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Abstract
This paper uses the annual estimates of the human development index

prepared by the Global Data Lab of the Red Boud University of The Netherlands to

chart human progress in India during 1990-2015. The analysis reveals that human

progress, as reflected by the human development index, in the country remains

medium by global standards and there are considerable variations in across

states/Union Territories, although, there is evidence of convergence in human

development index. The analysis also suggests that human progress has largely been

confined to progress in education whereas the contribution of the progress in health

or well-being has been the smallest. The paper emphasises the need of generating

the data necessary for monitoring human progress at national and state/Union

Territory level and, preferably, at the district level.
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Introduction

It was way back in 1990 that the United Nations came up with the first Human

Development Report in an attempt to shift the focus of development policies and

programmes from pure economic considerations to challenging human welfare

concerns (United Nations, 1990). The report emphasised that people were the real

wealth of any society, therefore, the basic objective of all development efforts must

be to create an enabling environment for the people to live long, healthy and

creative lives. The very philosophy that the people must be at the centre stage of all

development efforts is, however, not new. It has been articulated in different ways by

Aristotle, Lagrange, Smith, Ricardo, Marx and Mill. However, the concept of

development with people at the centre has repeatedly been obscured by the

development framework that concentrates on the expansion of the output of the

social and economic production system and creation of wealth. The people-centred

development argues that expansion of the output and the creation of wealth is only

a means of human well-being. It is and should not be the end of development.

The unique and, perhaps, the most important feature of the 1990 Human

Development Report was the introduction of the human development index (HDI) as

a simple, yet straightforward and widely appealing, indicator to measure human

progress. HDI is now used universally to monitor human progress. United Nations

ranks its member-countries on the basis of HDI - the higher the HDI, the higher the

human progress in the country. A high rank in HDI is frequently used as a means of

national aggrandisement whereas a low rank is used to highlight national

insufficiencies (Chaurasia, 2013). After its introduction in 1990, HDI has also gone

through evolutionary ups and downs in terms of its construction, although the core

dimensions of the index have remained unchanged (Kovacevic, 2010).

In India, despite all emphasis on human welfare and improvement in the

quality of life of the people at the policy level, the human development movement

has never been strong. The lopsided attention paid to measuring and monitoring

human progress in India’s development planning and programming process may be

judged from the simple fact that the country prepared and released its first official

human development report only after a decade of the release of the first human

development report by the United Nations. The 2001 national human development

report was followed by another human development report only in 2011 (Government

of India, 2002; 2011). The country has no institutional mechanism to measure and

monitor human progress. Estimation of HDI, in India, essentially, remains an ad-hoc

exercise so that its impact in terms of influencing development planning and

programming has always remained symbolic. In recent years, pertinent human

development issues and concerns facing the country have almost been overridden

by the preoccupation with economic growth. It is argued that economic growth is
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sufficient to address human development issues facing the country. It is however well

known that mere economic growth may not be sufficient to ensure sustained human

progress (United Nations, 1990; Ghosh, 2006; Reddy, 2009; Saxena and Deb, 2016).

It is argued that economic growth may be accompanied with the increase in income

inequality and growth of unemployment. The evidence suggests that the

conventional wisdom that ‘grow first and worry about human development later’ is

not supported by data (Ranis, 2004). It is, therefore, argued that human development

should be given a priority where a choice is necessary (Ramirez, Ranis and Stewart,

1998). In the Indian context, it has been observed that the increase in per-capita

income is not translating into human well-being which signifies rising influence of

other factors in deciding human progress (Mukherjee and Chakraborty, 2010). It has

also been found that the influence of public expenditure on human development

activities is more than that of economic growth (Gopalkrishna and Rao, 2012). After

all, the concept of human development spans far and beyond the realms of

economic well-being captures such dimensions as politics, human rights, education,

health, etc. that influence human progress.

