational imperative of sustainability are 
questions that the States need to consider from 
the perspective of Sub-national Governance, are 
grappling with. A key differentiator separating the 
States performing well on the Sustainability Pillar 
are also those where community participation and 
Civil Society movements influence outcomes of 
environment policy and its enforcement. PAI 2021 
results also show the importance of the role of the 
application of technology-led solutions as central 
to a State achieving a balance between Growth and 
Sustainability.

Poverty and inequality remain key elements in 
the pursuit of sustainable development, as man-
ifesting in the performance of the States on the 
Sustainable Development Goals agenda. Intrinsic 
to the Sustainability Principle is the idea of the 
universality of development outcomes across 
time, space and peoples. On the one side are the 
concerns of the degradation of environment and 
ecology and the spectre of climate change; and 
on the other side is the concern with the current 
State of society marked by unconscionable social 
and economic inequities. In this backdrop there-
fore, PAI 2021 examines sustainability as the 
bridge that connects the present with the future 
and one that must be crossed within and between 
generations to eliminate bias and asymmetry; and 
the degree to which the States - the theatres of 
development action - have strived to achieve this. 
The task ahead of the States is to find ways to think 
global but act local, to solve from the perspective 
of sustainability, the five great challenges India 
faces: energy, water, healthcare, education, and 
agriculture. However, there are particular and 
distinct issues of sustainable development in the 
States. For example, some States encompass many 
‘fragile lands’, such as the major arid and semi-arid 
zones and forest ecosystems. In these places, 
agro-climatic factors in combination with poor 
levels of human development are rendering them 
particularly susceptible to degradation, including 
through climate change, making the recovery 
from natural and economic shocks, such as the 
COVID-19 pandemic disruption, difficult.
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Over the years, the United Nations has come up 
with various programmes and framed goals such 
as Millennium Development Goals, Sustainable 
Development Goals Agenda 2030, etc. with the 
prime objective to leave no one behind, not 
even the environment. As important as does the 
concept sound philosophically, this is far more 
of an economic concept. The interlinkages of a 
safe and green environment with production 
and productivity are vividly emphasised by the 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) 
which uses the term ‘Green Economy’. A Green 
Economy is essentially categorised as a ‘low carbon, 
resource-efficient and socially inclusive’ economy. 
Going green is a primary objective that leads to long-
term sustainability. For a country like India, where 
the economy had grown with a negative growth rate, 
policies boosting industrial growth also ensured 
employment; whilst the green revolution took care 
of the food production. With widespread poverty, 
almost 21 million people living below the poverty line 
an evident priority becomes providing food on their 
plates. Therefore, the implementation of achieving 
the agenda of the green economy gets pushed back in 
the list of priorities. In India, with a population den-
sity of 382 persons per square kilometers (Census 
2011), and the continuing weight of population, it 
becomes a difficult task to convince the masses to 
“go green!”, not in an era of ardent capitalism. The 
Union Budget of India allocated forestry and wild-
life sector ₹ 672 crore in 2019-20, which has been 
reduced to ₹ 586 crore in 2021-22. A significant dip 
in maintenance of the country’s forest reserve and 
wildlife is a matter of concern with the drastically 
changing climate that serves as a breeding ground 
for pathogens with pandemic potential. 

The Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs, 
Government of India releases the “Ease of 
Living Index” where the Indian cities are ranked 
on the basis of their livability. Further diving into 
this concept, there is no surprise that most of 
the ‘A’ listed cities like Bengaluru, Ahmedabad, 
Pune stood amongst the top performers. It is 
indeed a State’s duty to ensure ease of living for 
its citizens in every aspect. The very concept of 
developing smart cities was to enable the green 
economy. The Press Information Bureau of India 
on June 25, 2021 released details of the funds 
allocated under the Smart Cities Mission (SCM). 
The press release quoted ‘2,665 projects (52% 
by number) worth ₹45,080 crores (22% by val-
ue) have also been fully completed and are oper-
ational (as on 23 June, 2021)’. With a high pro-
gramme success rate, the SCM is turning out to 
be the most ambitious turnaround in sustainable 
development infrastructure. The Atal Mission for 
Rejuvenation & Urban Transformation (AMRUT) 
is also an addition towards the ‘SMART’ future 
that this country is looking forward to. In pure 
economics of Urbanisation, this phenomenon 
leads to growth; Urbanisation leads to formation 
of outgrowths and urban agglomerations which 
transform the traditional rural architecture into 
a more productivity driven economic setup. 

In PAI 2021, the sustainability concept is further 
explored by seven indicators under two Themes 
of Government Effectiveness and Regulatory 
Quality. Overall Rankings of Large States, Small 
States and Union Territories on the Sustainability 
Pillar

Good Governance, characterised by transparency, 
accountability and meaningful community 
participation, plays a critical role in sustainable de-
velopment. Those in the Government, the Private 
sector and the Civil Society alike need to re-
flect on how to frame the terms of the debate in 
reconciling what appear as conflicting principles: 
economic growth and therefore the consequent 
over exploitation of resources; and a sustaina-
ble planet that can remain green and support 
future generations without degradation of the 
ecology and environment. There are no easy 
solutions.  The pursuit of sustainability only 
enables sustaining progress made by the States 
to promote the quality of life. The ‘Declaration of 
The United Nations Conference on the Human 
Environment’ in 1972 was the first conference 
at an international level that signaled a shift to 
emphasise the need to devote greater attention 
to environment. In India, it is mandated by the 
constitution more generally under Article 21 
that says “no person shall be deprived of his life or 
personal liberty except according to procedure es-
tablished by law”. Article 21 is subject to liberal 
interpretations where ‘Right to environment, 
free of danger of disease and infection is inherent 
in it’, as articulated in the 2014 press release by 
the Government of India titled ‘Environment 
Protection under the Constitutional Framework 
of India’. Environment protection was assigned 
to the authority of the State and with the 42nd 
Amendment of the Indian Constitution in 1976, 
the subject was transferred to the Concurrent List, 
making it the joint responsibility of the States and 
the Centre.

Th
e 

Pu
rs

ui
t 

O
f 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 

The Pursuit Of Sustainability 



49

Public Affairs Index 2021

performance of the States in the overall rankings 
of PAI 2021. At the theme level, the top performers 
in Government Effectiveness are Kerala (1st), 
Tamil Nadu (2nd) and Punjab (3rd) and bottom 
performing States are Jharkhand (16th), Rajast-
han (17th) and Bihar (18th). On Regulatory Quality, 
Chhattisgarh stands 1st, Kerala 2nd and Telangana 
3rd at the top, while the States of Jharkhand, Uttar 
Pradesh and West Bengal rank 16th, 17th and 18th 
respectively. Both these themes have a correlation 
coefficient of 0.877, placing equal importance to 
the performance in terms of improving rankings 
in the Pillar. 

The themes of Government Effectiveness and 
Regulatory Quality are expressed through 
two SDGs each, SDG 7 and 15 which explains 
Government Effectiveness and SDG 11 and 12 
explain Regulatory Quality. Kerala is the overall 
top performer in the Governance Index and also a 
top performer in the Sustainability Pillar. 

It ranks 1st in SDG 15 (Life on Land) and 12 (Re-
sponsible Consumption and Production). Kerala 
has 14.98 Kg/Ha consumption of Nitrogenous fer-
tiliser remarkably low compared to all the Large 
States (the highest is in Telangana, 164 Kg/Ha; it 
is also seen in the growth chapter that Telanga-
na has the highest government expenditure on 
Agriculture and Allied sector compared to the 
other States). Kerala has been highly depend-
ent on neighbouring States to meet the demands 
of consumption in the State. The most profitable 
farming practice in Kerala is Coffee, the State con-
tributes 21% of the annual production of coffee 
in India second to Karnataka which contributes 
71%1. According to the NFHS-4 data, compared to 
a national average of 46%, Kerala has 54% of total 
households using clean cooking fuel; though this 
number is not very good there is always room for 
improvement.

In the Large States category, the States positioned 
at 1st and 2nd rank are Kerala and Tamil Nadu, 
similar to last year. Following Kerala and Tamil 
Nadu on its pursuit to sustainability is Chhattisgarh 
improving one place since last year. In line with the 
last year’s sustainability score is the performance 
of the bottom performers West Bengal at 16th, 
Bihar at 17th and Uttar Pradesh at 18th rank re-
spectively. Kerala wins the sustainability race by 
a high margin with a score of 2.146 while Tamil 
Nadu scores half of that (1.241). West Bengal has 
however improved its performance by two places, 
but that isn’t enough to leverage it  out of the 
poor performing list. Bihar, however, has slipped 
three places since last year and Uttar Pradesh has 
slipped five places since last year with a more neg-
ative score of -1.234. The Sustainability Pillar has 
a correlation coefficient of 0.852, this coefficient 
indicates that sustainability Pillar catalyses the 

The addition of the indicator of percentage 
utilisation of nitrogenous fertiliser to 
that of total Nitrogen, Phosphorous and 
Potassium fertiliser is a new addition in PAI 
2021. Nitrogen is an essential component 
of plant growth, but due to pollution, high 
number of nitrates can erode nutrients 
from the soil in the long run; a short-term 
fix for increasing yield can leave the land 
barren in the long run, which is why it is 
considered as a negative indicator in the 
calculation of the Composite Index. 

Apart from SDG 11 which has a very high 
positive correlation coefficient of 0.874, 
the other SDGs have a moderately positive 
correlation coefficient ranging from 0.4 
to 0.5 with the Sustainability Pillar. This 
means that the indicators of SDG 11 that 
are solid waste management and annual 
mean levels of particulate matter (PM10) 
are decisive factors for the rankings in SDG 
11, bridging to the ranking at the theme 
and Pillar levels. 

Kerala has 54% forest cover compared 
to national average of 36%, as discussed 
earlier in the chapter, the green economy 
is a very important aspect, going forward, 
towards ensuring inclusive growth, Kerala 
seems to be performing well. The green 
cover of the State also helps it to attain 1st 
position in terms of addressing air pollution 
(PM10 levels). However, the State still ranks 
5th in terms of solid waste management with 
71% waste processing (Chhattisgarh tops 
in solid waste management with 89% of 
waste processing to total waste generated). 
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Tamil Nadu, on the other hand, tops SDG 7 
(Affordable and Clean Energy). The State has 73% 
of the households using clean cooking fuel (NFHS-4). 
The State struggled to make available clean cook-
ing fuel for the interior parts as mentioned in a 
study conducted by Manjula, M. and Gopi, G. in 
2017, using the National Sample Survey Statistics 
of 20112. The study also pointed out that there 
needed to be policy interventions to ensure that 
every household in Tamil Nadu has access to clean 
energy.

Following Tamil Nadu is Chhattisgarh which tops 
SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities). As 
mentioned earlier, Chhattisgarh performed well in 
solid waste management, it also had PM10 value of 
67. The State also ranks 2nd in SDG 15, with a forest 
cover of 43%. This sustained performance places 
Chhattisgarh at the top on Regulatory Quality. 

Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and West Bengal are at the 
bottom of this Pillar in both the themes. To start 
the conversation with West Bengal, the depleting 
forest cover, poor waste management and inade-
quate access to clean cooking fuel has placed the 
State towards the bottom.

PM10 level of 113 also does not help the State in 
it’s ranking in the Sustainability Pillar.

relation coefficient with a potential of driving a 
State’s performance significantly. With Annual 
PM10 levels of 198, Uttar Pradesh’s efforts in 
countering air pollution are much worrisome. 

Other than the top and bottom performers, special 
mention is to be made for Madhya Pradesh which 
has come 3rd in SDG 11, with more than three 
cities in the State including Indore and Bhopal 
topping the Ease of Living Index 2020. Punjab has 
improved it’s ranking from 10th last year to 6th 
this year, improving on solid waste management, 
addressing air pollution and improved access to 
clean energy.

Developing on the human development parameters 
of health and education, Bihar has neglected the 
aspect of clean and green State. Ranking last  in the 
Sustainability Pillar is Uttar Pradesh, performing 
second last in SDG 11, sufficient to drag down its 
performance significantly as mentioned earlier in 
the chapter, SDG 11 has the highest positive cor-

Tamil Nadu ensured to implement the 
policy on Biofuels issued by the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas in 2018, even 
before that the State issued its own policy 
statement in 2012-13 to ensure access to 
clean energy.3 

In West Bengal, only 27.8% have access to 
clean cooking fuel (NFHS-4), the forest area 
is only 19.04% and 1.86% of the land is 
wasteland out of the total land area. In the 
State of West Bengal only 9.08% of the total 
waste generated is processed and treated 
as compared to the national average of 
55%.

58% of the total waste generated in the 
State is processed and treated, for a State 
with population of 20.12 Crores (Census 
2011) the waste untreated is 6,600 metric 
tons which is two times more than the 
national average of 3,023 metric tons. 

Jharkhand is at the bottom in SDG 7, 11 
and 12. 14.76% of the total land area is 
wasteland in Jharkhand and this number 
is constant since 2008-09 implying that not 
much has been done by the State to address 
the issue of waste land and to improve 
forest cover. 

Moving on to Bihar, the placement of the 
State at the bottom is least surprising as 
the capital of the State Patna came last in 
the Swachh Survekshan 2020. The State has 
only 17.8% of the population having access 
to clean cooking fuel (NFHS-4). Heavily 
reliant on Agriculture sector, the State uses 
138.9 Kg/Ha of Nitrogenous fertilisers for 
improving the yield of crops, this is also 
reflected in the percentage of wasteland to 
total land areas i.e., 8.96%.

The figure ahead represents the correlation 
between the PAI Index with the Sustainability 
Pillar for Large States.
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Both these themes have a correlation 
coefficient of 0.55 which only explains 
moderate association of the themes to 
the Pillar. Similarly, the respective SDGs 
also do not have strong correlations with 
the Pillar, majority of their coefficients 
lying between the range of 0.36 to 0.46 
respectively. Therefore, it is safe to 
conclude that the performance of the 
Small States unlike Large States is not 
driven by a single SDG.

The distance of Kerala from all the other States 
highlights the fact that in terms of relative rank-
ing the States would have to work at a much fast-
er rate to improve their sustainability quotient to 
match Kerala. 

In the Small States category, the States placed at 
the top are Mizoram, Arunachal Pradesh and Goa 
ranking 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively and the States 
placed at the bottom are Manipur, Uttarakhand and 
Delhi ranking 9th, 10th and 11th respectively. Miz-
oram has improved three places while Arunachal 
Pradesh has improved remarkably by seven plac-
es as compared to their performance in PAI 2020. 

Goa has slipped two places compared to last year. 
Manipur has fallen by one place, Uttarakhand im-
proved by one, while Delhi drastically fell from 5th 
to 11th this year. The correlation coefficient of the 
Sustainability Pillar is 0.65 which is a moderate 
positive correlation ship. In the theme-wise rank-
ing, under Government Effectiveness, Arunachal 
Pradesh ranks 1st, followed by Mizoram and Goa 
whereas Manipur ranks 9th, Himachal Pradesh 
10th and Sikkim 11th. In terms of Regulatory 
Quality Sikkim ranks 1st, Goa 2nd and Himachal 
Pradesh 3rd, whereas placed at the bottom are 
Manipur, Uttarakhand and Delhi rank 9th, 10th and 
11th respectively. Himachal Pradesh comes over-

all 7th in the Sustainability Pillar dragged down 
by its performance in the theme of Government 
Effectiveness. 

Mizoram tops SDG 15, followed by Tripura and 
Arunachal Pradesh. 84.51% of the total area in 
Mizoram is forest land with 20.4% land as waste-
land in 2015-16 as compared to approx. 24% in 
2008-09. The State however is amongst the poor 
performers in SDG 12 with 17.32 Kg/Ha consump-
tion of nitrogenous fertilisers.
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Following Arunachal Pradesh is Goa who slipped 
three places as mentioned earlier. To understand 
the drop, it is interesting to note that, 45.7% of 
nitrogenous fertilisers are used in Goa which is 
very close to the national average of 57%. The 
State has also seen depletion in its forest cover as a 
result of which are the increased PM10 levels of 69. 

Manipur on the other hand same as last year 
performs poorly in SDG 7 and 15. 42.1% house-
holds in the State have access to clean cooking 
fuel (NFHS-4). The State used 68.4% nitrogenous 
fertilisers for improving the yield of farm produce. 
Coming down to Uttarakhand, it performs towards 
the tail end of the ranking in both SDG 11 and 12. 
The State has high air pollution quotient with 
PM 10 levels of 143, 46% of the waste processed 
over generated lower than the national average.

Special mention is due to the State of Meghalaya 
which dipped six places since last year. Meghalaya 
is a poor performer in SDG 7 and 11. The State only 
has 24% of the households having access to clean 
cooking fuel (NFHS-4), and a very poor perfor-
mance in solid waste management by being able 
to only process 3.8% of the total waste generated 
in the State. 

The figure below represents the correlation of PAI 
Index with the Sustainability Pillar for Small States. 

Arunachal Pradesh ranks second in overall 
ranking but, tops Government Effectiveness. 
It is an outstanding performer in SDG 7 and 
12, whereas it stands second last in terms 
of SDG 11. It is surprising to note that there 
is 0% waste processed as compared to the 
181 metric tons waste generated in the 
State and increased PM10 levels of 84. 

