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BIRTH-RATE AND EDUCATION

What does the biyth;rate imply for education?
The answer may be somewhat on the fql;owing.lipes:-

(a) A higher_birthQrate will mean a faster =
" increase in population;' This will increase consumption
and make econcmic growth more difficuit} Consequently
the rate of inerease of national income per head of |
population woﬁld be slc&ed down, resulting in a
comparatively smaller increase of investment in
education. ) |

- (b) The advantage ariéing out of.this-decrease-:
in resources available would be further accentuated by
the increase in the.'educatibnal load! because the
number of children to,Be educated increases proportiona=-
tely to the population when the birth-rate is high,

In 6ther.words, a higher birth-rate implies
fewer resources for educétidnal\dé#elopment on the |
one hand and a greater educational load of children to
be educated on the other. . , ﬂ”
2e | Thelobject‘of this paper is to illustrate.this
point with reference to the projected populations'of'v
India over the period ;961-86; B . |
3. Thrge géls rgrogeng£5§g§%l%§19n_gagmng= i

/ The R ; % e census of India,

with the assistance of an'expert committee, has
prepared three assumptions of population growth - high,
medium and low - for the period 1961-81,

(a) In the high assumption, the birth-rate is

assumed to continue more or less as it 1s gt present
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while a decline in the death fate is'assumed i
accordance with the present trends.

(b) In the medium assumption, it is assumed

that the programme of family planning will begin to
gather momentum . in the Féurth Plan and would be intensi-
fied very considerably in the Fifth and Sixth Plans

50 that the birth-rate in 1985-86 would be about half
of what 1t is at present. A decline in death-rate is
assumed on the basis of normal trends (slightly
increased in order to allow for the improvement in
general health consequent upon a programme of family
planniné).'

(c) In the low assumption, it is assumed that

family planning work would be intensified #ery'greatly
and that,.in 1985-86, both the birth and death rates
would be brought down to a level that would be comparable
with that in advanced countries,

The Institute of Applied Manpower Research has
extended these assumptions to the Seventh Plan also
and carried the projections over to 1986, It 1s
this data fhathas been utilized in this paper,
4, The basic assumptions made about blrth and

death rates have been giventin the following tablo:-
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TABLE 1: BIRTh RATES , DLATHfRATES AND NATURAL INCREASE RATES IMPLIED IN POPULATION
PROJ £CTL0NS UNDER DI DIFFEBLNT ASSUMPTIONS, 1961-86

(Per thousand Population)

i ASSUMPTION H ASSUMPTION M0 ASSUMPTION L ~ | ASSUMPTION I
Pericd _ ) B.,R. D.R, N.l.Rel B.R, D.R, N.I.Ry B.R. D.R.  NsI.R g B.R. D.R. N.L.R.
—— o0 41 2 3 4 5 6 7___8 9 (10 11 12

196166 41.3 16.7 24.6 . 41,0 17.2° 23.8 41.3 16,7 24.6 18,2 14,6 3.6
1966-71 40,7 13.9 26.8 38,6 14.0 24.6 39,0 -13.7 25,3 18,6 12.8 5.8
197176 - 40,2 11.6 28.6 35,1 11,3 23.8 30,0 10.8 19.2  18.1 1Ll.3 6.8
1976-81 39,9 9.8 30.1 '28.7 9.2 19.5 20.0 8.5 11.5 17.1 10.6 6.5
1981-86 39.6 8.3 3L.3 22,3 7.7 14.6 17.1 7.6 9.5 16,0 10.4 5.6

1}

Note: B.R. = _Birth-ﬁate (Number. of births per 1000 population per annum).

D,Rs = Death-Rate (Number of deaths per 1000 population per annum).:

NeI.R., = Natural Increase Rate (Excess of Birth-Rate over Death-Rate).
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"5, Projected Pbpulations: On the basis of these

aSSMptlons., the projected populations = High, YMediu.

and Low -« for the perlod 1961-86 are glven belowWi=

TABLE II: PROJECTED POPULATION OF INDIA'UVDER
DIFFEREN T ASSIM PTIGNS 196l~%6

: : (Population numbers in 000's)
T Assumptlon § Assumption j  Assumption

Year | 'H M ) L
. Nomber JGrowth (Nufber IGrowih JNUmber JGrowin
ﬁ ____lIndex _%_'_. Index_§ jIndex
T 2§ 3 2 ") 5 1 86 ¥ 7