A major constraint to making human progress central to development

planning and programming is the challenge of measuring human progress. The most

widely used measure is the human development index (HDI) first proposed by Haq

(1999) and later used by the United Nations since 1990 to measure and monitor

human progress. Despite its universal use now, the index has been criticized on many

grounds (Desai, 1991; Doessel and Gounder, 1991; Hopkins, 1991; Kelley 1991;

McGillivray 1991, 1992; Pyatt, 1991, Rao, 1991; Trabold-Nübler, 1991; Anand and Sen,

1992;   Dasgupta and Weale 1992; Lind, 1992;  Srinivasan, 1994; Streeten, 1995;

Lüchters and Menkhoff, 1996; Ravallion, 1997; Hicks, 1997; Castles 1998; Sagar and

Najam 1998; Booysen 2002; Lutz and Goujon 2004; Kovacevic 2010; Wolff, Chong,

and Auffhammer 2011) and a number of alternatives to HDI have been proposed

including the very recent human life indicator (Ghislandi, Sanderson and Scherbov,

2019). In India, even the use of HDI to measure and monitor human progress and to

give human development orientation to development planning and programming

is fraught with the availability of HDI estimates for the states and Union Territories of

the country on an annual basis. This is so when the Government of India, in

collaboration with the United Nations Development Programme, launched two

projects - Strengthening State Plans for Human Development (Government of India,

2010) and Human Development towards Bridging Inequalities (Government of India,

2015). Estimation of HDI for the country and for its states and Union Territories on an

annual basis, as is done by the United Nations Development Programme for its

member-countries, could never be institutionalised in India’s development

administration system for at least two reasons. First, there has never been any

attempt to institutionalise a system at national or at the state/Union Territory level to
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estimate HDI on an annual basis as is the case with the estimation of the gross

domestic product. Estimation of HDI in India has largely been an ad-hoc exercise, 

primarily, of academic interest. Second, there have been little attempts to develop

and institutionalise the human development data system that can generate data to

regularly calculate HDI, at least, for the country and its constituent states/Union

Territories. One fall out of the ad-hoc approach adopted for the estimation of HDI

at national and state/Union Territory level in India has been that human development

could never become the basis for setting development priorities, for development

planning and programming, and for measuring and monitoring the development.

The primary emphasis of development planning and programming in India has

always remained and continues to remain the domestic product or the output of the

economy. 

Recently, the Global Data Lab located at the Institute of Management

Research of the Radbound University of The Netherlands has released the sub-

national version of the United Nations human development index (Smits and

Permanyer, 2019). The sub-national HDI shows the variation in the human

development index in more than 1600 regions in 160 countries of the world since

1990 including 37 states and Union Territories of India as they existed in 2015. The

SHDI calculated by the Global Data Lab is based on a uniform methodology and

consistent data set and, therefore, permits comparison over time and place. The

panel data set related to HDI for states and Union Territories of the country spanning

over more than twenty five years beginning 1990 provides a unique opportunity to

analyse human progress across states and Union Territories of the country in the

recent past.

In this paper, we have used estimates of national and sub-national HDI and

associated EDI, WBI and SLI for India prepared by the Global Data Lab at the Institute

of Management Research of the Radbound University in The Netherlands to analyse

the progress of human development in the country and in its constituent

states/Union Territories during the period 1990 through 2015. The paper has three

objectives. The first objective of the paper is to describe the progress of human

development in the country. The second objective of the paper is to examine

convergence in human development across states and Union Territories of the

country. Finally, the third and the last objective of the paper is to decompose the

change in HDI into the change attributed to the change in the education index (EDI),

change in the health index (WBI) and the change in the standard of living index (SLI)

that, in combination, constitute HDI. This decomposition analysis permits to explore

the primary driver of the change in the human development index in the country and

in its states/Union Territories. The period 1990 through 2015 is of particular

importance to the Indian context. First, the year 1990 signals the beginning of

economics reforms in India which is argued to have accelerated economic growth in
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the country in a significant manner. Second, the period 1990 through 2015 is the

period of United Nations Millennium Development Agenda (United Nations, 2000).

As such, the analysis presented in this paper attempts to answer how economic

reforms in India and the Millennium Development Agenda of the United Nations had

contributed to the progress of human development in the country and in its

states/Union Territories. 