Delhi on the other hand empirically famous 
for being the most severely polluted city 
in terms of air pollution has PM 10 levels 
of 199, two times more than the national 
average. Being one of the States with a very 
high population density of 11,297 people 
per square kilometer, being able to only 
process 50% of the waste generated raises 
risks to health and well-being. 
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To now discuss about the surprising fall of 
Chandigarh, the UT is heavily urbanised, therefore 
there is not much scope for the UT to actually put to 
use fertilisers for agricultural practices. However, 
Chandigarh does have high PM 10 levels than last 
year of 97 much higher than the national average of 
81. The low forest cover places this UT in the poor 
performing category but it is also important to note 
that more than 95% of the waste is processed in the 
UT and 93% of the total households have access to 
clean cooking fuel. The ranking here for is pulled 
down by SDG 7 for the UT.

The scatter of the correlation graph shows that 
the correlation is a weak one, with Mizoram being 
positively influencing in sustainability and Manipur 
being the outlier is in the bottom most arena. The 
correlation coefficients of SDG 7, 15, 11 and 12 are 
0.39, 0.37, 0.40 and 0.46 respectively. 

This year’s Sustainability Pillar’s topper in the Union 
Territory (UT) category is Puducherry acquiring 1st 
position, followed by a surprising addition of Jammu 
and Kashmir at 2nd and Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands at 3rd position who slipped two ranks after 
topping this Pillar last year. The bottom performer 
in this Pillar is Lakshadweep. The themes of Gov-
ernment Effectiveness and Regulatory Quality have 
positive correlations of 0.564 and 0.612 respectively, 
this indicates that the theme of Regulatory Quality 
drives the performance for UTs in this Pillar. However, 
same as the Small States the correlation coefficients 
of SDGs are not very significant rather are weakly 
positive ranging from 0.3 to 0.5. In the theme ranking 
of Government Effectiveness, Dadra Nagar Haveli and 
Daman and Diu tops, while this UT also ranks 2nd in 
Regulatory Quality. Chandigarh ranks towards the 
bottom in this Pillar performing second last in both 
the themes. 

Puducherry’s ranking (similar to Kerala in Large 
State category) 1st comes with a score of 1.692, 
while the State that follows attains a score of 0.590. 
Puducherry’s relative ranking is much higher than 
the other Union Territories. The UT tops SDG 12 and 
15, but when it comes to SDG 11 performs in the 
bottom. Puducherry has only processed 13% of the 
total waste generated. Jammu and Kashmir on the 
other hand tops the theme of Regulatory Quality, by 
improving forest cover, but high PM 10 levels of 133.

The figure below represents the correlation of PAI Index 
with the Sustainability Pillar of the UTs.

Graphically, UTs display a scattered 
trend, from the bottom left to the top 
right. From PAI 2020, the UTs have 
spread out increasingly. The UTs are 
led by Puducherry. It is interesting to 
note the distance between Puducherry 
and other UTs is very high prompting 
Puducherry as an outlier from the lot. 

Examining the SDG correlations for 
a more nuanced look at the UTs; the 
highest coefficient is with SDG 7 of Clean 
and Affordable Energy with a score of 
0.505. The lower coefficient is with SDG 
15 of Life on Land with a coefficient of 
0.34. UTs have not been committed to 
the maintenance of the land and forest 
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1 “One big farm: A detailed look at Kerala's agriculture scenario”. 
https://www.newindianexpress.com/states/kerala/2019/
sep/30/one-big-farm-a-detailed-look-at-keralas-agriculture-
scenario-2041074.html 
  
2 Manjula, M., Gopi, G. Universal access to clean cooking energy 
and the need for an inclusive policy: evidence from analysis of 
cooking fuel use in Odisha and Tamil Nadu. Decision 44, 193–207 (2017). 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40622-017-0159-3 
  
3 Energy Department, Policy Note-2012-13, Demand No-14, 
Govt. of TN
https://cms.tn.gov.in/sites/default/files/documents/energy_7.pdf 

cover that their geographies encompass. 
However, with the score being 0.604, there has 
not been drastic land degradation overall. The 
correlation coefficients of SDG 11 and 12 are 
0.417 and 0.409 respectively. 

Overall, in unison one can conclude that the 
Sustainability Pillar does impact significantly 
in rankings of the States, especially Large 
States where the correlation coefficients are 
evidently very highly positive. For States ad 
UTs to attain holistic development, they need 
to ensure ease of living through keeping in 
check the pollution levels and also do not 
ignore the factor of cleanliness through solid 
waste management. The States could only 
achieve the targets of human development by 
promoting sustainability. 
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CHAPTER VI - THE CURIOUS CASE OF THE DELTA
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The Curious Case Of The Delta

“Development consists of the removal of various types 
of unfreedoms that leave people with little choice 
and little opportunity of exercising their reasoned 
agency. The removal of substantial unfreedoms, it is 
argued here, is constitutive of development.”

		  Amartya Sen
Development as Freedom

“When individuals blunder, it is unfortunate and their 
families go down. When rulers fail, it is a national 
tragedy”

Gurcharan Das
-	 India Unbound

The Development strategies adopted by Indian 
States have been diverse and the formulae has 
varied - some focusing on capital-led growth, 
others on natural resource-based mobilisation 
of finances and others preferring labour-led 
development with an emphasis on agriculture 
and social welfare; many of course combining 
the opportunities. PAI 2021, adopts an assess-
ment approach that places social transforma-
tion as its central category, in order to facilitate 
understanding of the complexity, inter-connect-
edness, context and multi-level mediations of 
development processes, in the context of social 
change. The current state of development in India 
does show considerable diversity - demographic 
and spatial - but it is diversity within increasingly 
asymmetric relationships of power and inequality. 
Public Affairs strategy - whether of state, non-
state actors or the market players - thus needs to 
address the hard end of the problem of enhancing 
productivity inclusiveness.  To view the Develop-
ment process as a linear function would be to miss 
the wood for the trees. Development is organic, 
multidimensional and non-linear. The develop-
ment trajectory encounters several troughs and 
peaks with changes in various economic, cultural, 
social and political dynamics in the country. The 
very idea of designing the 2030 Agenda of Sustain-
able Development Goals was to provide a frame-
work to innovate, track and improve the current 
developmental trajectories of countries.

The primary objective of PAI 2021 is to evalu-
ate the quality of governance performance at the 
sub-national level, establishing the interlinkag-
es between Equity, Growth and Sustainability. 

But this assessment can often be confounded by 
the weight of legacy data, without bringing forth 
the good work done or the rapid pace at which 
traditionally low performing States might have 
grown. The manifestation of each of the Pillars is 
different, therefore simply judging a State as top 
performer or bottom performer would not give a 
complete picture unless the States are assessed 
on recent performance and the rate of growth 
on ‘Key Development Indicators (KDI)’, in the past 
year. The concept of measuring the year-on-year 
performance will also serve to motivate the States 
to introspect how far they have come, how far they 
still need to go to come abreast of the better per-
forming States; and in which specific sectors. The 
other objective that the Delta Analysis serves is to 
indicate the rate at which convergence is occur-
ring between the developed geographies and the 
less developed geographies, providing some in-
sights into the imperative of addressing regional 
imbalances.

It is with this in mind that PAI 2021, in 
its sixth annual edition provides the 
delta analysis to understand whether 
and to what degree the States are making 
progress in terms of Equity, Growth and 
Sustainability and whether this progress is 
measurable and impactful in the year-on-
year performance assessment. The Delta 
Analysis method that PAI 2021 adopts is to 
compare measurements for objects - states 
- on a defined time interval (Object Delta) 
and for single object/s on two equal time 
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intervals (Time Delta). Such comparison allows 
presentation of the difference between data series 
(delta) in each of the two possible scenarios. Basis 
this, the performance of the States has been ana-
lysed. The Object Delta analysis that follows pre-
sents the differences between the measurements 
of two different objects over the same time period. 

In PAI 2021, 12 indicators across the three pillars 
of Equity (five indicators), Growth (five indicators) 
and Sustainability (two indicators). These KDIs are 
the outcome indicators crucial to assess Human 
Development. The Performance in the Delta 
Analysis is then compared to the Overall PAI 2021 
Index. 

The Table below provides an overview 
of the indicators used to carve out the 
Delta Analysis model. 

A caveat to the selection of these 
indicators would be in order: for 
indicators relating to education, the 
Performance Grading Index (PGI) was 
used in the overall governance model, 
due to unavailability of time series data 
for PGI, the outcome indicators of Drop-
out rate and Net Enrolment Rate were 
used. The analysis was only performed 
on Large States and Small States subject 
to data availability.
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The Table above shows the performance of 
Large States and Small States in the overall 
rankings of the Delta Index. 

In the Large States category 
Chhattisgarh ranks 1st, followed by 
Odisha and Telangana, whereas, to-
wards the bottom are Maharashtra 
at 16th, Assam at 17th and Gujarat at 
18th.

In the Small States category, Nagaland tops, 
followed by Mizoram and Tripura. Towards 
the tail end of the overall Delta ranking is Ut-
tarakhand (9th), Arunachal Pradesh (10th) 
and Meghalaya (11th). Nagaland despite being 
a poor performer in the PAI 2021 Index has 
come out to be the top performer in Delta, sim-
ilarly, Mizoram’s performance in Delta is also 
reflected in it’s ranking in the PAI 2021 Index. 

Delhi and Manipur which rank towards the bottom of the 
PAI 2021 Index can be seen catching up in terms of Delta. 
However, Meghalaya’s poor performance in Delta is also 
reflecting in its performance in the overall PAI 2021 In-
dex ranking, where it slipped from 2nd rank to 6th this 
year. Goa, who is placed as one of the top performers in 
PAI 2021 Index has a negative score in Delta.

The Curious Case Of The Delta

It is quite a contrast in their performance as 
compared to the overall PAI 2021 Index. Gujarat 
is one state that has seen startling performance 
ranking 5th in the PAI 2021 Index outperforming 
traditionally good performing states like Andhra 
Pradesh and Karnataka, but ranks last in terms 
of Delta. Similarly, Odisha, is amongst the poor 
performers in the PAI 2021 Index, but ranks 2nd 
in Delta rankings. States like Madhya Pradesh, 
and Uttar Pradesh find themselves at the tail end 
of the ranking. 

Th
e 

Cu
ri

ou
s 

Ca
se

 O
f 

Th
e 

D
el

ta



59

Public Affairs Index 2021

In the Large States category, Chhattisgarh has 
emerged as the state with the best delta rate on 
Equity indicators, this is also reflected in the 
performance of Chhattisgarh in the Equity Pillar 
where it ranks 4th. Following Chhattisgarh is Odisha 
ranking 2nd in Delta-Equity ranking, but ranks 17th 
in the Equity Pillar of PAI 2021. Telangana ranks 
3rd in Delta-Equity ranking even though it is not a 
top performer in this Pillar in the overall PAI 2021 
Index. Jharkhand (16th), Uttar Pradesh (17th) and 
Assam (18th) rank at the bottom. 

While Telangana’s performance is discussed in 
detail in all the preceding chapters, it is worthwhile 
to mention that the State has -0.17 and -0.14 CAGR 
in dowry deaths and rapes per 10 lakh population. 
On the contrary, the States that have performed 
poorly have a positive year-on-year growth in the 
negative indicators of malnutrition, crimes against 
children and women. The highest of all being As-
sam’s CAGR in crimes against children, 0.298 fol-
lowed by Bihar with 0.26. 

The Table above shows the perfor-
mance of Large States and Small 
States in the Equity rankings of 
Delta. In terms of equity, the in-
dicators selected include, prev-
alence of malnutrition amongst 
children, rapes and dowry deaths, 
rate of crimes against Scheduled 
Caste and Scheduled Tribes and 
crimes against children because 
these identified indicators pos-
sess time series data. 

While Uttar Pradesh’s performance is in line with the PAI 
2021 Index, Jharkhand which has shown a comparatively bet-
ter performance has ranked 3rd from the bottom in terms of 
Delta. 

Chhattisgarh has a negative year-on-year growth rate 
(CAGR-Compunded Annual Growth Rate) of -0.12, 0.04, -0.04 
and -0.10 for the indicators of Crimes against STs and SCs, 
Crimes against Children, Dowry death and rapes per 10 lakh 
population. Similarly, Odisha has a negative CAGR of -0.014, 
-0.05 and -0.26 in prevalence of malnutrition amongst 
children below six years, Dowry deaths and Rapes per 10 
lakh population respectively.

In terms of the Small States, Delhi, Manipur and Nagaland 
are the top three performers. Delhi and Manipur turning out 
to be top performers in Delta ranking points to the fact that 
the States have been taking conscious steps in addressing the 
Equity related problem in the state. Mizoram this year has 
turned out to be a significantly improved state. 
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Arunachal Pradesh shows poor performance in both 
Equity Pillar in the PAI 2021 Index, as well as Delta-Equity 
ranking.

The Table above shows, the performance of the States un-
der the Delta-Growth ranking. 

In terms of the Growth Pillar, the indicators that have 
been considered for the Delta Analysis include the states’ 
immunisation achievement, drop-out rate at Secondary 
level, unemployment rate and NDP per capita. 

Nagaland has not seen reporting of cases under 
crimes against SC and STs for the past six years 
(2014-2019) and has a negative CAGR of -1 under 
the indicator of Dowry deaths.

In the case of Delhi, the national capital has seen 
improved performance in terms of reduction 
in malnutrition, a decrease in crimes against 
children and reduction in dowry deaths. 
However, there continues to be an increase in the 
cases of rapes in the capital with a CAGR of 0.22. 

In the case of the large states, Telangana tops both on the rankings in the Growth 
Pillar of the PAI 2021 Index as well as Delta Analysis. Following Telangana are 
Kerala and West Bengal. Towards the bottom are Madhya Pradesh (16th), Mahar-
ashtra (17th) and Gujarat (18th). In terms of unemployment rate, there is a trend 
consistent across the States showing an unmistakable rise in the unemployment 
rate over the period of nine years (2011-2019), the only differentiator being the 
rate at which it has increased. Following this narrative, West Bengal has the lowest 
CAGR of 0.03, while traditionally top performing states like Maharashtra and Tamil 
Nadu have a CAGR of 0.2 and 0.1 respectively. 

The Curious Case Of The Delta

Mizoram has shown a consistently good performance in 
all the indicators used in the Delta
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On the other hand, West Bengal does have least growth 
in terms of NDP per capita, as is also the case with Bi-
har. However, Bihar falters in terms of drop-out rates 
which is a cause of concern for the state, while Odisha 
has seen significant improvement in terms of drop-out 
rates.

In the Small States category, Nagaland tops, followed by 
Sikkim (also reflected in the PAI 2021 ranking). 

On the other hand, Nagaland, given its geographic 
location and demographics has only seen a 4% 
increase in the unemployment rate. This can be 
attributed to the fact that the North-Eastern States 
are increasingly reliant on tourism and cultivation of 
cash crops like tea and coffee, having no industrial 
setup is a setback that the States face.

In the Large States category, Tamil Nadu can 
be seen at the top, followed by Kerala and 
Odisha. Towards the tail end are Telangana, 
Assam and Andhra Pradesh. The rankings of 
the Delta are also reflecting in the PAI 2021 
rankings

In the light of the pandemic, the year-long 
disruption has impacted the performance 
of states like Maharashtra and Gujarat, the 
traditionally good performers. It is clear that a 
part of their growth was lost to the pandemic in 
terms of social, economic and infrastructural 
growth.

Himachal Pradesh, Uttarakhand and 
Meghalaya rank at the bottom with a negative 
score. Meghalaya, notwithstanding a decent 
growth in immunisation achievement and low 
drop-outs has the highest unemployment rate 
increase over the past nine years (from 7% in 
2011-12 to 47% in 2018-19), placing it straight 
at the bottom of the Delta-Growth ranking 
(CAGR 0.341) followed by Himachal Pradesh 
(CAGR 0.281). 

The Table above shows the performance 
of the States in the Delta- Sustainability 
ranking.
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The Curious Case Of The Delta

In the Small States category, Mizoram bags the 1st 
rank with a very high margin, depicting the fact 
that it’s upward performance in the overall PAI 
2021 Index is justified. Himachal Pradesh coming 
2nd in the Delta-Sustainability ranking suggests 
that the State has been consciously working 
towards improving indicators of Sustainability, 
but it’s poor performance in the other two Pillars 
raises a concern for the State.

Delhi, Meghalaya and Arunachal Pradesh as 
discussed in the ‘Pursuit of Sustainability’ chapter 
of PAI 2021, need to focus on waste management 
and counter pollution and the struggle to achieve 
sustainability is going to be a long journey.

To conclude, it is evident that some States have 
performed in line with their rankings with the PAI 
2021 Index and its Pillars, while other have turned 
out as surprise elements. Looking at the ranking 
this year relative to last year, highlights the fact 
that the pandemic has undone years of progress for 
several of the States. States who have faced a setback 
in their finances, have seen distress manifesting 
as unemployment, out-migration and livelihood 
challenges, leaving them with an uphill task to 
build back better. While some States were able to 
counter the impact of the pandemic, some had to 
make a trade-off between lives and livelihoods. To 
the credit of the States, it must be said that despite 
the unprecedented difficult times the States have 
not been deterred from the path of development.