1961 439,235 100 439,235 100 439,235 100
1966 494,702 118 494,702 113 494,792 113
1971 - 568,095 . 120 550,822 127 563,772 128
1976 655,460 149 630,202 143 620,689 141
1981 762,159 174 ~ 694,896 158 657,363 150
1986 891,358° 203 747,678 . 170 ‘689,471 157

'6.‘- Number of Children te be Educated: The next step is

to calculate the:number of chlldren to be eduuaied at
different levels of educatlon in terms of these three
assumptions, This exercise has been done and its results
will be found in Appéndices I, II -and IIL, On the basis
of these projections. it is bossible to show clearly the
1mp11catlons of a rise or fall in . the birth-rate on the

development of educat:.ono '

7. The Total Educational Load uhder the Different

Assumptionss .The followWing Table Shows the.nwnber of

children who would have to be enrolled in different
educai1onal instltutlons under the three different

projections glven above in 1966 and 1986:-



—ere———.

Ace Number of Child o Porgong WY'CL o v
High .f..ssump- Low Assump~ 5 High .{‘a.ssump- edium Assump- JLow Assump~
tion . tlon ion tion JLion, tion .
6 14,20 14,224 26,227 16,634 10 58
| 525 (336) #55 209) (202) 5
v 13,632 13,648 13,63 25,26 17,192 11,446
3255 5263 (4.8 5583 (32353 47
8 13,10 13,11 13,1 24, 35 17,603 12,30
(2.6 (2.5 3 (2. (243). (1.8)
9 12,61 12,626 ‘ 12,6%8 23 %§§ 17 87 | 13,13
(3 : o ) : »
5 foxl 04,00 99,346 Bé EU : 4
“40.8) (10.6) (10.8) (11.0). 15,3? Iéfgg )
0 12,168 12,174 12,16 22,65 18,032 . 13,91
(2eay (2+5) (2.5 (é-ﬁ? Epey (2 o?
5 756 11 75 zi 876 18,07 14,66
1 1%2343 18 3733 30 (2ol
12 11,866 14,368 1,566 ,16j - 18,02 16,836
retat (10u1: ) ¢ X __Tiﬁ 5441_%.2 %) M
tha; (10-12) _Lfﬂi) (§f3§ 22 (55 27 B
0,423 ’
13 1%598 115008 1%£93 2( fé) 1%,§2 1?§9§
1 A L
14 1?4?% . 1?é?3 10 67 1% 27 17 66 1?5.2
15 10,359 10,36 10,3%§_ 19,1 17, 16,453
] .
Potal (13-15) 5%55%§ _ 5%@2%? q b (6.6) Lf,li — %g J
' o.ovf 10,071 18 17 03 - 15 90
17 ,788 788 L 978 T3 15,38
Total (16-17) iégsgg é g Y7t 4&5
§ . .:o \ ———
18 9,49 9,492 9,49z | 1%533
1.5 . d.; -
| 9,192 9,193 9,1 1,
19 (1e9 (1.9) .9 (21
—— - o1 8,91% 2.&
i i
0 -
(18-20)  &Tey (5.6 (8.8) _ -
D " 614 15,742 15,28 5,74
.21 . 8,644 8,643 B . 320 (2.3).
(0 (7 e 121 ?Z 1; 897 15,24
: 24 ‘ s
22 (izgs 81553 %1235 (4<7) (2.0) (2.2
, ”*\ ' 0 11,76 14,52 14,76
23 T i) e} 7 X [ely |
N . ' 45,75 44,707 45,75
Total (21-23) 25,210 265,209 25,180 ,. 7
B i SO L) 3 S 3 (%;W
Total Population 4946392 - 494£593, 49465?2) 891:5?8 74756?8) 65(395 1) B
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8, A number of very interesting points emerze from a
" careful study of this table ¢ |

(i) There would be a dlfference of about 202 million
in the total populatlons under the high (891 million) and
low (689) asqumptions by 19864 |