The paper is organised as follows. The next section of the paper describes the

data that have been used in the present analysis. Section three describes levels, trend

and differentials in HDI during the period 1990 through 2015 in the country and in its

states/Union Territories to reflect the progress as well as the prevailing disparities in

human development across the country. Section four examines the convergence in

human development, as reflected through the improvement in HDI, across the

states/Union Territories of the country.  Section five analyses how the change in the

three components of HDI - the index of education, the index of health or well-being

and the index of standard of living - contributes to the change in HDI. Section six of

the paper discusses the findings of the analysis in the context of the progress of

human development in the country and in its states/Union Territories. Finally, the last

section of the paper summarises the findings of the analysis and highlights their

policy and programme implications.

Data Source

The analysis is based on the annual estimates of HDI and the annual

estimates of the education index (EDI), the well-being or health index (WBI) and the

standard of living index (SLI) prepared for India and for its 36 states and Union

Territories for the period 1990 through 2015 by the Global Data Lab of the Institute

of Management Research of the Radbound University in The Netherlands (Smits and

Permanyer, 2019). The methodology used by Global Data Lab for constructing

national and sub-national HDI is the same as the methodology adopted by the

United Nations for the construction of national HDI (UNDP, 2018). The HDI is the

geometric mean of EDI, WBI and SLI. The EDI is computed from the mean years of

schooling of adults aged 25 years and above and expected years of schooling. The

WBI, on the other hand, is computed from the expectation of life at birth whereas the

SLI is computed from per capita gross national income. Details of the methodology

used for the construction of EDI, WBI and SLI and then HDI is given elsewhere (Smits

and Parmanyer, 2019). When estimates of the indicators used in the calculation of HDI

are not available at the sub-national level, they have been derived on the basis of the

available information on related indicators. Given data limitations at state/Union

Territory level, national values were scaled in a manner their population weighted

mean equals the national average. The missing values in the data set were estimated
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by interpolation or extrapolation techniques. This estimation process used the United

Nations human development database which  contained national values of indicators

used in the construction of HDI. 

Levels, Trend and Differentials in HDI

Estimates for HDI and associated EDI, WBI and SLI for India and states/Union

Territories are given in the Appendix Table for different years of the period 1990-2015.

The HDI in India increased from 0.428 in 1990 to 0.627 in 2015 or by around 46 per

cent according to the United Nations. During the same period, EDI increased from

0.311 to 0.543; WBI increased from 0.583 to 0.743; and SLI increased from 0.431 to

0.610 (Figure 1). United Nations categorises human development as low if HDI<0.550;

medium if 0.550≤HDI<0.700; high if 0.700≤HDI<0.800; and very high if HDI≥0.800

(United Nations, 2018). This means that India was in the low human development

category in 1990 but moved to the medium human development category in 2015.

By the same argument, the country was in the low education development category

throughout the period under reference. By contrast, the country moved from the

medium to the high category in the health development and from low to medium

category in health transition and from low to medium category in terms of the

improvement in the standard of living during the 25 years between 1990 and 2015.

HDI as well as EDI, WBI and SLI varied widely across states and Union

Territories. In 1990, HDI was the highest in the Union Territory of Puducherry (0.713)

but the lowest in Bihar (0.375). In 2015, however, the HDI was the highest in Kerala

(0.757) but the lowest again in Bihar (0.556). There was no state/Union Territory

where human development was either very high or very low in 2015, although, there

were nine states/Union Territories where human development was high in 2015 (Table

1). The scenario in 2015 was in quite contrast to that  in 1990 when human

development was low in 25 and medium in 10 states/Union Territories. Similarly, EDI

was low in 12; medium in 23 and high in only one state/Union Territory in 2015

whereas, in 1990, it was low in 28, medium in 7 and high in one state/Union Territory

of the country. The WBI, on the other hand, high in 27 and very high in 8

states/Union Territories in 2015 whereas it was medium in 21; high in 12; and very high

in 2 states/Union Territories in 1990. Finally, SLI was low in 28 and medium in 8

states/Union Territories in 1991 but it was high in 12 states/Union Territories in 2015.