Interestingly, Uttar Pradesh has ranked 
4th in this Pillar, with 50% increase in 
coverage of population who have access to 
clean cooking fuel to ensuring proper solid 
waste management in the state. While 
there are states that have performed well 
or poorly, it is important to applaud the 
performance of Odisha, from struggling in 
all the three pillars, the State has actually 
taken initiatives to address the root causes 
of poor development. 

Another surprising addition is Tripura, 
which has never secured a top ranking in 
the PAI 2021 Index, but is seeing visible 
growth and improvement over the yearsTh
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CHAPTER VII - IN THE SCHEME OF THINGS
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In the Scheme of Things

The primary purpose of the Public Affairs Index 
(PAI) is to rank the States on the basis of the 
quality and adequacy of Governance and provide 
evidence-based insights to the geography and 
sector-specific interventions that are necessary 
and can help improve development outcomes. 
Governance can be broadly defined as “the process 
of decision-making and the process by which 
decisions are implemented (or not implemented)” 
(UNESCAP)1. The ranking of the States on their 
Governance in PAI is divided using the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDG) issued by the United 
Nations (UN) as the pillars and further into themes 
drawn from the World Governance Index (WGI).

Development as a term can be understood in various 
contexts and no one single definition can capture 
its enormous real-world implications. However, for 
this specific context, it can be conceptualised as 
growth; that is, achievement of a new and improved 
stage in a constantly changing environment. This 
change could be in the form of a change in economic, 
social, cultural, scientific or other means. 

The concept of development perceived at an aggre-
gate level, like the Centre or the State, is an average 
of all developmental activities within its political 
economy. This average often shrouds the gap be-
tween the best and worst developed social, cultural 
and geographical fragments within it. This gap will 
henceforth be referred as the ‘Development Gap’. 
The imperative of bridging this gap is what gives a 
sense of urgency to the need for sustainable devel-
opment. One among the multitudes of ways in which 
sustainable development can be understood is as 
a guarantee for adequate regard to the vulnerable 

sections of the society that uninterrupted devel-
opment may often disregard. This disregard can 
and does widen the Development Gap.

While dealing with vulnerability, it becomes 
equally important to identify the multidimensional 
nature of it; not merely in the different 
demographics like caste, class and gender; but 
also, its compounding nature. For example, 
premising on the implications of class, caste and 
gender within India’s socio-cultural composition, a 
poor female belonging to a minority caste group is 
at a triple jeopardy in comparison to a rich male 
from a traditionally privileged caste group. There-
fore, it becomes important for governments to 
ensure equitable access to resources and opportunity 
within the population, with special focus on the 
vulnerable within vulnerable sections. 

In India, like in most other republics, the 
Constitution acts as the legal instrument that 
guarantees the Fundamental Rights (Article 14 -32) 
to its citizens. Through Fundamental Rights, that 
address equality, freedom and rights against 
exploitation, one can argue that one of the most 
prominent agendas of the Constitution is to 
protect and safeguard the life and liberty of the 
vulnerable sections in the society. In addition to the 
Fundamental Rights, Directive Principles of State 
Policy (DPSP) (Article 36–51) acts as a guidance 
note for the State to work on its human development 
agenda. States and the Centre use national policies 
and schemes to employ the agenda enshrined in 
the Constitution. The Constitution also clearly 
demarks the responsibilities of the States and 
the Centre using the State List, Union List and 
Concurrent List (Seventh Schedule of the Constitution).

“Between the idea
And the reality
Between the motion
And the act
Falls the Shadow”

		  T.S Eliot 
The Hollow Men

"If you don’t know where you are going, any road 
will take you there"	

Lewis Carrol
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In addition to this, government policies can be 
understood as one of the structural remedies to 
address this Development Gap. Policies adopted by 
the government are measures by which the govern-
ment tries to influence the political economy within 
its jurisdiction. Policies can be understood as broad 
objectives that the State promises to address. For 
example, the National Water Policy (2012)2 outlines 
the need to “take cognisance of the existing situation, 
to propose a framework for creation of a system of 
laws and institutions and for a plan of action with a 
unified national perspective”. One of the objectives 
in the policy is to provide access to safe drinking 
water to all regions. 

Theodore J. Lowi classified public policies as 
serving four major purposes – distributive, re-
distributive, regulatory and constituent (1972)3. 
Policies that cover the broad objective of address-
ing the Developmental Gap would fall under the 
category of redistributive policies.  While policies 
envision a grand goal to achieve an aspiration-
al level of equitable development, schemes can 
be understood as the systemic and actionable 
plan for achieving the goals outlined in the policy. 
For example, the Jal Jeevan Mission  is a Centrally 
Sponsored scheme with a vision that “Every rural 
household has drinking water supply in adequate 
quantity of prescribed quality on regular and long-
term basis at affordable service delivery charges 
leading to improvement in living standards of rural 
communities.” The scheme provides an actionable 
plan to the ‘accessibility to safe drinking water’ goal 
of the National Water Policy and makes the State 
accountable for its implementation.

While the Governance model in PAI evaluates the 
States and ranks them based on Governance, the 
scheme analysis tries to complement the model by 
trying to understand the developmental activities 
undertaken by State governments in the form of 
schemes and its contribution to the performance 
of the States. This analysis adds an additional 
dimension to measuring the performance of States 
in terms of Governance. 

There are Central and State schemes. State schemes 
are envisioned and implemented by individual 
States within their territory. Central schemes are 
developmental schemes envisioned by the Centre 
and implemented across the territory of the 
country. There are two types of Central schemes 
– Central Sector schemes and Centrally Sponsored 
schemes. Centrally Sponsored schemes are funded 
in a fixed fund sharing pattern between the State 
and the Centre while the Central Sector Schemes 
are fully sponsored by the Centre. The schemes 
selected for the Scheme Analysis are all Centrally 
Sponsored schemes. As its implementation is the 
shared responsibility of the Centre and the State, 
Centrally Sponsored schemes suit this analysis best 
because of the nature and geographical coverage of 
its implementation. 

In the 2019-20 Union Budget, 
Rs. 309552.68 crores (actual) were 
spent for Centrally Sponsored schemes, 
Rs. 387899.80 crores in 2020-21(Revised 
Estimates) and Rs.381304.55 crores were 
budgeted for 2021-22 (Budget Estimates). 

The Centrally Sponsored schemes funds 
occupy above 30% of the Union Budget 
annually; thereby providing much 
needed support to all States to invest in 
their developmental activities.

The selection of the schemes for the analysis 
was broadly based on the extent of coverage of 
schemes in terms of the proportion of population 
covered and the number of years the scheme has 
been active. In addition to the aforementioned, 
the Basic Needs Approach to Development was a 
template used to narrow down the exhaustive list 
to a select five. The Basic Needs Approach, funda-
mentally, focuses on ensuring access to the basic 
needs of survival to all citizens. It was introduced 
in the World Employment Conference, 1976 at 
the International Labour Organisation (ILO); 
and was based on the Minimum Needs Approach 
proposed by the Planning Commission under the 
direction of Pitamber Pant in 1962. Basic Needs 
Approach was a predecessor to the Human-rights 
Approach to Development. According to ILO, 
satisfaction of basic needs has two elements: 
meeting the minimum requirements of a family 
for private consumption and access to essential 
services or items of social consumption. A sum-
marised understanding of items under the Basic 
Needs Approach would include access to Nutri-
tion, Health, Shelter, Employment and Education. 
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For the purpose of the analysis, the States have 
been categorised into 90:10 division States and 
60:40 division States. 90:10 division States are 
those States that have Central share of 90% and 
State share of 10%; while the 60:40 division States 
are those States that have a Central share of 60% 
and State share of 40%.

The UTs have not been ranked in this analysis as the 
Centrally Sponsored schemes are 100% Sponsored 
by the Centre in UTs. 

a long and complicated application process would 
deter individuals from seeking benefits of the 
schemes; thereby, failing to actualise the intended 
goal and objective for the same. The framework of 
analysis also includes a theme of Coverage. This 
theme broadly attempts to access the extent of 
actual coverage of beneficiaries of the schemes 
as against the ideal population that should have 
been covered by the schemes. Coverage also tries 
to examines the extent of inclusion of the weaker 
sections of the society within the beneficiaries 
of each scheme; i.e., the previously mentioned 
vulnerable of vulnerable population. For example, 
proportion of Scheduled Caste, Scheduled Tribe 
and women beneficiaries. Another theme covered 
in the analysis is Availability. This theme tries 
to quantify the availability of resources based 
on the number of beneficiaries actively covered 
in the scheme. The last theme in the analysis is 
Utilisation, it analyses the extent of utilisation of 
funds and resources allocated particularly for the 
implementation of the scheme. 

Ideally, performance of the States in the 
developmental schemes should reflect in 
their performance in the Governance Model. 
The following sections explain in detail the 
performance of States in the five selected 
schemes, the interdependencies of the themes 
on the overall scheme ranks, interesting findings, 
correlation between performance of the States in 
schemes and Governance Model and concludes 
with specific recommendations that would 
significantly improve performance. 

The 60:40 division States are Andhra 
Pradesh, Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Delhi, Goa, 
Gujarat, Haryana, Jharkhand, Karnataka, 
Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 
Odisha, Puducherry, Punjab, Rajasthan, 
Tamil Nadu, Telangana, Uttar Pradesh and 
West Bengal. The 90:10 division States 
are Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Manipur, 
Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland, Sikkim, 
Tripura, Jammu and Kashmir, Himachal 
Pradesh and Uttarakhand.

The performance of the States has been 
analysed of the themes of Access, Coverage, 
Availability and Utilisation.
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In the Scheme of Things

Health, Nutrition, Education and Employment are 
also of pragmatic importance to the development 
of humankind. Historically, these entities have been 
identified as Directive Principles of State Policies 
(DPSP); Right to Education later being identified as 
a Fundamental Right in 2009. India has consistently 
been investing in a multitude of schemes covering 
all these pragmatic themes. For this analysis, the 
prominent schemes under these themes have been 
identified.

Out of the 35 Centrally Sponsored schemes enlisted 
in the FY 2021-22 Union Budget, this analysis looks 
at the performance of the following five schemes: 

1.	 Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 	
	 Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGS)
2.	 National Health Mission (NHM)
3.	 National Education Mission or Samagra 		
	 Shiksha Abhiyan (SmSA)
4.	 National Programme of Mid-Day Meal in 		
	 Schools (MDMS) 
5.	 Umbrella Integrated Child Development 		
	 Services (ICDS).

While the Targeted Public Distribution System is 
the most extensive network assuring nutritional 
availability to all citizens, it is a Central Sector 
scheme and therefore not included in this analysis. 
The original selection of schemes included the 
Pradhan Mantri Awas Yojana – Urban (PMAY-U); 
but was later not included due to lack of parity in 
the extent of urban territories within each State. 
This combined with unavailability of data owing to 
the comparatively recent launch of the scheme lead 
to dropping the scheme from the Scheme Analysis. 

Access measures the ease of access that beneficiaries 
have in accessing the benefits of the schemes; 
i.e., the ease with which applicants can enjoy the 
benefits of the scheme. This is important because, 
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The Scheme Analysis, with an exception for 
the ICDS, has adopted a time-series based 
model using four years’ data in the case 
of NHM and MDMS and five years’ data in 
the case of MGNREGS and SmSA. The time 
series data has been compiled using a rolling 
median method elaborately explained in the 
technical note of Annexure I.

Based loosely on a life cycle approach, the 
Scheme Analysis is structured starting with 
Health (NHM and ICDS); uses MDMS as the 
transition leading to Education (SmSA); 
and, finally concluding with Employment 
(MGNREGS). 
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The NHM has an intended goal choice of universal 
access to equitable, affordable & quality health 
care services that are accountable and respon-
sive to people’s needs, specially accounting for 
vulnerable sections of the society, as well. The 
main programmatic components, as enlisted 
in the NHM official website includes Health 
Systems Strengthening, Infrastructure Mainte-
nance, Reproductive-Maternal-Neonatal-Child and 
Adolescent Health (RMNCH+A), Communicable 
Diseases Prevention Programmes and Non-Com-
municable Disease Control Programmes. 

The Communicable Diseases Prevention 
Programme has four components: National Vector 
Borne Disease Control Programme (NVBDCP), 
Revised National Tuberculosis Control Programme 
(RNTCP), National Leprosy Eradication Programme 
(NLEP) and Integrated Disease Surveillance 
Programme (IDSP). The Non-Communicable 
Diseases Control Programme has ten components: 
National Programme for Prevention and Control 
of Cancer, Diabetes, Cardiovascular Diseases and 
Stroke (NPCDCS), National Programme for Control 
of Blindness and Visual Impairment (NPCBVI), 
National Mental Health Programme (NMHP), 
National Programme for Healthcare of Elderly 
(NPHCE), National Programme for the Prevention 
and Control of Deafness (NPPCD), National Tobacco 
Control Programme (NTCP), National Oral Health 
Programme (NOHP), National Programme for 
Palliative Care (NPPC), National Programme for 
Prevention and Management of Burn Injuries 
(NPPMBI) and other Non-Communicable Disease 
Control Programmes. 

National Health Mission

The National Health Mission (NHM) is a health 
management initiative undertaken by the 
Government of India by integrating multiple health 
programmes and policies. The National Health 
Policy (2017) envisions the goal of “ ...attainment of 
the highest possible level of health and wellbeing for 
all at all ages, through a preventive and promotive 
health care orientation in all developmental policies, 
and universal access to good quality health care 
services without anyone having to face financial 
hardship as a consequence. This would be achieved 
through increasing access, improving quality and 
lowering the cost of healthcare delivery.” NHM acts as 
the systemic and actionable plan for achieving the 
goals outlined in the policy. The Scheme envisages 
the specific goal of “achievement oaf universal access 
to equitable, affordable &amp; quality healthcare 
services that are accountable and responsive to 
people’s needs.” The Scheme provides an actionable 
plan to the National Health Policy and makes the 
State accountable for its implementation.

The Mission finds its roots in the erstwhile National 
Rural Health Mission (NRHM) institutionalised as 
a flagship programme by the United Progressive 
Alliance (UPA) government on 12th April 
2005. NRHM was ideated as an architectural 
reconstruction of the Health Management 
System(HMS) in India. In 2013, the introduction 
of the National Urban Health Mission (NUHM) 
increased the scope of NRHM to involve the urban 
population as well. This was then envisioned as 
NHM with two wings – the newly introduced NRHM 
and the former NUHM. 

All the programmes are funded using the six 
financing components; most of which are flexi-
pool meaning that these funds are flexible and 
theme-wise heads of expenditure are not strictly 
specified. The six components are – NRHM-RCH 
Flexi-pool, NUHM Flexi-pool, Flexible pool for 
Communicable disease, Flexible pool for Non-
Communicable Diseases (NCD), including Injury 
and Trauma, Infrastructure Maintenance, and 
Family Welfare Central Sector component. The 
overarching scope of the mission, the widespread 
impact on health facilities and the extent of 
coverage of beneficiaries makes this the most 
prominent health scheme in the country. 

In this chapter, NHM has been analysed along 
the themes of Access, Coverage, Availability and 
Utilisation using indicators of health outcomes 
in a way where the overarching objectives of 
the mission is covered. A detailed analysis of the 
findings follows:

Table 1: NHM Indicator Framework

In
 t

he
 S

ch
em

e 
of

 T
hi

ng
s

NHM INDEX



71

Public Affairs Index 2021

outcome indicators.  This means that the health 
outcomes, while possibly being an impact of 
performance in NHM, could also be due to other State 
initiatives for advancement of health infrastructure 
and outcomes. For example, Kerala has adopted 
a mission mode approach to development with 
four missions – Haritha Keralam, Aardhram, 
LIFE and Education. The objectives of Aardhram 
Mission specifically focus on transformation of 
PHCs, improved health human resource, improved 
infrastructural facilities, etc. These objectives link 
back to the NHM framework used for this analysis. 
Similarly, the Tamil Nadu State government 
implements the Tamil Nadu Health Systems Projects 
which has subprojects that focus on health system 
reforms, improving health insurance coverage, etc. 
The outcomes of these projects lead back to the 
indicators used in this analysis. 

In the 90:10 division States, the top three performers 
were Himachal Pradesh, Sikkim and Mizoram; 
and, the bottom three performers are Manipur, 
Assam and Meghalaya. The top performers in the 
NHM Index were in the top 50th percentile in the 
Governance model as well. While the performance 
in NHM and Governance analysis were not starkly 
different, the results were not as similar to what was 
in the 60:40 division States. The correlation analysis 
undertaken between the 90:10 division States 
Index and indicators from the Governance Model 
did not show strong correlations. All coefficients 
were 0.5 and below except in the case of child sex 
ratio (correlation coefficient was -0.56). While data 
shows moderate negative correlation, this finding 
is inconsistent with general trends between health 
outcomes and improved sex ratio. 

In the 60:40 division States, the top three performers 
are Kerala, Goa and Tamil Nadu and, the bottom 
three performers are Uttar Pradesh, Jharkhand and 
Bihar. 