(ii) Let us assume that the total national 1ncqme which
is about R5,180,000 million in 1966 were to increase at
-7 DaCs pef annum over the next 20 years, It would, of caurse,
be difficult to achieve this ‘rate of growth with the huge
population under the h1gh assumption to support. 1t would
be more easily possible to do s0 with the much smaller
pOpulatlon under the low assumptlon. Aseumlng for the
sake of argument, hQWever, that this rate of economic growth,
is - maintained fof all the three populaiionJassumptions,
it is obvioué that the national incOme per head of ._-
population will show large var{étions - it will be B, 78144 -
under the high assumption, m.qaﬁé,uﬂder the medium assurption
and Rslofor 3 under the low assumption] This illustrates
the tremendous impact which an intensive programme of
family planning can havé‘ﬁn'raising the standards of
living,. | | | |

.(iii)-The worst effect of a high birth-raté will be K

felt at the primary stage (classes I-IV or age-group 6=9) o
By 1966, we shall have to educate, at thls stage, as
many as 99 million children under_the high assumption, -
whereas under the low;assumption;!this'number willbe
ag low as 47 million or less than 50% éf the former! We may,
therefore, do"the job with about half the money or spend

about twice as much on each étudent per year and raise
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(iv) The Sawe pictuwe is sech ob the middle school
stage (c;lasses' V-VII or age=group 10-'12), although to a
lesser extent, Under the high ass uupt.:l.on, the number of
children to be educated would be about 66 rn:.lllon, which
is about 50% higher than the anber to be educated under
the Low assumpt:.on (4.4 milllon). o

(v) Taklng the entire elemens ary stage toger,her, it.':
may be said that under the high ass mnpjcion education will
have to be provided'for about 165 million children, as;. |
against 123 million under the e 3ium assmﬁption and
only ©1 million under the low assumpiion, It is obvious'
.'t.ha't, the lower the birth rate, the more easy it is to
solve the brob'lem" of providing free and COmpu_is ory educaw
tion till ‘.’g,he age of 14, | |

(vi) Differences of this type continue at ‘the Se..:ohders?
and univers ity. stages also, although the scale of difference
bec ames much less as v‘ge go }.‘..d_ghex" UPo
9 Let us assume that we shall be able to snend
6 pPeCs Of the riational income on education by 1986, This__'
will be obviously far more difficult to be achieved under
the fhight populat;lon'than under the tlow!? oue., .But-even
if this aspect i8 ignored, it will be Seen that the
total e‘ducationai exuerfditure per head 'of bopulatien
will be only Rs.ué q under the high assumption whereas
it can rlse to Rs.GE'q under the medlum assumption and
still further to Bse60+6 under +he 1o 1 assumption. It
1s 4 therefore, evident that the low rate of population
growth will make it possible to iaise the national
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incone morce steeply, t0 spend more on education as é
whole and also to spend a larger amount per pupil perp
year at every stage.

10, The gfeat importance of emphasising population
control from'the point of view of educatibnal dévelopmant‘

would thus become quite obvious,
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APPENDIX NO. I - TOTAL NUMBER OF CHIIDREN/YOUNG PERSONS

DER HIG ASSUMBTION (1961 = 86)

NO,. 1 3 t
Age (T ic’f%%gg&ﬂm?g‘%%g"s N 1"9';?1 — S); 65
6 11,965 14,202 16,224 | !
(2.7) 20 ’ 18,798 22,035 26,22
- o A A
8 11,230 .13:205 :§‘3;3 (2‘:) = )
. 1‘22;2 526:8 fi;; O U B3
(2.5} @!5) (263 AL A S 2
Tl 6-9)  45,6m 028 Gios SRS (5 &
. g B R R wp Bp
) 37 Wy ey g% ny
’2 &3 s wse ey g iy
Tntal (10=12) %(';:gf)ﬂ . %gﬁ§6 %‘;:2;7 Afg:i§7 %3:%;2 %‘?:ggﬂ
: o By B BF BF By
g AN > G - R - s )
v ROt S R I - - S i)
el o) @A gey RE . wp LRy R
16 8,847 10,;%1 11,594 13,775 15,9éo - 18,487
(2.0) (2.0) (2.0) (241) (241) (241)
" SR Wy ey By U
oheL (6 gl R Ak 25 R 1) N -
o e o e By ek ug
N T A < M A 1y
= DE S+ N e U 1 M
Totel (18-20) 2 o S A 7
: R IR A < U G
. LA R = S - S
(322) R (520) 520) (5:2) (G.2)
Total Population 439,235 494,792 58,09 2333900 RS (AT

(100.0)
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: Total Number qf'Childred/Yougg;Persons under Low Assumption ( 1961#86}

‘(in 000s ) .