Except WBI, there was no state/Union Territory in the country where EDI and SLI were

very high in 2015.

The HDI in India increased by around 46 per cent between 1990 and 2015 at

an average annual trend growth rate of around 1.6 per cent per year (Table 2). On

the other hand, in 10 states/Union Territories, the pace of improvement in HDI was

faster than the national average with the most rapid pace recorded in Arunachal
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Pradesh (Table 2). On the other hand, in 8 states/Union Territories, the improvement

in HDI was, at best, marginal, with the slowest growth in HDI recorded in Dadra and

Nagar Haveli. In these states/Union Territories, HDI increased by less than 10 per cent

during the 25 years under reference. There are only 16 states/Union Territories in the

country where HDI increased by 40-50 per cent during this period.

Because of the differential pace of the increase, the relative rank of different

states/Union Territories in terms of HDI vis-a-vis other states/Union Territories had

changed substantially in 2015 as compared to that in 1990. The relative rank increased

in some states/Union Territories but decreased in other states/Union Territories of the

country. A decrease in the relative rank of a state/Union Territory indicates that the

improvement in HDI in the state/Union Territory was relatively slower than the

improvement in HDI in other states/Union Territories and vice versa. There is only one

state - Bihar - which ranked the lowest in HDI among different states/Union

Territories throughout the period under reference, although, the HDI in the state

increased from 0.375 in 1990 to 0.556 in 2015. The rank in HDI also changed little in

Meghalaya and West Bengal. On the other hand, in 12 states/Union Territories of the

country, the rank in HDI decreased in 2015 compared to that in 1990 with Jharkhand

recording the highest decrease in the rank in HDI indicating that the human progress,

as reflected through HDI was very slow in the state. Other states/Union Territories 

where the decrease in the rank of HDI was very substantial are Chhattisgarh, Dadra

and Nagar Haveli, Telangana and Utarakhand. In all these states/Union Territories, the

rank in HDI decreased by more than 10 points between 1990 and 2015. On the other

hand, Himachal Pradesh gained the most in terms of the rank in HDI. The state

ranked 21 in 1990 but 8 in 2015 in HDI. The gain in the rank of HDI was also quit rapid

in Kerala and Goa.

Among the three dimensions of human development, the pace of

improvement was the most rapid in the dimension of education but the least rapid

in the dimension of health or well-being. However, in 9 states/Union Territories, the

trend growth rate in EDI was negative indicating deterioration, not improvement, in

this dimension of human development whereas Arunachal Pradesh recorded

relatively the most rapid improvement in EDI. On the other hand, there was virtually

no improvement in the health or well-being dimension in 11 states/Union Territories

whereas in 13 states/Union Territories the WBI increased at an annual growth rate of

less than 1 per cent per year. There was no state/Union Territory where WBI increased

at a rate of more than 1.1 per cent per year during the period under reference.

Similarly, in 11 states/Union Territories, the improvement in the standard of living

dimension of human development was marginal. In these states/Union Territories, SLI

increased at a rate of less than 1 per cent per year. There are only 7 states/Union

Territories, where SLI increased at a rate of at least 2 per cent per year during the

period under reference.
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The improvement in HDI during 1990-2015 was found to be, in general, 

inversely related to the level of HDI in 1990, the higher the HDI in 1990, the slower the

improvement in HDI during 1990-2015 (Figure 3). This is expected as it is well known

that the higher the level of human development, the more difficult it is to improve it

further. This means that the future progress in human development in the country is

likely to get slower as  human development advances, even though human

development was not very high around 2015 either in the country or in it’s any of the

state/Union Territory as reflected through HDI.