Among the top three performers, Kerala shows 
consistent top performance in themes of Access 
(3rd), Coverage (3rd), Availability (3rd) and 
Utilisation (1st). Goa, on the other hand consistently 
stood second in Access, Coverage and Availability; 
however, ranked 14 out of the total 19 in Utilisation. 
Utilisation measures the percentage utilisation of 
the scheme fund allocated for the State. Correlation 
analysis conducted between the overall Index and 
the theme indices showed that while Utilistion 
has a moderate positive correlation to the Index 
(correlation coefficient – 0.67), Access (correlation 
coefficient – 0.74) and Coverage (correlation 
coefficient – 0.81) with strong positive correlation 
has higher contribution to the overall performance 
of the State. This means that of all themes that 
contribute to the Index, Coverage and Access 
influences the overall Index the most. In the case 
of Tamil Nadu, consistent good performance 
is seen in terms of Access (1st), Coverage (4th) 
and Utilisation (3rd); but the State showed poor 
performance in the theme of Availability (12th). The 
moderate strength of the correlation of the theme 
(correlation coefficient – 0.58) with the Index is 
lower in comparison to the strength of correlations 
of the other themes with the Index. This explains 
why the poor performance in the theme has not 
significantly pulled down the performance of the 
State in the overall Index.

The NHM framework that was used to evaluate the 
performance of the States has primarily looked at 

Himachal Pradesh exhibits top performance 
in three out of the four themes analysed; 2nd in 
Access, 3rd in Coverage and 1st in Utilisation. The 
State ranked 8th in Availability out of the total 
11 States in the 90:10 division States category. 
Correlation analysis between the themes and 
the overall Index showed that Availability has 
relatively least influence on the overall Index with 
a correlation coefficient of 0.42. The strongest 
correlation was between Access and the overall 
Index (correlation coefficient – 0.74). The top 
three States simultaneously performed well in 
the theme of Access; Himachal Pradesh came 
2nd, Sikkim stood 5th and Mizoram stood 3rd. The 
bottom three performers in the overall Index 
showed simultaneous poor performance in the 
theme of Access, thereby influencing the overall 
rank. Arunachal Pradesh was the top performer in 
Access; but stood 4th in the overall rank. This can 
be explained by it poor performance in Utilisation 
(10th) and Coverage (8th). 

The analysis of the performance of Manipur 
in the various themes showed consistent poor 
performance in Access (11th), Coverage (10th) 
and Utilisation (11th). An interesting finding was 
that the State showed decent performance in the 
theme of Availability (5th). The indicators that 
were used to analyse availability were per capita 
expenditure on health as a percentage of GSDP 
and Proportion of health human resources. This 
could be understood as an indication to better 
performance of the State in health outcomes in 
the future as the institutional arrangements have 
already received adequate attention. The current 
poor performance of the State might not be 
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Another interesting finding is that the 
top performance of the States in the NHM 
framework is commensurate with the ranks 
of those States in the Governance model. Of 
the top three performers in 60:40 division 
States, Kerala and Tamil Nadu occupy first 
and second ranks, respectively, in the Large 
States category; and Goa is the best performer 
in the Small States category. Similar trends 
can also be observed in the case of poor 
performers in NHM. Uttar Pradesh and Bihar 
are the bottom two performers in the Large 
States category in the Governance model. 
Jharkhand did not appear in the bottom three 
but the performance was not the 50% either. 
It stood 11th out of the 18 States ranked in 
the Large States category. Kerala and Tamil 
Nadu also showed top performance under 
SDG 3 (Good Health and Well-being) under 
the theme of Government Effectiveness. This 
could be an indication to how improvements 
in health outcomes significantly affect the 
State’s performance in Governance. This is 
also indicative of the priority the health sector 
should be receiving administratively and 
financially; more so when located within the 
rollout of a pandemic.  

In order to strengthen this argument further, 
correlation analysis was carried out between 
the NHM Index and indicators from the 
Governance Model. The findings showed 
moderate positive correlations with Health 
Worker Density (correlation coefficient 
– 0.505) and Immunisation (correlation 
coefficient – 0.541) and strong positive 

To test this hypothesis, the growth rate of 
performance in the State in the per capita 
expenditure by State over the past four 
years was analysed; there seems to be a 
steady increasing trend.

Table 2: Expenditure on Health - Trend in Manipur

The findings from the Index shows that good 
performance in Access is the most influential factor 
in overall scheme performance. This is an indication 
for the States to improve and/or increase the 
number of Primary Health Centres and Sub centres 
and increase awareness on NCD in the State. While 
the pandemic has brought much required attention 
to health infrastructure in the country, the other 
area that needs special focus is NCD. Several studies 
have already identified NCD as the looming epidemic 
for the country. This analysis has further added 
significance to this argument. The NHM framework 
has specifically looked at the number of people who 
attend NCD clinics in the country. Data sourced from 
National Health Profile show a steady increase in the 
number of people who attended NCD clinics (Figure 1).

The overall improving trend could be an indication of 
increased awareness among the population on NCD. 
Improving these numbers can only occur through 
widespread awareness campaigns and other ICT 
measures. This could be achieved by improving the 
effective implementation of National Programme 
for Prevention and Control of Cancer, Diabetes, 
Cardiovascular Diseases and Stroke (NPCDCS). Among 
the 60:40 division States, the States that ranked top 
three in the overall Index were also the States that 
ranked top three in the indicator measuring people 
who attended NCD clinics; i.e., Kerala, Goa and Tamil 
Nadu. Similarly, among the 90:10 division States, the 
top four performers in the NCD indicator were also 
the top four in the overall Index; Mizoram, Arunachal 
Pradesh, Sikkim and Himachal Pradesh. This shows 
that attention to NCD boosts the overall performance of 
States in terms of health. Poor performing States could 
improve their performance by focusing on improving 
awareness of NCD; thereby increasing early detection 
and preventive measures.

Figure 1: Trend line of NCD Attendees
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significant in relative comparison to other States, 
but may have been an improvement from the State’s 
own performance in the past.  
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correlation with Institutional Delivery (correlation 
coefficient – 0.809). These correlations make 
perfect sense when located within the objectives 
of the NHM. These findings strengthen the idea 
that investment and attention to health indicators 
significantly contribute to improving the quality of 
governance of the States. Health is a State subject 
according to the Constitution (Seventh Schedule); 
this means that advancements in the theme of 
health is solely accredited to State interventions; 
therefore, health should ideally be a priority 
for State administrations. Health could even be 
identified as the theme that should gain a 'Mission 
Mode' approach in all States.
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referral services. One of the most important aspects 
for the implementation of the ICDS services are the 
Anganwadi Workers (AWW) and Helpers (AWH). 
Most benefits of the scheme are rolled out from the 
Anganwadi Centre (AWC). The scheme functions 
and functionaries come under the jurisdiction of 
Ministry of Women and Child Development. 

In this analysis of ICDS, the framework used is 
tabulated below:

Despite being one of the oldest Centrally Sponsored 
schemes in India, the scheme does not have an 
efficiently managed data system.

This was the hardest out of all the schemes to 
source data for. The latest data point updated 
on the official website is 2015. Malnutrition 
and anemia continue to be an area that does 
not show satisfactory improvement. The 
extent of monitoring and evaluation, in the 
absence of regularly recorded data, would be 
of poor quality. Introducing and mandating 
the use of technology to improve maintenance 
of records should be considered as the 
starting point for successful implementation 
of the scheme. 

Availability captures the number of AWW 
and AWH as per the sanctioned number. As 
mentioned earlier, since AWW and AWH act 
as the facilitators of the scheme benefits 
at the last mile, the States should focus on 
improving the strength of their last mile 
agents to improve scheme implementation.

Integrated Child Development Services

Malnutrition has been a predicament for India for 
a very long time. Despite a steady declining trend 
over the years, the decline rate has slowed down 
over the past few years; this is an indication for 
the country to adopt different methods suitable 
to the changing political economy (Claeson et al., 
2000)5. Despite steady decline, India ranks 94 
out of the 107 countries that were ranked in the 
Global Hunger Index (2020). Malnutrition has been 
widely recognised as a function of poverty. The 
impact of nutritional intake of different genders, 
in addition to poverty, places women at a higher 
risk of malnutrition in comparison to men (Asian 
Development Bank, 2017)6. Children born to 
undernourished women have a high probability 
of being malnourished; thereby increasing the 
risk of infant and maternal mortality. Realising 
the risk associated with malnutrition; the Indian 
government launched the Integrated Child 
Development Services (ICDS) scheme. As one of 
the oldest Centrally Sponsored schemes, ICDS, 
launched in 1975, targets to reduce nutritional 
deficiencies among newborns children, adolescent 
girls, pregnant women and lactating mothers. 
Additionally, it attempts to facilitate a child’s 
educational journey by introducing early childhood 
education (ECE). The recent National Education 
Policy has helped foster higher attention towards 
the need for early childhood education (2020)7. 

The stipulated subprojects under the Umbrella 
ICDS include supplementary nutrition, pre-
school non-formal education, nutrition & health 
education, immunisation, health check-up and 

Among the 60:40 division States, Orissa, 
Chhattisgarh and Madhya Pradesh are the top 
three performers and Tamil Nadu, Telangana and 
Delhi appear as the bottom three performers. 

Correlation analysis run between the themes 
and the overall Index show that the themes 
of Access (correlation coefficient – 0.82) and 
Coverage (correlation coefficient – 0.61) show 
strong positive correlation to the overall Index. 
The theme of Availability (correlation coefficient 
– 0.55) and Utilisation (correlation coefficient – 
0.48) show moderate positive correlation. This 
means that the performance of the State in the 
theme of Access and Coverage influences the 
overall Index the most. 

In line with the findings from the correlation 
analysis, the top performers in the overall Index 
appeared as the top three in Access and top 
four in Coverage. The other State that appeared 
in the top three under Coverage is West Bengal. 
However, the overall performance of the State was 
brought down to the 15th rank owing to its poor 
performance in Availability (18th) and Utilisation 
(19th).

Table 3: ICDS Indicator Framework
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Among the 90:10 division States, the top three 
performers are Manipur, Arunachal Pradesh and 
Nagaland; and, the bottom three performers are Jammu 
& Kashmir, Uttarakhand and Himachal Pradesh. 

Correlation analysis run between the themes and the 
overall Index for the 90:10 division States show that 
the themes of Utilisation (correlation coefficient – 
0.87), Coverage (correlation coefficient – 0.75) and 
Availability (correlation coefficient – 0.63) show 
strong positive correlation to the overall Index. The 
theme of Access (correlation coefficient – 0.48) 
indicate a moderate positive correlation. This means 
that the performance of the State in the theme of 
Utilisation, Coverage and Accessibility influences the 
overall Index the most. Unlike what was observed in 
the case of 60:40 division States, Utilisation holds the 
strongest influence. 

In line with the findings from correlation analysis, 
the top three performers in 90:10 division States are 
also top three performers in the theme of Utilisation. 
Similarly, the bottom three performers in the overall 
Index appear in the bottom four in Utilisation. Tripura, 
the second last, in the theme of Utilisation has managed 
to leverage its comparative better performance in the 
other themes to improve its overall rank; 4th in Access, 
5th in Coverage.

ICDS acts as the gateway to the analysis of the 
health sector in India. The National Health Mission 
is an umbrella health scheme in India that looks 
into improving the health outcomes of the State. 
The mission tries to streamline the multiple health 
schemes in India; in effect unifying the efforts towards 
a shared vision.
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studies. “It is an incontrovertible fact that school 
meal programmes exert a positive influence on 
enrolment and attendance in schools.” (MDMS 
Guidelines, 2005) A study done by professor 
Amartya Sen’s Pratichi Research Team in West-
Bengal shows that MDMS has increased the 
enrolment and attendance of children in schools. 
The increase has been more rapid with respect to 
girls and children belonging to SC, ST categories. 
Another study done by National Institute of Public 
Cooperation & Child Development, Indore, has 
reported that MDMS has played a crucial role in 
reducing dropout, especially among girls in Madhya 
Pradesh and the overall academic performance of 
children has also improved. A study also shows that 
the benefits of nutrition received through MDMS has 
seen long lasting impact; children born to mothers 
who were beneficiaries of the scheme showed 
better height-for-age in comparison to children 
born to mothers who were not beneficiaries of the 
scheme (Chakrabarti, S., Scott, S.P., Alderman, H. et 
al., 2021)8.

The aims and objectives of the MDMS has been 
implemented by through two models – Centralised 
and Decentralised. A Centralised model refers to a 
system in which a few service providers produce 
and distribute meals to the schools and are known 
to operate as NGOs such as the Naandi Foundation 
and ISKCON’s Akshay Patra. In the Decentralised 
model, the meals are made in or near the school 
by SHGs, Village Education Committees, Mother/
Parent Teacher Associations, etc. The Centralised 
model is lauded for its efficiency, deriving from 
its minimising of labour costs, increased use of 
mechanisation and consequent minimal human 

Mid-Day Meal Scheme

While ICDS deals with the nutritional needs of 
newborns children, adolescent girls, pregnant 
women and lactating mothers, MDMS addresses 
the nutritional needs of school going kids. The 
United Nations World Food Programme (UNWFP) 
champions and addresses the need for developing 
and under developing nations to invest in providing 
nourishment to children along with education. In 
simple terms, “sick children cannot attend school 
and hungry children cannot learn.” UNWFP provides 
international recognition to the contribution of 
provision of school meals in improving school 
attendance and educational; using ground realities 
from various countries as supporting evidence. 
States in India recognised the importance of such 
a programme even before it became a Centrally 
Sponsored scheme. The Madras Municipal 
Corporation in 1925 was the first to rollout the Mid-
Day Meal Programme (MDMP). MDMP was adopted 
by States like Kerala, Gujarat and Puducherry as 
self-funded projects. By 1991, it had extended to 
12 States as State funded programme. In 1995, 
this became the foundation for establishment of 
the National Programme of Nutritional Support to 
Primary Education (NP-NSPE), or the Mid-Day Meal 
Scheme (MDMS). As per the scheme guidelines, the 
primary objectives of NP-NSPE aims to address 
reduce hunger and improve education among the 
children in India.

Studies have identified MDMS as a contributor 
in achieving desired outcomes of increasing 
enrolment, eradicating hunger and reducing 
dropout rates in schools according to several 

contact with food implying lower chances of 
the contamination of food, minimum utilisation 
of space, as well as economies of scale. On the 
other hand, advocates of the Decentralised model 
note that while it may prove to be challenging 
to implement in the short run, the long-term 
benefits in terms of social, political and economic 
gains must be recognised. The proponents of 
the Decentralised model note that the model 
allows for a significant level of employment 
generation for women, especially benefiting 
women from marginalised communities. The 
Decentralised model has also been advocated for 
its contribution in providing local employment, 
engaging Community Based Organisations and 
improved participatory governance. 

The framework designed for the analysis of MDMS 
looks at outcome indicators like dropout rates, 
gross enrolment rates, allocation of food grains 
from Centre, extent of coverage of beneficiaries of 
the scheme, per capita utilisation and percentage 
utilisation. The framework is detailed in the 
table below followed by a detailed analysis of the 
findings.

Table 4 : MDMS Indicator Framework
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Among the 60:40 division States, Goa, West Bengal 
and Delhi appear as the top three performers and 
Andhra Pradesh, Telangana and Bihar appear as 
the bottom three performers. Out of the top three 
performers, Delhi and Goa exhibits low dropout 
rates; 3.6% and 2.3% respectively. Among the 
poor performers, Bihar, with dropout rate of 
26.9% appears in the bottom three performers; 
third to Haryana (77.8%) and Jharkhand (28.3%). 
Dropout rates is an indicator under Coverage 
along with Gross Enrolment Ratio (GER) at 
elementary level and number of students covered 
by MDMS as a proportion of all students enroled 
in schools in the State. Delhi, West Bengal and 
Goa were the top three performers in Coverage 
consistent with their performance in the overall 
Index. Among the bottom three performers in 
Coverage, only Andhra Pradesh appeared in the 
bottom three in the overall Index as well.

Telangana’s worst performance in the Access, 
despite average performance in Coverage (11th), 
Availability (11th) and Utilisation (9th), pushed 
its overall rank to 18 out of the 19 States in the 
category. Andhra Pradesh, on the other hand, has 
shown consistent poor performance in Access 
(18th), Coverage (17th) and Utilisation (18th), with 
the exceptional better performance in Availability 
(8th). Availability captures the performance of 
States in per capita expenditure. Andhra Pradesh 
has the worst GER at elementary level; as this 
is one of the primary objectives of the scheme, 
the State may have to readjust their measures to 
focus on improving GER; the low dropout rates in 
the State would ensure that once the child enters 
the education system, the probability of their 
continued education is higher. 

Haryana’s performance is peculiar, in that, its 
best performance under Utilisation has been 
neutralised by its worst performance in Coverage. 
The State has the highest dropout rate of 77.8% 
and shows average performance in elementary 
level GER (9th rank with 98.3%). This could be 
an indication of the State’s inability to ensure 
continued participation of children in the 
education system. According to census 2011, the 
literacy rate of the State, 75.55%, is just above 
the State average of 74.04%. This coupled with 
high dropouts is a matter of grave concern for the 
State.

The only theme in which Bihar does not feature 
in the bottom three performers is Access. This 
theme looks at the average allocation of food 
grains per beneficiary. This could mean that 
each student has access to adequate nutritional 
intake; however, this could also be the result of 
low enrolment in the education system. As MDMS 
does not extend its coverage to private (unaided) 
schools, the enrolment in private schools in the 
State was also examined.