. -
G
e e uug,{
L

6

Total

11
12

Total (10~12)
13

14

15

Total (13-15)

16 .

17
Total (16=17)
18

19.:

Total (18+~20)

" 21
22

23

-

Total (21-23)

No. of Children/Young Persons

. ?TI . - T — —T I — I |
1961 % 1966 I 1971 1 1976 .1 1981, L. 1986
11,965 14,202 16,224 17,698 14,574 10
3.7y (29) (2.9) (2.9) 303 1 d%.
11,585 13,632 15,798 17,438 15,640 5. 446
(5.6Y 2.8) (é.g) %i.g) %§.4) 1%1?7)
11,230 13,105 . 15,35 17,1 16,434 2,30
| et %13 573 @i 5a3) "%
0,892 12,618 14,89 16,801 . 6,981 3,1
R 3. w o ehl ! 5?2).( ‘%;1%;
2y 074 3 : 02,268 09,074 3,029 37,4
(10.4) (10.8 W10y (11.2) Q.73 .9)
10,569 12,168 14,423 16,573 17,305 13,91
10,249 . 11,752 13,946 16,070 17,432 14,660
e _ (24%) 333 ¢.6) 2.7y (241)
$9,943 11,366 13,468 15, 584 17,388 15,336
% oo I gé.eg 333
’ o1 Dy o 41, . . 4-8, 12 4 o
(740 . (7e2). (7s8) . (7.8) . (7:9) (53
648 11,007 12,992 15,111 17,596 ~ 15,934
(g;_gl_._m___ —~— (é_oa).l..;,...........- (é'l) _._____(_5_,.4)_ o ,,:__._‘J_é_tllﬁ e o 2 ' 15-3)
’ 10,671 12,523 12,649 14,883 i6,438
237 B Gy G (2:6) (2.2) -
9,10 0, 12,059 14,20 16,422 16,45
I e T E—
o o 32,0 ) :
0y R (626 VAl (78 (71
3,847 0 11,594 13,775 18,920 15,908
o R PR S (2:4) (2.3)
" ) . . .
: b et L = . - 434 ’} 15380' ’
ggt o BlRec WS el B 0 G
3 4)1 19, ) 20y 10 : y 354 31,20
(4s0) . (440) (4ol (4e3) (4.7) (44;
‘ 0,812 {2,853 . 14,956 14,910
%3 W43 a0 B ¢ 323) (2.2
. X e ARE 12,351 14,481 14,532
s W us o es s &
7 90 bop Gy es  thosd 16,25
E%’i%f’ iy 1 154 4%352’1 455'
(B—. (%_!;) ) o) .éné) ( l7
: : 42
7% 8,614 13,589 15’?
U8 (1.7) (21 ; ;2 :;
. : . . 15,2
98 8,396 13,13 502
95 3%) | (2.0) 1: o
'L-v7%45 8,170 12:??% i%i
e ! ) ;
:’E.) (%.0) '(éo()) ( L]
- " 657,26 689,47
3072, - 52382 25 IR
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APPENDIX IV

BEstimated Natinonal Income and “Xpendltufe on

Eduﬁatlon Juring 1970=71 tao 1985-86

National Income in 1965-66 Rs, 18,000 crores.,
Total Nacional Estimated . .
Year Income Expenditure on
(Assumed Annual Rate  Hducation :
of increase as 7 (6%_of National Inzore)
RBse 1n orores fs, im crores)
1970-71 . 25,250 1515,00
197576 35, ﬂlO 2124,60
1980-81 49, 660 2979,60
1985-86 69, 660 4179,60
Per vapita National Irncome
é‘; Eigh Med ium Low .
ear ssumption Assumption Assumption
_ ];S' RS, . _ : Rse
1970-71 444,5 - 451,1 447,8
1275=76 540,2 . 561.9 57045
1280-81 651,6 | 14,7 755,5
198586 781L.4 931.6 1010,3-
capita FExpenditure on Iducation ’
Year Eigh' ; Medium Low
ssumption Asgunptio Assumption
Sy SR (o (5. )
1970-~71. 26,7 27,1 26,9
1975=76 3244 337 34,2
198031 . 39,1 '42.9 45,3