Among the 90:10 division States, Mizoram, Himachal 
Pradesh and Tripura were the top three performers 
and Jammu & Kashmir, Nagaland and Arunachal 
Pradesh were the bottom three performers. Out of the 
top three performers, Himachal Pradesh and Tripura 
also showed low dropout rates; 1.3% and 7.8% 
respectively. Among the poor performers, Nagaland 
and Arunachal Pradesh also had high dropout rates; 
35.5% and 34.9% respectively. Nagaland had a low 
GER at elementary level. 

Arunachal Pradesh and Nagaland are the two 
States that show poor overall performance despite 
appearing 3rd and 1st, respectively, under Utilisation. 
This could be an indication that the States not utilising 
the funds in the right place. Both these States show 
poor performance in dropouts and GER; similar to 
the performance of Bihar in the 60:40 division States. 
Since the performance of these States in Availability 
is close to the average performance of all States, the 
probability of high dropouts and low enrolment being 
due to low nutritional intake among students is quite 
low. This could be an indication of a deeper issue w.r.t 
to education outcomes in the State. This would be 
brought into light in the Scheme Analysis of Samagra 
Shiksha Abhiyan (SmSA). 

States like Tripura and Sikkim’s performance in 
Availability has been lower than its performance in 
other themes. This could be considerably tugging 
down at the overall performance of the State in MDMS. 
Availability looks at the per capita availability of food 
grains. This means that all student beneficiaries might 
not be getting adequate nutrition. These States should 
evaluate their allocation from the Centre based on the 
number of students enroled in the schools covered by 
MDMS and make the required readjustments.

In Bihar, only 13.2% of all enrolment is 
in private school and 80.4% students are 
enroled in Government schools; therefore, 
the low enrolment in government schools is 
not a function of high enrolment in private 
schools, either. This is an indication for the 
State to concentrate efforts in improving 
participation in education system in 
Bihar to address the poor literacy rate 
concomitant with poor enrolment and high 
dropout rates (UDISE, 2019)9.
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Based on data sourced from the World Bank, 
a steady improvement in enrolment rates 
in elementary education is observed since 
independence in India. With the steady increase 
in enrolment, the concentrated effort should then 
be recalibrated and expanded to inclusive growth. 
Inclusion of Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes 
and girls is one of the objectives of Samagra Shiksha 
Abhiyan. All these factors have been analysed under 
the theme of Coverage in the Index. West Bengal, 
Bihar and Tamil Nadu were the top three States 
amongst the 60:40 division States; while Haryana, 
Punjab and Rajasthan appeared as the bottom three 
performers. In the case of 90:10 division States, 
Mizoram, Assam and Tripura were the top three 
performers and, Nagaland, Jammu & Kashmir and 
Uttarakhand featured as the bottom three. 

The Pupil Teacher Ratio (PTR), however, could not 
keep up with the growth in enrolment rates. In 
the SmSA Index, among 60:40 division States, the 
States with PTR less than 21 are Haryana, Punjab, 
Goa and Kerala; Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and Jharkhand 
showed PTR more than 40. Among the 90:10 
division States, the average PTR was much lower 
than the 60:40 category States; all the States had 
PTR below 20. It is possible that during the initial 
years of implementation of SSA, as high importance 
was accorded to attaining good PTR; to supplement 
the same, teachers who did not possess the required 
qualification were hired. With the enforcement of 
Right to Education (RTE) in 2009, all untrained and 
underqualified teachers were given until 2015 to 
achieve the required qualification, the cutoff year 
was later extended to 2019. However, a story run 
by The Print shows that 29.5% of all elementary 

Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan

Education has been recurrently identified as the 
natural predecessor to development by various 
studies and international organisations working 
on developmental research. India, has identified 
education as a Fundamental Right (Article 21(a)); 
where, every child in the age of 6 to 14 years has 
the fundamental right to free and compulsory 
elementary education. Several State and Central 
government schemes have been put in place to 
advance this envisaged goal of the Constitution. 
The largest among them all, in terms of coverage 
and intent, would be the National Education 
Mission, otherwise known as Samagra Shiksha 
Abhiyan (SmSA) introduced in 2018. SmSA is an 
amalgamation of three formerly existing schemes – 
Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA), Rashtriya Madhyamik 
Shiksha Abhiyan (RMSA) and Teacher Education 
(TE). SSA addresses elementary education, RMSA 
addresses secondary education and TE focuses on 
improving the quality of teaching staff and teacher 
training institutes. 

The analysis of the scheme follows the framework 
tabulated below:

school teachers in government schools remain 
untrained (Sharma, 2018)10 . 

PTR comes under the theme of Access in the SmSA 
Index, the other indicator under the same theme 
is percentage of schools with ramp access. In the 
60:40 division States, Maharashtra, Gujarat and 
Delhi were the top three; and Andhra Pradesh, 
Telangana and Goa were in the bottom three. In the 
case of 90:10 division States, Himachal Pradesh, 
Assam and Tripura were top three and Sikkim, 
Arunachal Pradesh and Jammu & Kashmir were 
in the bottom three. According to Census 2011, 
Maharashtra that came in 1st houses 11% of the 
total People with Disabilities (PwD) population, 
Gujarat, that came in 2nd, houses 4% and Delhi, 
that came in 3rd, houses 0.87%. The percentage 
of total PwD population in Andhra Pradesh and 
Telangana  was 8% and Goa was 0.1%. The high 
percentage share of the total PwD population 
of Andhra Pradesh and Telangana and the low 
percentage share of schools with ramps makes an 
interesting observation. This should be something 
that the States should focus on to improve their 
performance in Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan. 

The gap in the number of teachers coupled with a 
lack of efficiency of the government in addressing 
the same, has also lead to the mushrooming of 
private teacher training institutes; majority of 
which are unrecognised by National Council for 
Teacher Education (Mythili, 2018). This means 
that achieving good PTR does not necessarily 
mean improved quality of education. Bearing 
this in mind, the additional attention that teacher 
training institutions has received under the RTE 

Table 5 : SmSA Indicator Framework
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and its addition to the National Education Policy, 
2020 is a welcoming move. 

Along with improvements in enrolment, a signifi-
cant shift can also be observed in transitions from 
public education system to private institutes. The 
Time Series data sourced from UDISE reports show 
that enrolment percentage in recognised private 
unaided schools has increased from 26.9% in 2012-
13 to 35.4% 2019-20. This increment becomes even 
more significant when the total enrolment does not 
follow trend; 254275128 in 2012-13 to 250971683 
in 2019-20 (Figure 2). As public education aims at 
coverage, privatisation is often perceived as effi-
ciency (Mythili, 2018)11. Hence, this shift can be un-
derstood as a demand for improvement in quality 
in the public education system. The findings from 
ASER Index (2016)12 show that high enrolment in 
schools is not contributing to improvement in read-
ing outcomes and arithmetic ability (data present-
ed in figure below). The standards for learning out-
comes are measured based on the expected ability 
of children studying in the particular grade.  

Correlation analysis shows that Utilisation is the 
highest contributor to the overall Index. The in-
dicator under Utilisation measures the extent of 
funds utilised under RMSA and SSA. This could be 
because education inherently requires expendi-
ture on material and immaterial goods like school 
books, school infrastructure and salary of staff. 
The current requirement of the States shows that 
there is a necessity for States to shift their focus 
from facilitating entry into the system to improv-
ing learning outcomes of students (Figure 3). The 
point of departure to achieve the same is to at-
tain adequate and qualified human resources in 
educational institutions. This would contribute to 
improved learning outcomes in the long run and 
encourage students to remain in the education 
system; eventually leading to creating citizens 
who can contribute significantly to the develop-
ment of the country.

Figure 2: Trends in Enrolment

Source: Author Construction using Data Sourced from UDISE reports

Figure 3: Trends in Learning Outcomes

Source: The Wire’s Construction using Data Sourced from ASER Reports
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With 14.66 crore active workers in 2020-21, 
MGNREGS is one of the largest public workfare 
programme in the world. MGNREGS is currently 
implemented in every rural district in India. Its 
implementation was rolled out in a phased manner 
during its inception. Phase I targeted the 200 most 
backward districts in the country, Phase II extended 
the programme’s reach to 130 more districts, and 
Phase III covered the rest of the 645 rural districts 
in India (FAQs on Operational Guidelines, 2014).

The purported aim of the scheme is to ensure a 
minimum level of livelihood security for rural 
households by legally enshrining the right to 
demand 100 days of manual and unskilled 
employment. This was outlined in the Gazette 
document of NREGA (2005): “…to provide for the 
enhancement of livelihood security of the households 
in rural areas of the country by providing at least one 
hundred days of guaranteed wage employment in 
every financial year to every household whose adult 
members volunteer to do unskilled manual work…” 

According to the goals outlined in the Operational 
Guidelines (2008) of the scheme, MGNREGS is 
ideated as a tool that promotes inclusive growth 
in rural India. The guidelines reiterate MGNREGS’s 
Stated goal of providing a robust safety net for 
vulnerable segments of the population by ensuring 
a fall-back employment source in the absence of 
other opportunities, thus guaranteeing livelihood 
security. Other proposed objectives include: 
proactive social inclusion of women, Scheduled 
Castes and Scheduled Tribes; creation of a variety 
of publicly and privately-owned assets like water 
conservation structures, irrigation facilities, roads 

Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 
Guarantee Scheme

India does not have a social security of an 
unemployment allowance similar to those adopted 
in other countries. The State, however, does have 
an Employment Guarantee Act that operates as a 
security net for those who are unemployed in rural 
India. 

The Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 
Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) is an Indian legislation 
that mandates social security to the unemployed. It 
draws inspiration from Maharashtra’s Employment 
Guarantee Scheme (EGS) which was originally 
envisaged as a drought-relief measure during the 
1972-73 famine in the State. It was subsequently 
transformed into the Employment Guarantee Act 
in 1977; thereby, providing institutional and legal 
recognition to implementation of Right to Work for 
the first time. 

Drawing on the rich experience of the 
implementation of EGS and other wage-
employment programmes like the National 
Rural Employment Programme (1980), the 
United Progressive Alliance government lead 
by Manmohan Singh passed the National Rural 
Employment Guarantee Act (NREGA) in 2005. In 
2009, NREGA was renamed as Mahatma Gandhi 
National Rural Employment Guarantee Act 
(MGNREGA). Drawing from the legal framework 
of MGNREGA, the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural 
Employment Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGS) was 
envisioned. 

and drought-proofing mechanisms and fortifying 
the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) for the 
deepening of democracy and the entrenchment 
of transparency and accountability in rural 
governance (MoRD 2012 and 2014).

In order to implement the proposed objectives, 
convergence with other schemes and other 
line departments have been carried out by the 
States. According to the official website, the 
States have displayed convergence with line 
departments including Agriculture, Animal 
Husbandry, Irrigation, Horticulture, Forestry, 
Fishery, Drinking Water & Sanitation, PWD and 
Women & Child. Convergence has also been 
extended across schemes like Pradhan Mantri 
Awas Yojana – Grameen (PMAY-G), Pradhan 
Mantri Grameen Sadak Yojana (PMGSY), National 
Rural Livelihoods Mission, Jal Jeevan, etc. There 
has also been convergence of various schemes 
with MGNREGS at respective State levels such 
as Ambedkar Gram Vikas Yojana to expand its 
coverage through synergy and simultaneously 
facilitate asset creation (MoRD, GoI).

One aspect that sets aside MGNREGS from other 
schemes is that the selection of beneficiaries 
are entirely demand driven (Operational 
Guidelines, 2012). Every individual with a job 
card demanding for work should be mandatorily 
provided employment within 15 days. In the case 
of failure to provide employment, the individual 
who demanded for work is eligible for an 
unemployment allowance.  
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(FLFPR) (Rajan, S.I. (Ed.)., 2020)14. The impact of 
high migration rates in Kerala seems to reflect a 
declining trend in LFPR and FLFPR. The chapter 
discusses the declining trend in FLFPR and LFPR 
in Kerala and how both the rates have fallen below 
the national average. Despite high professional 
level literacy among females in Kerala, the same 
does not translate into high FLFPR. The study 
conducted in the chapter concludes that the 
FLFPR of the women left behind in households of 
emigrants are very low (Menon & Bhagat, 2020)15. 
This is also reflected in the performance of the 
State in the theme of Coverage. This theme assesses 
the coverage of SC, ST and female beneficiaries 
as a proportion of total beneficiaries in the State.  
Kerala stands at the 13th position out of the total 
18 in coverage. Punjab, Telangana and Gujarat 
were the top three performers in this theme while 
Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh and Goa were the 
bottom three performers.

Jharkhand, Bihar and Chhattisgarh are the bottom 
three States in terms of performance in the theme 
of Availability. This implies that the number of 
applicants who got jobs as a proportion of the 
total number of applicants were lowest in these 
three States. Poor performance of these States in 
Availability is also reflected in the overall ranks of 
the States in MGNREGS; Jharkhand ranked 17th, 
Bihar ranked 15th and Chhattisgarh ranked 11th.

The poor performance in Availability can be 
further explained using the high Unemployment 
Rates of these States as well. The Unemployment 
Rates as of June 2021, according to Centre for 
Monitoring Indian Economy (CMIE) data, is 12.8% 

The pandemic has brought several unforeseen and 
critical challenges in its institutional delivery. The 
sudden reverse migration of labour force from 
cities to rural areas increased the demand for jobs 
in the MGNREGS; budgetary and bureaucratic/
implementation challenges posed due to prolonged 
lockdown and cash strapped rural population (Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 
2021). The scheme analysis of MGNREGS follows 
the framework detailed below:

Among the 60:40 division States, the top three 
performers are Kerala, Andhra Pradesh and 
Odisha and the bottom three performers are 
Madhya Pradesh, Jharkhand and Goa. A very 
prominent finding from the 60:40 division States 
is that all States except Kerala that came in the 
top six under the theme of Utilisation fall in the 
bottom 50 percentile in the overall performance 
in MGNREGS. Utilisation looks into the percentage 
of funds utilised as well as average wage given by 
the States. Despite good performance in the theme 
of Utilisation, States like Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and 

Jharkhand show poor performance in terms of 
Access, Coverage and Availability. In order to 
strengthen this finding further, a correlation 
analysis was conducted between the themes and 
the overall Index. The findings showed that there 
is no significant correlation between Utilisation 
and the overall rank (correlation coefficient – 
0.33) in the 60:40 division States. Another finding 
from the correlation analysis of 60:40 division 
States was that the theme of Access showed 
strong positive correlation with the overall Index 
(correlation coefficient – 0.83).

Evidently, the top three States in the overall rank 
– Kerala, Andhra Pradesh and Odisha – showed 
good performance in the theme of Access as 
well. Kerala, Andhra Pradesh and Odisha stood 
3rd, 1st and 6th respectively in the theme of 
Access. On the other hand, Kerala stands at the 
first position under the theme of utilisation. 
Along with this, the State also exhibited good 
performance in Access, as well as, Availability; 
3rd and 4th ranks respectively. Among the top 
performing States, while unemployment rates 
of Andhra Pradesh (7.5%) and Odisha (3.5%) 
are below the national rural unemployment rate 
(8.8%), the unemployment rate of Kerala (15.8%) 
is much higher than the national and national 
rural unemployment rates as of June 2021 (CMIE, 
2021)13 . 

In addition to this, Kerala has consistently shown 
low Labour Force Participation Rates (LFPR). 
One of the chapters in the India Migration Report, 
2020 explores the impact of emigration on the 
Female Labour Force Participation in Kerala 

Table 6: MGNREGS Indicator Framework
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for Jharkhand and 10.5% for Bihar; both of which 
are higher than the National Rural Unemployment 
Rate of 8.8% and National Unemployment Rate of 
9.2% calculated using the 30 day moving average 
for the month of June 2021. In addition to this, 
the LFPR for Bihar was 36.67% and Uttar Pradesh 
was 35.16% during January-April 2021 (Statistical 
profiles: Unemployment in India, 2021). Both these 
rates are lower than rural India’s LFPR of 41.8% for 
the same period. 

Goa is the worst performing State in the overall 
rank, Access, Coverage And Utilisation. Contrary 
to its poor performance across other themes and 
the overall rank, the State shows best performance 
under the theme of Availability. Unlike other 
schemes, MGNREGS places high importance on 
demand for work. The selection of beneficiaries of 
this scheme is based on demand for employment 
made from the demand side and therefore does not 
have issues relating to bias in selection as everyone 
who demands employment should be provided 
with the benefits under the scheme. 

Goa has provided employment to only 97.6% of 
the people who demanded jobs under MGNREGS; 
thereby pushing it to the last rank. The poor 
performance of the State in MGNREGS is also 
reflected in its unemployment rate (17.7%) as 
of June, 2021; which is higher than the national 
average. In addition to MGNREGS, the State 
implements its own scheme called Chief Minister’s 
Rozgar Yojana which aims to provide employment 
and entrepreneurship assistance to educated and 
unemployed youth in the State. This along with a 

high focus of implementation of MGNREGS would 
probably help in tackling the high unemployment 
rates of the State. 

The good performance of Kerala in MGNREGS 
is also reflected in the performance of the State 
in the Governance Model; Kerala ranked first in 
the Governance Model, as well as, in MGNREGS. 
The same trend was not observed in the case 
of Andhra Pradesh and Odisha; however, the 
good performance in MGNREGS was reflected in 
the performance of Odisha in the pillar of SDG 
1 (No Poverty) under the theme of Voice and 
Accountability under Equity where Odisha came 
second in place. 

In the 90:10 division States, the top three 
performers are Mizoram, Sikkim and Nagaland 
and the bottom three performers are Manipur 
and Assam. The poor performance of the bottom 
three performers in MGNREGS is in agreement to 
their poor performance in the governance model, 
as well. Assam ranked 14th out of the 19 Large 
States and Manipur ranked 11th out of the 11 in 
the Small States category. 

Correlation analysis between the theme 
performance and the overall ranks were carried 
out for the 90:10 division States as well. The 
analysis showed strong positive correlation 
between the themes of Access and overall rank 
(correlation coefficient – 0.79) and Availability 
and overall rank (correlation coefficient – 0.80). 
Comparable to the findings from analysis of the 
60:40 division States, the theme of Utilisation did 

not show any significant correlation in the overall 
Index (correlation coefficient – 0.26) in the 90:10 
division States. 

Nagaland ranked 3rd in the overall rank and was 
a consistent member of the top three performers 
in the themes of Access (3rd), Coverage (1st) and 
Availability (2nd). The trend of good performance of 
Nagaland does not, however, extend to the theme 
of Utilisation where it stood 10th out of the total 
11 States ranked in the category. This reinforces 
the earlier stated idea of how high fund utilisation 
not necessarily contributing to good overall 
performance of the State.

The trend of poor performance in Utilisation not 
owning to good overall rank is also seen in the 
case of Tripura. Tripura is the worst performer 
in the theme of Utilisation; contrary to its good 
performance in Access (2nd) and Availability (5th). 
Tripura, however, ranked 4th from the bottom on 
Coverage; bringing down its overall rank to six. 
Despite fairly good performance under themes 
of Access (4th) and Availability (4th), Manipur 
has fallen to the bottom three owing to being the 
worst performer in Coverage (11th). This could be 
an implication of lack of attention that the State 
provides to involvement of vulnerable categories in 
their developmental activities.

A correlation analysis between the MGNREGS Index 
and indicators from the Governance Model showed 
strong negative correlation of -0.63 (60:40 division 
States) with the indicator of rural indebtedness 
from the Governance Model. According to Census 
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prominent tool to reducing the steadily increasing 
rates of Rural Unemployment; even during the 
unpredictability associated with the economy 
owing to the pandemic.  

A zoomed out view of the Scheme Analysis shows 
that the performance of the States in the Governance 
Model can be explained using their performance 
in the Centrally Sponsored schemes. Kerala, top 
performer among Large States in the Governance 
model, has consistently appeared in the top six in 
SmSA, NHM, ICDS and MGNREGS, as well. The only 
scheme where Kerala showed poor performance 
was MDMS; this could be explained by looking at 
the higher enrolment in aided and private schools 
than in government schools. MDMS is one scheme 
in which most States showing good performance in 
Governance Model were poor performers and vice 
versa. As MDMS mostly covers government schools, 
the extent of coverage is affected by the higher 
enrolment in private schools in better performing 
States.

Uttar Pradesh and Bihar, bottom performers under 
large States in the governance model, appear 
consistently as bottom five performers in MDMS, 
MGNREGS and NHM. This is also reflected in their 
performance in SDG 4 (Quality Education) under 
the theme of Government Effectiveness under 
Growth, SDG 3 (Good Health and Wellbeing) under 
the theme of Government Effectiveness pillared 
under Equity.

On the other hand, Odisha, worst performer in 
the Governance Model, showed top performance 
in SmSA, ICDS and MGNREGS. This could be 

considered as a good effort invested by the 
State in order to improve its performance in the 
Governance Model. The performance of the State 
in SDG 4 (Quality Education) under Government 
Effectiveness under Growth and SDG 1 (No 
Poverty) under Government Effectiveness 
under Equity is not among the bottom three. 
This could be seen as a sign of improvement in 
the performance of the State owning to good 
implementation of the schemes.  

Similar to the Large States, Mizoram, one of the 
top performers among the Small States in the 
Governance Model, appeared repetitively as 
top performer in MDMS, SmSA, MGNREGS and 
NHM. Jammu and Kashmir is a consistently poor 
performer in all scheme analyses other than NHM. 
This cannot be compared to its performance as it 
falls under UTs in the Governance Model where 
it is positioned at the second place. However, 
among the UTs, Jammu and Kashmir scores 
lowest in the theme of growth and this could be 
a result of poor performance in schemes that 
generally contribute to development. 

2011, around 58% of the rural population is 
dependent on manual labour; out of which, around 
30% are landless agricultural labourers. The 
seasonal nature of agriculture creates a gap of 
Seasonal Unemployment. It is possible that this gap 
is being addressed by the creation of employment 
opportunities owing to implementation of 
MGNREGS. In order to further this argument, the 
particular example of Bihar can be considered. 
Bihar has high rural indebtedness and a low ranking 
in the implementation of MGNREGS. According to 
the Agricultural Statistics at a Glance report, 39.2% 
of the total rural working population of India are 
agricultural workers; in the case of Bihar, it is 56.8%. 
This means that one of the causes of high Rural 
Unemployment Rate in the State could be Seasonal 
Unemployment among agricultural workers. The 
lack of employment, therefore income, leads to high 
rural indebtedness. This means that MGNREGS 
could be identified as the scheme to systemically 
reduce Rural Indebtedness by acting as a livelihood 
security net for the unemployed and/or seasonally 
unemployed. 

The findings from the analysis of the MGNREGS 
shows that mere utilisation of funds does not 
imply good performance in their overall ranks. 
The indicator that contributes highest to good 
performance is in the themes of Access and 
Availability. The access to schemes for vulnerable 
of vulnerable population is what the States should 
improve attention to. Policy makers need to keep 
in mind that the diversity within the beneficiaries, 
acceptance rate of applications, ease of access 
in application procedures, etc. should be paid 
more attention to. MGNREGS could act as a very 
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CHAPTER VIII - COVID-19 RESPONSE INDEX 
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Regardless of the Cassandras and the doomsday 
prophets, it is fair to say that India’s national 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic was notable 
and nimble-footed. India was quick to close its 
international borders, imposing a nation-wide 
lockdown that the WHO described as ‘tough and 
timely’, and sought to coordinate the containment, 
testing and enforcing COVID-appropriate 
behaviour across the diverse, differently endowed, 
and geographically dispersed States of India 
that together hold over 1.3 billion people. The 
Preparedness and Containment varied from State 
to State but there is little doubt that the states of 
India deserve substantial credit for the success of 
the country’s COVID-19 response. The obverse is 
perhaps true for all States: the low rates of testing, 
less than optimal reporting and data management, 
capacity, resource and operational constraints; and 
in no small measure the problem of misinformation 
combined to limit the outcomes that the States 
targeted to achieve. It is in this backdrop that PAI 
2021 seeks to measure the performance on the 
pandemic response at the Sub-national level. This 
is sought to be done by ranking the States on the 
COVID-19 Response Index. Besides helping to 
assess the performance of the states, the COVID-19 
Response Index serves a long term objective: to 
draw attention to the need to mainstream public 
health and recognise the imperative to significantly 
enhance capacities in the public healthcare systems 
across the states of India, especially in primary care 
and at the district level. India's public healthcare 
system is chronically underfunded - just 1.28% 
of GDP - leaving primary and preventive care 
debilitated. The longer term implications of the 

"However, as bad as things were, the worst was 
yet to come, for germs would kill more people 
than bullets. By the time that last fever broke 
and the last quarantine sign came down, the 
world had lost 3-5% of its population."

	 Charles River Editors, 
The 1918 Spanish Flu Pandemic

"It’s no use going back to yesterday, because I 
was a different person then."

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

pandemic should compel us to turn the health care 
system on its head and strengthen the primary care 
system, if nothing because it is the only recourse 
that the vast majority of the poor, the disadvantaged 
and the vulnerable have. 

The last few decades have witnessed the 
emergence of several zoonotic diseases such as 
the Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS), 
Middle-East Respiratory Syndrome (MERS) and 
the present outbreak of the COVID-19, all of which 
are responsible for causing some form of Acute 
Respiratory Tract Infections (ARTIs). The first case 
of pneumonia of unknown cause was identified in 
Wuhan, China in December 2019 and has emerged 
as a severe pandemic claiming millions of lives 
across the globe. India reported its first case on 
January 30, 2020 in Kerala when a student returned 
from Wuhan, China. The cases have risen steadily 
and have presented severe challenges to the public 
healthcare systems in India. With a population of 
almost 1.4 billion people, India has become the 
epicentre of almost 30 million cumulative cases, 
second only to the United States of America among 
all countries across the globe. The adversity of such 
catastrophic events are more in less developed 
countries like India, with an inadequate health 
system despite possessing good technical skills and 
superior institutions for research.  

The pandemic has also continued to highlight the 
fault lines in our public healthcare systems which 
have gone unnoticed for decades. COVID-19 has 
brought to the fore long neglected issues - economic, 
social, cultural and political and has highlighted 
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where the State truly stands in achieving the 
SDG 2030 agenda of Leaving No One Behind. 
Despite health being a State subject, the COVID-19 
pandemic had highlighted the over dependence 
of State Governments on the Central Government 
which acts as the primary actor in implementing 
policies and programmes.  

This Chapter aims to study the performance of 
Indian states on their response to the pandemic ever 
since the first case was reported till March 31, 2021 
grouped into two thematic areas - Preparedness 
and Containment. 

India’s Stand in the Fight Against COVID-19

The best time to prepare for an epidemic is way 
before it begins. To actualise this, healthcare 
investments should prioritise equity in delivery of 
services. A robust public healthcare system mounts 
a system-wide approach to tackling pandemic. 
Unfortunately, in India, the weak public healthcare 
system with huge variations between States 
possesses serious challenges for containing the 
virus spread and the rankings indicate the same. 
Under Preparedness Response there are three 
indicators measuring the public healthcare systems 
preparedness to the pandemic, under Containment 
Response; four indicators measuring the early 
identification of cases by growing their test capacity 
and reducing mortality. 

At the time of writing this chapter, India, which 
accounts for about 18% of the world population, 

has reported 16% of the total number of cases 
and 10% of the reported total number of deaths 
worldwide related to COVID-19. The poor public 
health infrastructure, high population density, 
high burden of non-communicable diseases and 
existing socio-economic vulnerabilities placed 
India at a high risk for catastrophic events related 
to COVID-19.  

The Case Fatality Rate (CFR) of COVID-19 has 
been found to be much higher than the earlier 
severe acute respiratory syndrome pandemics. 
This high infection rate and mortality has posed 
serious repercussions to the public healthcare 
systems across the globe. Effective strategies to 
control the spread of COVID-19 is by keeping the 
case load under control by identifying, testing, 
isolating, treating and tracing the infected 
persons alongside their contacts. These proven 
ways might not completely eradicate the spread 
but flatten the curve and resume life at a normal 
pace. 

The Government of India, in a bid to curb the 
spread of COVID-19, imposed a nationwide 
lockdown on March 24, 2020. The sudden 
impositions of movement restrictions resulted in 
the slowing down of economic activities and loss 
of lives and livelihoods. An obvious reason which 
one might think for this sudden lockdown was 
the public healthcare systems' preparedness to 
tackle the pandemic. The results indicate that the 
States which have had better public healthcare 
systems preparedness have emerged as front-
runners in the overall response. As indicated in 

the previous versions of PAI, India faces a serious 
challenge in terms of adequacy of public healthcare 
infrastructure with shortage of human resources 
as well as public healthcare infrastructure. India 
ranks 145 out of 195 countries ranked as part of 
the 2016 Healthcare Access and Quality (HAQ) 
Index published by the Lancet Journal funded by 
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. India also 
has a poor doctor population ratio at one doctor 
per 1465 persons which is lower than the World 
Health Organization (WHO) norms of one doctor per 
1000 persons. As per the data from National Health 
Profile 2020, the population of 1.4 billion is being 
served by 1.4 lakh government allopathic doctors. 
Considering the severity of the pandemic and the 
fact that countries with the best public healthcare 
infrastructure facilities have struggled to contain 
the virus, it was essential to impose strict lockdown 
measures. However, the government’s lockdown 
policies have come under criticism from several 
activists and economists who have argued that 
the short notice of the lockdown left marginalised 
communities in a limbo. 

Methodology

The COVID-19 Response Index uses the Principal 
Component Analysis (PCA) approach. The COVID-19 
Response Index is generated from seven indicators 
under two Themes; Preparedness and Containment, 
all of which are measured on a continuous scale. 
The Preparedness Theme is based on the idea that 
the ‘pandemic anticipation and preparedness is a 
continuous process of planning, exercising, revising 
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and translating into action national and Sub-
national pandemic preparedness and response plans’ 
(Enriquez, 2020)1. The Theme of Containment on 
the other hand includes containment strategies 
such as early detection of cases through reliable 
testing standards, isolation, quarantine, and 
adequate treatment (Walensky and Rochelle, 
2020)2. The indicators under each of these Themes 
are mentioned below: 

Performance of Large States

There are 18 Large States which have been ranked 
in the COVID-19 Response Index. 

Raw data for each of the indicators were collected 
from Government data sources and were converted 
into scaled scores (using normalized Z scores) that 
appropriately align with the directionality of the 
indicator. This methodology reduces the bias in 
the calculation of the Composite Index introduced 
by the spread of the data or large variance in 
the data. Indicators pertaining to preparedness 
were collected from National Health Profile 2020 
and State Government budget reports while the 
indicators pertaining to containment were collected 
from an online database covid19india.org, an open 
Application Program Interface. This platform is 
a volunteer-driven, crowd-sourced database for 
COVID-19 statistics in India that integrates data 
from the health ministry, States etc. into one single 
platform.  

However, careful inquiry of this result provides 
some notable findings. Among the 18 Large 
states in India, the top five States with the highest 
COVID-19 Response Index scores are Kerala, Tamil 
Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Assam, and Karnataka, 
while the bottom five States are Jharkhand, Uttar 
Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Bihar and Maharashtra 
respectively. While Kerala has the highest score 
in both the Index rankings, not all States have a 
similar trend. Tamil Nadu has a similar 2nd rank in 
both the Indices. 

There are also some important observations 
that are worth mentioning. While Assam has a 
rank of 14th in the Governance Index, it performs 
substantially well in the COVID-19 Index with a 
rank of 4th.

Assam has a comparatively high percentage of 
allocation in the health infrastructure of the State. 
On an average, the State has allocated around 6.66 
percent of the total State budget to health in the 
last five years. This is considerably higher than 
any other Large State in the country. The State that 
follows Assam in this allocation is Chhattisgarh 
which has allocated 5.46 percent of the total State 
budget to health.

Kerala, Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh are 
influenced due to the very low shortage of doctors 
and hospital beds as compared to normative 
standards. Further, in terms of Containment, these 

The findings from, and subsequent 
ranking of the Large States, are to some 
extent comparable to the findings of 
the Governance Index, given a positive 
Correlation coefficient of 0.54 between the 
Indices scores.

For the bottom five States, Bihar and 
Uttar Pradesh are the two States which 
are common with the Governance Index 
where they rank 17th and 18th, while their 
rankings are 17th and 15th respectively on 
the COVID-19 Response Index. Bihar and 
Uttar Pradesh have a poor performance 
due to their severe lack in Preparedness 
as well as Containment measures. 

For Kerala and Tamil Nadu the rankings 
have improved due to their combined 
performance in the Theme of Preparedness, 
as well as Containment.

Assam’s high ranking in the COVID-19 
Response Index, is due to its positively 
strong performance in the Theme of 
Preparedness. 

COVID-19 Response Index

States also have a substantial number of testing 
labs leading to adequate case detection and 
isolation.
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Interestingly, the States in Southern India are the top performers in the COVID-19 Response Index. 

All four States in the region; Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Karnataka, and Andhra Pradesh, are among the top 
five performers in the Index. While Kerala, Tamil 
Nadu and Andhra Pradesh are the top three States, 
due to their consistent performance in both the 
themes, Karnataka ranks 5th due to its moderately 
good performance in the Theme of Preparedness. 
Despite having a low allocation to the health 
infrastructure at 4.24%, Karnataka’s performance 
is influenced primarily due to the low deficit of 
hospital beds in the State; as compared to other 
States, Karnataka has a deficit of only 79%.

Figures below indicate that Large States, such as 
Assam, Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh and Kerala 
have a comparatively high rank in the COVID-19 
Response Index due to their strong performance 
in the theme of Preparedness which also means 
that the public healthcare infrastructure in terms 
of access to government institutions, doctors 
etc. is better and more complaint towards the 
prescribed normative standards.

Telangana, on the other hand, has a rather unusual 
performance in the COVID-19 Response Index. While 
it ranks the highest in the theme of Containment, 
it ranks the lowest in Preparedness. This rather 
contradicting result is due to two main factors. 

Only Bihar has a marginally higher deficit compared 
to Telangana at 97.4% shortage of doctors. The 
government in Telangana also has a very poor 
allocation of the State budget for the public 
healthcare infrastructure, which is the lowest 
only after Haryana and Punjab. Only 3.98% of the 
State budget of Telangana is spent on health, and 
this, along with the other factors, leads to its poor 
performance in the Theme of Preparedness. With 
regard to the Containment measures, Telangana 
has a consistently strong performance across all the 
indicators concerned under the theme. While it has 
a moderately high number of testing laboratories 
per million people (1.6 testing labs), it has a low 
caseload of COVID-19 cases as compared to other 
States like Maharashtra, Kerala, Andhra Pradesh 
and Karnataka. Telangana also has a low death rate 
per million population which stands at just around 
three deaths, which is significantly lower compared 
to Maharashtra and Karnataka where the figures are 
around 52 and 36 deaths, respectively. 

Telangana has a substantially high deficit in 
the number of doctors (96.8%) and hospital 
beds (97.4%) as compared to normative 
standards.
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Data from the Ministry of Statistics and Programme 
Implementation (MOSPI) mentions the collective 
contribution of these States in India’s GDP stands at 
only around 17.06% for FY 2019-20. All these States 
have a considerably poor performance in the 

COVID-19 Response Index, as well as in 
the Themes of Preparedness. This is due 
to the poor State of the public healthcare 
infrastructure which has been predominant 
for several decades due to the weak pattern of 
development. 

The evident trend that has been observed 
in the COVID-19 Response Index is the 
ranking of States which have a relatively 
poor economic and financial status. These 
are States which have a low per-capita 
Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP), such 
as Bihar, Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh, and 
Madhya Pradesh. 

These States have performed 
comparatively well in the theme of 
Containment, however, that may be due 
to the cyclical nature of the problem of 
poor health infrastructure, leading to 
low detection of COVID-19 cases, low 
caseloads, and subsequently, lower 
death records. 

These States do not have any relation 
to their rankings in the Governance 
Index, and some States perform rather 
contrarily. 

Performance of Small States

The Small States considered for the COVID-19 
Response Index comprises the Seven North-
eastern States, along with Delhi, Goa, Himachal 
Pradesh and Uttarakhand, i.e., a total of 11 
States. 

Delhi and Goa are the States which are most 
evident with a dissimilar performance in the 
Governance Index.

COVID-19 Response Index

While Goa ranks 2nd in the Governance 
Index, it ranks last in the COVID-19 
Response Index. This poor ranking 
of Goa is contributed largely by its 
weak performance in the Containment 
measures, though it has performed 
substantially well in the theme of 
Preparedness where it ranks 3rd among 
the other Small States.  

Goa has the highest caseload of COVID-19 
cases per million population at around 3049 
cases. Goa also has a very high death rate at 43 
deaths per million, where it is 2nd only to Delhi. 
Due to a comparatively high number of testing 
laboratories, the testing and case detection 
rates are very high in Goa, which lead to a high 
caseload and a subsequently higher death rate. 
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Delhi is a top performer due to its strong 
performance in Preparedness, however, 
Delhi has a poor Containment standard 
where it ranks 10th among 11 Small 
States. 

The above-mentioned are the contributing 
factors to its performance in the Theme of 
Containment. Contrary to this, Goa is a good 
performer in the Theme of Preparedness, where 
it ranks 3rd among the 11 Small States. This is 
due to its high allocation of the State budget 
towards the public healthcare infrastructure. 
On an average, the State has allocated around 
6.32% of the total State budget to health in the 
last five years. Goa also has a comparatively 
lower deficit in terms of the number of doctors 
(56.8%) and hospital beds (61%) compared to 
the normative standards. Only Delhi and Sikkim 
have a lower deficit compared to Goa. Goa’s poor 
performance in the COVID-19 Response Index 
is majorly due to its extremely poor ranking in 
the Theme of Containment, which leads to an 
overall poor performance. 

In the case of Delhi, where it ranks 9th in the 
Governance Index, it is the best performer in the 
COVID-19 Response Index. 

Along with a very low deficit in terms of doctors 
at only 25%, the Government of Delhi has a huge 
expenditure contribution to health from its 
budget. 

Delhi allocates approximately 11.42% of its 
budget to health, which is the highest of all Large 
as well as Small States in India. This pushes 
its rank to the top in terms of Preparedness. 
Delhi’s poor performance in Containment is 
due to its high caseload, and the subsequently 
high number of deaths in the city. 

Figure below indicate that among the Small States, 
Mizoram has a comparatively high rank in the 
COVID-19 Response Index, 2nd rank, due to its strong 
performance in both the Themes. It justifies the 
ranking of Goa among the Small States, as it has an 

extremely poor performance in the Theme of 
Containment. 

Some important observations can be further 
highlighted for the States of Sikkim, Nagaland, 
and Uttarakhand. While Sikkim is a good 
performer in terms of Preparedness, it performs 
poor in its Containment measures. On the 
contrary, Nagaland and Uttarakhand have 
better Containment performance as compared 
to Preparedness. This is due to two major 
reasons. While there is a marginal difference, 
Sikkim (5.96%) has a higher allocation on health 
from its State budget as compared to Nagaland 
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(5.22%) and Uttarakhand (5%). This leads to 
the performance in the theme of Preparedness. 
Nagaland has comparatively lower cases per one 
million population, and a low death rate leading to 
a good performance in the theme of Containment. It 
is however, important to mention that Nagaland has 
the lowest testing rate per one million population in 
the 11 Small States considered. 

COVID-19 War rooms in the Management of 
COVID-19 in Kerala

The Central Government data sources have 
increasingly suggested that the caseload 
increments in Kerala have been much higher than 
the national increment. It is imperative to note 
that the number of COVID-19 cases reported per 
day depends upon the prevailing surveillance 
systems, better testing and contact tracing 
mechanisms adopted by the state. A notable 
mention to the top performer in the rankings 
was the setting up of the centralised COVID-19 
war rooms across the state which relies on state 
of the art technology to make a difference in the 

containment of the pandemic. The State, having 
learnt from its experience from the Nipah virus, 
left no stone unturned in its management of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. In the initial stages of the 
pandemic, when not many cases were registered, 
the State linked all medical colleges, hospitals 
and other public healthcare centres with the war 
room. The war-rooms across the State had charted 
out plans to tackle the spread of the virus through 
frequent meetings and coordinating all activities 
pertaining to the containment efforts in the State. 
The war room has different units ranging from 
surveillance to offering teleconsultation services 
to shifting of patients to COVID-19 care centres 
to providing oxygen and ventilator support etc. 
These proactive measures start once a person 
tests positive. Following this, the local health 
workers coordinate with them and offer support 
depending upon the requirement of the patient. 
For example, if the person requires a hospital 
bed, the war room is contacted and based upon 
the availability of beds, the shift is made. These 
measures have ensured that the patients in need 
of oxygen support or a hospital bed do not have 
to run around or contact people from multiple 
sources to find beds etc. This centralised process 
has solved the problem of uneven distribution 
of COVID-19 cases to hospitals and also has 
streamlined the process easing discomfort of 
those affected. 

The war room, the first of which was set up in the 
State’s capital Thiruvananthapuram, has been 
buzzing with activities ever since January 24, 
2020, six days before the first case was reported 
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1 Enriquez, K. (2020). Preventative Measures and Prac-
tices That Can Keep People Healthy During a Pandemic.

2 Walensky, R. P., & Del Rio, C. (2020). From mitigation 
to containment of the COVID-19 pandemic: putting the 
SARS-CoV-2 genie back in the bottle. Jama, 323(19), 
1889-1890.

in the State which in fact was the first case 
in India. A team of experts and volunteers 
work round the clock spread across 18 
committees, each one of them having specific 
tasks and is constantly working in order to 
combat the spread of virus in the State. If 
the Thiruvananthapuram war room was the 
first in the State, the Ernakulum one has the 
most modern war room which has the ability 
to capture real time data through an open 
source software called Corona Safe Network 
developed by a group of IT professionals. The 
proactive response of the state by a system of 
local officials, volunteers and a team of medical 
officials is filling the gaps and steering its battle 
in the management of the pandemic.     
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As we near the end of PAI 2021, it is important to 
recognise that assessing the performance of States, 
while important, one needs to also look at a Pan-
India picture and answer the question – How are 
we doing as a country? What are the objective 
conditions of development across the country and 
how does this manifest as India’s development 
performance? On the Human Development Index 
(HDI), India ranks 131 out of 189 countries (Human 
Development Report 2020, UNDP). The country 
slid down by two ranks from 2019. The greater 
part of the aggregate score that determines India’s 
performance is predicated on how the States in 
India perform. The performance of the States 
this past year must be seen in the long shadow of 
the COVID-19 pandemic. The broad picture that 
emerges from the overall rankings in PAI 2021 is 
that COVID-19 accentuated the prevailing structural 
weaknesses in the States and worsened inequalities. 
While some States managed to stay on course in 
the development trajectory, though arguably, at a 
lower level equilibrium, others were compelled 
to make a conscious trade-off between lives and 
livelihoods, thus affecting overall development. Yet, 
it would be fair to say that regardless of the ranks 
on the PAI 2021 Index, all States deserve credit and 
in response to the COVID-19 challenge, emerged as 
winners and ensured, even if with varying degrees 
of success, that no one is left behind. As a country, 
despite several resource constraints, it was a 
seemingly insurmountable job that was well done.

The intent of this concluding chapter of PAI 2021 is 
to present a cluster analysis of the performance of 
the States to highlight how important it is to focus 
attention on those States that are weighing down 

‘The economic man is much less than the whole 
man and it is the whole man who, in the last 
analysis, should interest all of us, including the 
professional economist and the administrative 
planner.’

Dr. VKRV Rao
Essays in Economic Development, 1964

‘You know what the issue is with this world? 
Everyone wants some magical solution to their 
problem and everyone refuses to believe in.’

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

the national aggregate performance and address the 
emerging gaps – technical, economic and social. If 
the longer-term goal of a sustainable and equitable 
society has to be achieved, development praxis 
needs to move the needle from a mere headcount 
analysis to understand better why economic growth 
is weak in some States and more important, why 
economic growth has not had a poverty reducing 
impact in some States relative to others. The Pan-
India picture that emerges from the comparative 
performance of the States is that inequality in 
human development is pronounced in a cluster of 
States that show similar shortcomings, especially 
the poor performance on school education and 
primary health. The aim of this chapter is to present 
the patterns of inter-state disparities that make the 
task of development convergence so much harder. 
In the chapter on Delta Snalysis it was observed that 
traditionally low-performing States like Bihar and 
Odisha among others have shown an improvement 
in important indicators like school education, while 
the traditional better-performing States like Kerala 
and Maharashtra are beginning to decelerate 
especially from the perspective of equity.

Along the lines similar to PAI 2020, the approach 
to and the methodology applied for the Cluster 
Analysis is to assess the rate of transition of the 
development trajectories of the States. While the 
Chapter on the Equity Principle assessed the States 
on their performance on the Equity Pillar measured 
by a degree of equitable access to resources and 
opportunities; the Chapter on Economic Growth 
and its Discontents assessed the States on their 
ability to allocate the resources; with the Chapter 
on the Pursuit of Sustainability providing a measure 
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of environmental consciousness. Encapsulating all 
the tiers of measurement of Good Governance, PAI 
2021 ranks the States on their overall performance. 
Some trends that emerge from the evidence that 
PAI 2021 garners are noteworthy:

First, there is an unmistakable process of 
convergence at play, i.e. all the States are 
progressing towards a path of steady growth 
over time, albeit, at a varying pace. Taking a long-
term view, the evidence points to the fact that 
demographics favour the hitherto low-growth 
States because they have younger populations. 
They will in the foreseeable future constitute the 
growth drivers. In fact, the progress made by these 
States on some specific indicators has outpaced 
some of the better performing States. In contrast 
some of the traditionally ‘developed’ States are 
showing signs of slowing down on some aspects of 
development.

Second, despite the Aspirational Districts 
initiative, like in the previous years, the evidence 
that PAI 2021 generates points to persistent and 
structural inequality concentrated in certain 
geographies. These populations must receive 
targeted and coherent policy attention and 
participatory and coordinated programmatic 
interventions. A structural problem common 
to these geographies, from a macroeconomic 
perspective is that of structural transformation. 
In the State-specific analysis presented in the fact 
sheets, PAI 2021 provides some recommendations 
on what might be done. In sum, the foundations 
of economic progress in several States remain 
fragile. Unless the structural issues are addressed 

in a sustained manner and political economy is 
better understood for rational economic decision-
making, the journey to achieving the SDG goals by 
2030 will be a long and arduous one. A sense of 
urgency must circumscribe the response to these 
persistent inequalities. 

Besides the top and bottom performers, Andhra 
Pradesh which ranked 3rd last year, ranks 8th in 
PAI 2021, and Karnataka which ranked 4th has 
fallen three places to 7th, while the score is still on 
the positive side providing incentive to the State 
to regain its development trajectory. The State of 
Gujarat which ranked 9th last year, ranks 5th this 
year with a score improvement of 0.05 to 0.780 in 
PAI 2021, while West Bengal which ranked 12th 
last year, has slipped to 15th, Maharashtra that 

In the overall rankings of PAI 2021 in 
the Large States category, Kerala held its 
position at the top with an increase in the 
overall score to 1.618 from 1.388 from 
last year. Similarly, Tamil Nadu retained 
its 2nd rank, though with a slight dip in 
the overall score from 0.911 to 0.897. At 
3rd place replacing Andhra Pradesh from 
the PAI 2020 ranking is Telangana, with a 
remarkable improvement in score from 
0.387 to 0.891 in PAI 2021. Towards the tail 
end of the rankings are Odisha (16th) with 
a score of -0.910, Bihar (17th) with a score 
of -1.343 and Uttar Pradesh (18th) with a 
fall in score from -0.489 to -0.552. 

In the Small States category, Sikkim tops the 
ranking in PAI 2021 against its 4th position 
in PAI 2020 with a significant improvement 
in the score from 0.602 to 0.907. Goa which 
was a top performer last year slipped one 
rank to 2nd with a significant dip in the 
score from 1.745 to 0.747. Another surprise 
was Mizoram which ranked 7th last year, but 
with an improved score of 0.658 has ranked 
3rd in PAI 2021. 

In the Union Territories (UTs) ranking, 
Puducherry improving one place has come 
1st (score 1.344), followed by Jammu and 
Kashmir which saw a massive improvement 
in its Sustainability score pulling up its 
performance to 2nd.

Delhi and Manipur continue to be at the bottom. 
Himachal Pradesh also slipped one place from 3rd 
to 4th in PAI 2021 (score of 0.317). Meghalaya which 
was at 2nd place last year with a score of 0.797 has 
seen a significant fall in its performance, ranking 
7th in PAI 2021 with a negative score of -0.145.

ranked 7th last year has slipped to 12th, a clear 
indication that the state is struggling to recover 
from the 1st and 2nd wave of the pandemic.

Chandigarh which was a top performer last year 
has slipped two places coming 3rd now, while the 
performance of other UTs remain the same. 
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Cluster Analysis 

It is important to identify and understand the patterns 
emerging out of the performance of the States in terms 
of Governance. The PAI 2021 conducted a Cluster 
Analysis, an unsupervised machine learning technique 
to group data points depicting similar behaviour and 
uncover hidden patterns. Agglomerative Hierarchical 
Clustering was applied on the 43 indicators of the 
PAI Governance Model to classify the natural clusters 
among the States. The Clusters were first constructed at 
each of the Pillars then building therefrom a combined 
clustering of the States on all the indicators.

Equity Pillar Cluster

The Figure below shows Clusters under the Equity 
Pillar which comprises 21 indicators along various SDGs.

The First Cluster comprises the States - Andhra 
Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Delhi, Gujarat, Haryana, 
Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 
Mizoram, Rajasthan and Sikkim, Tamil Nadu, 
Telangana and West Bengal. This Cluster is a 
mix of States which have performed very well 
also not so well in the Equity Pillar. 

The Second Cluster comprises 
States - Arunachal Pradesh, Goa, 
Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Manipur, 
Meghalaya, Nagaland and Punjab. 
This Cluster comprises States that 
are moderate to poor performers 
in the Equity Pillar and also heavily 
dominated by the Small States, 
apart from Kerala featuring as the 
outlier. 

In the Third Cluster Assam, Bihar, 
Jharkhand, Odisha, Tripura, Uttar 
Pradesh and Uttarakhand which 
are also placed in the bottom 
of the Equity Pillar ranking in 
their respective categories. To 
not much surprise, two-thirds 
of the Aspirational districts are 
also mapped in this Cluster. This 
Cluster sees 13 out of the 21 Equity 
indicators performing far below 
the national average especially 
under indicators of prevalence 
of malnutrition, crimes against 
women, children and minorities 
and corruption.

Out of the aforementioned States, Gujarat, Chhattisgarh, 
Rajasthan, Sikkim and Mizoram are the top performers 
in the Equity Pillar while others place last in their 
respective category. Having said that, these States have 
performed well in SDGs 1 and 11 (under Government 
Effectiveness) and 16 (under Rule of Law). On the 

contrary these States perform poorly on 
SDG 5 (under Voice and Accountability) and 
SDG 10 (under Government Effectiveness). 
This Cluster has 11 out of 21 indicators 
performing below average under the SDGs 
mentioned earlier.

This Cluster is driven by the performance of 
the States under SDGs 1 and 2 (under Voice 
and Accountability), 3 (under Government 
Effectiveness) and SDG 10 (under 
Regulatory Quality). Kerala, Goa, Himachal 
Pradesh and Manipur have performed well 
in terms of catering towards the health 
sector registering good performance in 
providing social protection, prevalence of 
malnutrition, low infant mortality rates 
and more inclusive participation of wom-
en in the workforce. On the other hand, 
the States like Meghalaya, Nagaland and 
Punjab struggle for the same. 
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Growth Pillar Cluster

The Figure below shows cluster of States on the basis of their 
performance in the Growth Pillar which constitutes 15 indicators. 

This Cluster is an amalgamation of States that have shown 
improved performance in SDG 8 and SDG 9 (under Government 
Effectiveness), the aforementioned States as discussed in the 
chapter of ‘Economic Growth and its Discontents’ have better 
fiscal surplus/deficit, improved State’s Own Tax Revenue Growth 
and value added by manufacturing and infrastructure to the GDP. 

However, these States perform poorly in terms of 
health and educational outcomes.

This Cluster can also be termed as ‘the cluster 
of top performers’ as the States have performed 
above national average in 10 out of 15 
indicators, to name a few, health worker density, 
immunisation achievement, institutional delivery, 
Performance Grading Index (PGI), rural non-farm 
employment, proportion of houses electrified 
etc. However, these States suffered the severe 
burnt of the pandemic resulting them in directing 
their financial resources towards containing the 
pandemic. 

The aforementioned States have performed well 
in terms of structural transformation from rural 
farm sector to secondary and tertiary sector, 
health outcomes and educational outcomes.

The First Cluster includes Andhra Pradesh, Arunachal 
Pradesh, Assam, Bihar, Jharkhand, Meghalaya, Tripura 
and Uttar Pradesh. This Cluster only performs well in 
three out of 15 indicators. 

The Second Cluster dominated by the 
Large States comprises Chhattisgarh, 
Gujarat, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, 
Maharashtra, Odisha, Rajasthan, Tamil 
Nadu and Telangana (also top and 
moderate performing under the Growth 
Pillar).

The Third Cluster comprises Delhi, Goa, 
Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, 
Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland, Punjab, 
Sikkim, Uttarakhand and West Bengal. 
This cluster is driven by SDGs 3, 4 and 7 
(under Government Effectiveness), and 8 
(under Regulatory Quality).
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Sustainability Pillar Cluster

The Figure below shows the cluster of States on the basis of their 
performance in the Sustainability Pillar which consists of seven 
indicators. 

This Cluster sees above national average 
performance in four out of the seven indicators 
which map to the SDGs of 7, 15 and 11. States of 
Maharashtra and Rajasthan however have poor 
performance in SDG 15. 

While Arunachal Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Goa, 
Kerala, Mizoram and Sikkim are top performers 
in the Sustainability Pillar, Manipur, Tripura, 
Uttarakhand and West Bengal are the bottom 
performers. 

The First Cluster includes Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, 
Himachal Pradesh, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, 
Maharashtra, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and Telangana. 
This cluster essentially houses the top and moderate 
performing Large States in the Sustainability Pillar 
with Himachal Pradesh as an outlier addition from the 
Small States Category. 

The Second Cluster comprises States that 
show a mixed performance under the 
Sustainability Pillar - Arunachal Pradesh, 
Assam, Chhattisgarh, Goa, Kerala, Manipur, 
Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland, Odisha, 
Sikkim, Tripura, Uttarakhand and West 
Bengal.

The Third Cluster comprises States that 
have been consistent poor performers in 
the Sustainability Pillar over the years - 
Bihar, Delhi, Haryana, Jharkhand, Punjab 
and Uttar Pradesh. This cluster sees above 
national average only in two out of the 
seven indicators of Sustainability, while 
their performance is dragged down by their 
consistent poor performance in addressing 
air pollution, solid waste management and 
maintaining the Tree cover. 
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Composite Analysis Cluster

Finally, to stitch all the Pillar-wise clusters into one, the figure 
below shows the performance of the States on all the 43 indicators 
of the PAI 2021 Index. 

It is interesting to note that all the Small States 
falling under this Cluster are characterised by 
their above-average performance in the Equity 
Pillar and moderate performance in the other 
two Pillars.  

The results from the Cluster Analysis 
are comparable to that of the 
Correlation Analysis. Cluster one 
contains all the Small States and three 
of the Large States – Kerala, Haryana 
and Punjab. In this Cluster, the States 
have performed well in the Growth 
parameters as compared to the 
Sustainability and Equity parameters. 
Cluster two contains nine Large States 
and is driven by its performance in 
the Sustainability Pillar. Cluster three 
contains all the five bottom-ranked 
Large States in the PAI 2021 Index 
along with Jharkhand. These States 
have performed moderately in the 
Growth Pillar but below average in 
the other two Pillars.  The correlation 
coefficient between the Sustainability 
Index and PAI 2021 Index was 0.85, 
whereas the coefficient between 
Growth and PAI 2021 Index was 
0.82 and the coefficient between the 
Equity Index and PAI 2021 Index 
was 0.79. These results indicate that 
the rankings of the Large States are 
almost equally influenced by all three 
Pillars. On the other hand, when we 
have a look into the Small States, the 
correlation coefficients between the 

The performance of the States in this Cluster 
was moderate in the other two Pillars with 
above-average performances in 10 out of the 21 
indicators in the Equity Pillar and six out of the 
15 indicators in the Growth Pillar. 

Also, all the bottom five ranked Large 
States as per the PAI 2021 rankings fall 
under this Cluster except Jharkhand 
which ranked 9th out of the 18 Large 
States.

The First Cluster includes the Large States - Kerala, 
Haryana, Punjab and all the Small States including 
Arunachal Pradesh, Delhi, Goa, Himachal Pradesh, 
Manipur, Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland, Sikkim, 
Tripura and Uttarakhand. This Cluster appears to be 
driven by the Growth Pillar where 10 out of 15 indicators 
are performing above the national average. In the Equity 
and Sustainability Pillar, 10 out of 21 indicators and 
four out of seven indicators are performing above the 
national average respectively. 

The 2nd Cluster includes nine Large States 
- Andhra Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Gujarat, 
Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 
Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and Telangana. 
This Cluster is driven by its performance 
in the Sustainability Pillar where four out 
of seven indicators are performing above 
average. 

The Third Cluster consists of Assam, Bihar, 
Jharkhand, Odisha, Uttar Pradesh and 
West Bengal. This Cluster is characterised 
by moderate performance in the Growth 
Pillar and below-average performance in 
the Equity and Sustainability Pillars. It is 
interesting to note that 57 out of the 112 
districts which account for 50.8% of the 
total aspirational districts identified by 
NITI Aayog fall under the six States under 
this Cluster. 
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Equity Index and PAI 2021 Index was 0.67 and 
that of the Sustainability Index and PAI 2021 
Index was 0.64. This indicates that the PAI 2021 
Index for the Small States was influenced by the 
Equity and Sustainability Pillar in comparison to 
the Growth Pillar.

In the final analysis, the disruption caused by the 
COVID-19 pandemic has disrupted Growth across 
all the States. While some have been able to 
recover from it soon, others are preoccupied with 
implementing measures to counter the disruptive 
impact. Development as discussed earlier is not 
a linear phenomenon, it is as complex as one can 
get. Ensuring a holistic developmental trajectory, 
leaving no one behind is difficult to achieve. India’s 
economic transition is complex and the patterns 
of growth and inequality diverse. A standard 
theoretical framework will perhaps miss a 
nuanced understanding of what is happening on 
the ground. But the analysis from PAI 2021 allows 
one to deduce one economic imperative that 
must be taken seriously: The States must focus 
attention on the structure, agency, and regulatory 
constraints on agriculture. The challenge is to 
transit from subsistence farming to a modern 
sustainable food production system, resilient to 
climate change. 

As mentioned in PAI 2021, the heart of India 
remains rural and the largest number of common 
citizens the farmers. From this perspective, if one 
must articulate a sense of an ending it is simply: 
nothing about them without them. 
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STATE FACT SHEETS

Diversity in social, political, economic and cultural paradigms, is a unique feature of the Indian 
States. PAI 2021 assesses the wide variety of context and region-specific interventions for each 
of the States and UTs and examines them in the backdrop of the objective of “leave no one behind” 

The State Factsheets presents the performance of each of the State and UTs and point to the 
sector, schemes and indicators that need urgent attention. The evidence from PAI 2021 will help 
the States develop a road map of reform action.

In sum, development as a non-linear process requires that States focus on the Human Development 
elements- Health, Education and Livelihoods.
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Abstract

This technical note explains and justifies the 
approach used to calculate the Public Affairs 
Index (PAI) 2021 in great detail. The PAI 2021 
model employs a version of the Principal 
Components Analysis (PCA) approach to 
arrive at the Composite Index, whereas other 
composite indices use the weighted average 
method for assessing overall governance from 
a number of different variables. This method 
successfully pronounces tiny differences across 
states and avoids outlier bias. The 43 indicators 
used in PAI 2021 are organised into Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDG), Themes, and Pillars 
at various levels.

Introduction

Composite indicators provide a common basis 
for comparing numerous entities based on a 
variety of distinct indicators, each of which 
represents a different aspect of the entity. PAI 
2021 utilises a total of 43 indicators divided 
over the topics of Voice and Accountability, 
Government Effectiveness, Regulatory 
Quality, Rule of Law and Corruption Control, 
encompassing several areas of Growth, 
Sustainability and Equity. In addition, the 43 
indicators include 14 SDGs. The entities in this 
context are India's 30 states, which are divided 
into Large and Small States.

The weighted average of the indicators rolling 
up at each level using uniform or subjective 
weights is a typical method for computing the 

Composite Index for each of the 30 states. Subjec-
tive weights are assigned based on prior experience 
and thorough examination with acceptable explana-
tions. These justifications, no matter how solid, are 
debatable. [1][2] Discuss several ways for calculating 
Composite Indices, as well as a critical evaluation 
of each approach. The 43 indicators at the bottom 
of the PAI 2021 model are mapped to the relevant 
SDG in such a way that each indicator corresponds 
to precisely one SDG. Each indicator can be tied to a 
Pillar, Theme and the SDG that it maps to a pictorial 
representation of the PAI 2021 model constituting 
the three levels namely - Pillars, Themes and SDGs 
as presented below:

Figure 1: PAI 2021 Model illustrating the three levels - Pillars, Themes and SDGs

Using a variation of the Principal Components 
Analysis approach, an Index score is generated 
for each node in each of the levels, namely Pillars, 
Themes, and SDG. Finally, the composite score for 
each state is calculated by averaging the Index 
scores at the highest level, which comprise the 
Pillars of Equity, Growth and Sustainability. The 
remainder of this note describes in detail how the 
Index scores at various levels and the Composite 
Index for each state are generated. 

Unlike the Governance Model, the Scheme Analysis 
is based on five schemes. The five different schemes 
are Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 
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Similar to the Scheme Analysis, the COVID-19 
Response Index is based on seven indicators 
under two themes namely – Preparedness and 
Containment Response each measured on a 
continuous scale. These themes were formulated 
based on the rationale of measuring Sub-national 
level pandemic preparedness and their contain-
ment strategies to tackle the spread of COVID-19 
from Government data sources ever since the first 
case was reported in the country on March 31, 
2021. Once, the Z scores were generated depending 
upon the directionality of the indicators, the same 
methodology for constructing the Composite Index 
as that of the Governance Model was adopted.

Computing Composite Index

Let x, q and s be the raw value of the individual in-
dicator ‘q’ for state ‘s’, with q = 1...43 and s = 1...30. 
These scores are then transformed into normalised 
z scores in order to ensure data scaling. The direc-
tion of the scores is reversed for the alignment of 
values for each indication, where higher number 
indicates high performance and vice versa.

The normalised values of the individual indicator 
‘q’ for state ‘s’ are denoted by iq,s .

Principal Components Analysis as the Aggregation 
Technique

Composite Index can be calculated at each node 
using the weighted average method wherein, 
suitable weights (subjective or uniform) are 
applied to the different indicators totalling into a 
node at each level, can be utilised to decide the 
Composite Index at every node. The blue, pink 
and green circles in Figure 1 address nodes at 
each level, specifically Pillars, Themes, and SDGs. 
The index scores for every node are figured 
utilizing the Principal Components Analysis 
(PCA) technique. PAI 2021 utilises the Principal 
Components Analysis (PCA) method to figure 
the index scores at every node. PCA clarifies the 
change in the observed data utilizing a couple of 
linear combinations of the original data. These 
trivial linear combinations diminish the first 
data to a more modest set of variables called the 
Principal Components (PCs) in a way that the 
PCs hold a high sum of the cumulative variance 
in the original data. These PCs are symmetrical 
to one another or "uncorrelated". The PCs are 
determined utilising the particular factor loadings 
with the end goal that:

Guarantee Act (MGNREGA), Samagra Shiksha 
Abhiyan (SmSA), Mid-Day Meal Scheme (MDMS), 
National Health Mission (NHM) and Umbrella 
Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS). 
Based on these schemes, Composite indicators pro-
vide a common framework for comparing several 
states using a wide range of different themes. The 
indicators are divided over the themes of Access, 
Coverage, Availability and Utilisation. Compared to 
the governance model, the scheme analysis works 
differently; the main difference is that the indicators 
used across all the schemes are not the same; it 
varies from scheme to scheme. The data collected 
for each scheme differs as well. For MGNREGA and 
SmSA, five years of data is collected, while MDMS 
and NHM data collected is for four years. The ICDS 
is the only scheme where data is collected at end-
point consisting of only one year of data. In the Gov-
ernance Model, the Index is generated by directly 
calculating the z score from the data. In Scheme 
analysis, after data collection, prior to calculating 
the z scores, the rolling median methodology was 
used to smoothen the crests and troughs. It is a 
method of analysing survey data collected over a 
longer period to discover long-term patterns. In or-
der to find the rolling median, the sliding window 
size is taken as k=3, where the median of the values 
of the time period for t=1,2,3 are found individual-
ly. The resultant median is again averaged to com-
pute the final value of the scheme. Meaning that it 
takes the previous years’ data, and then uses that 
averaged figure to represent that period in a trend 
line. Based on the rolling median values, Z- scores 
are calculated after which the Composite Index was 
generated for all schemes on similar lines as that of 
the Governance Model.       	

<------Equation 1 <------Equation 3

<------Equation 2



184
www.pacindia.org

The cut-off for the PCs is taken at 0.8. In 
other words, the model selects as many 
PCs that explain a cumulative variance of 
80 principal component as the aggregated 
score, 

Euclidean Distance of the PCs - 

Manhattan Distance of the PCs - 

Weighted average of the PCs, using the 
variance explained by the PCs as the 
respective weights - 

PAI 2021 uses the accompanying strategy to 
total the PCs into an index score at the particular 
node:

where Vj is the variance explained by the 
Principal Component PCj and PCj is the PC. 
When compared to states that perform well on 
most of the indicators and thus account for small 
dispersion in the PC scores, this aggregation 
technique ensures that states performing 
exceptionally well on one off indicator and 
thus accounting for large dispersion in the PC 
scores do not bias the Index scores at a node. 
Furthermore, the choice of a Manhattan Distance 
variant over Euclidean Distance guarantees that 
minor variations in PC scores across states are 
amplified during aggregation.

The process mentioned above on computing the 
Index scores is rehashed at each level until the 
Index scores at the top most level is determined 
namely the scores for the Pillars (Equity, Growth 
and Sustainability). The three Index scores for 
the pillars are then averaged to compute the 
Composite Index for each state.

Summary

Calculating the Index scores at each level taking 
into consideration of the variance in the data is 
employed in PAI 2021. The Composite Index is 
no longer calculated using subjective weights 
and above all the model guarantees the removal 
of outlier that may result into any bias. Lastly, at 
the Pillar, Theme, and SDG levels, the Composite 
Index may be split into individual index scores 
enabling detailed study of each State from 
multiple view points.<------Equation 4

Freudenberg, M. (2003), & quot; Composite Indicators 
of Country Performance: A Critical Assessment & quot; 
OECD Science, Technology and Industry Working Pa-
pers, No. 2003/16, OECD Publishing, Paris. https://doi.
org/10.1787/405566708255

Nardo, M., Saisana, M. (2008). OECD/JRC handbook on 
constructing composite indicators. Putting theory into 
practice.

1
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Coverage for PAI 2020

Click  here for more media articles

Annexures PAI 2020 Media coverage and Outreach

PA
I 

20
20

 M
ed

ia
 c

ov
er

ag
e 

an
d 

O
ut

re
ac

h



253

Public Affairs Index 2021

Social Media Coverage for PAI 2020

Click to read further
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Measuring governance is a challenge. This issue becomes increasingly complex especially in a diverse country like India, where each state 
is socially, culturally, economically and politically different. PAC thus identified three broad pillars namely Growth, Equity and Sustainability 
that encapsulate governance. From a development perspective, it is axiomatic that there must be synergies between all the three pillars.  It is 
impossible to believe that two of the three pillars are enough, growth and sustainability without equity; growth and equity without sustainability; 
equity and sustainability without growth.  PAI 2021 is an amalgamation of 3 Pillars, 5 Themes, 14 SDGs and 43 indicators.

PAI is a conscious effort to present a scientifically sound, methodologically rigorous, and practically useful data-based framework to measure 
the quality of governance in the states of India, and rank them.
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