Convergence in Human Development

Annual estimates of HDI for states/Union Territories of the country clearly

suggest that there has been progress towards human development across the

country.  These estimates also suggest that both the level and pace of human

progress has varied across states and Union Territories of the country. It is however

not clear whether the progress in human development in India has also resulted in

the convergence in human progress across states/Union Territories or states/Union

Territories of the country have diverged as far as human progress is concerned. In

order to examine the convergence or the divergence in human progress across

states/Union Territories, we have tested β-convergence and σ-convergence. The

relatively faster improvement in HDI in states/Union Territories where HDI is low as

compared to the improvement in HDI in those states/Union Territories where HDI is

high is an indication of β-convergence. On the other hand,  a decrease in the

dispersion or the disparity in HDI across states/Union Territories over time is an

indication of σ-convergence which illustrates as to whether the distribution of HDI

across states/Union Territories is getting more equitable or not (Friedman, 1992). It

is well known that β-convergence is a necessary condition for σ-convergence.

However, β-convergence is not sufficient for σ-convergence (Quah, 1993). As such,

analysis of β-convergence needs to be complemented by the analysis of σ-

convergence.

Let hij denotes the HDI in state/Union Territory i in the year j. Then the

average annual increase in HDI during the period t to t+k is defined as

Now if the regression
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has a negative slope then this implies that HDI converges across states and Union

Territories of the country. On the other hand, a positive slope is an indication of the

divergence in HDI across states/ Union Territories.

Results of the β-convergence analysis are presented in table 3. The analysis

has been carried out for the period 1990-2015 as well as for different five-year periods

as long-term assessment of convergence may hide the trend in convergence in sub-

periods. Moreover, from the policy perspective, improvement in HDI in the recent

past is more important than the change in the past (Dorius, 2008). The very fact that

the regression coefficient of the average annual rate of the increase in HDI during

1995-2015 on the level of HDI in 1990 is negative confirms that HDI converged across

states/Union Territories during the period under reference.  This observation is also

supported by figure 3 which shows that, in general, the lower the HDI in 1995 the

faster the rate of improvement in HDI during 1995-2015. Table 3 also suggests that

HDI also converged across states/Union Territories in different five-year periods,

although the speed of convergence was different in different five-year periods -

fastest during 2005-2010 but the slowest during 2000-2005. Among different

dimensions of human development, the speed of convergence was very slow in the

dimension of the standard of living compared to the speed of convergence in the

health or well-being and the education dimension of human development.

On the other hand, the coefficient of variation decreased throughout the

period under reference which indicates σ-convergence in HDI across states/Union

Territories (Table 4). In 1990, the gap between the highest and the lowest HDI across

states and Union Territories was 0.338 or the highest HDI was almost 90 per cent

higher than the lowest HDI in 1990. By the year 2015, this gap reduced to 0.200 which

implies that the highest HDI was only around 36 per cent higher than the lowest HDI

in 2015. This means that progress during 1990-2015 was relatively faster in those

States/Union Territories where human development was low in 1990 as compared to

those states/Union Territories where human development was relatively advanced.

The index of diversity (Shannon, 1948) in HDI across states/Union Territories also

decreased during this period which confirms that the inter-state/Union Territory

variation in HDI in the country has decrease over time.

The σ-convergence across states/Union Territories in HDI was also associated

with σ-convergence across states/Union Territories in all the three dimensions of

human development that constitute HDI. The decrease in the coefficient of variation

was however the fastest in the education dimension but the slowest in the standard

of living dimension of human development. Similarly, the index of inter-state/Union

Territory disparity in all the three dimensions of human development also decreased

during the period under reference. In other words, the distribution of HDI, as well as

EDI, WBI and SLI, across states/Union Territories was more equitable in 2015

8



compared to that in 1990. The fact that σ-convergence was associated with β-

convergence suggests that the increased equality in human development across

states/Union Territories was the result of the catching-up process which is a necessary

precondition for β-convergence. The progress has been relatively faster in those

states/Union Territories where human development was relatively low as compared

to states/Union Territories where human development was relatively high in 1990.

There is however still scope for further improvement in human development even in

those states where human development was high in 2015 as there was not

state/Union Territory where human development was very high in 2015.

Decomposition of the Change in HDI

The change in HDI is the result of the change in the change in EDI; WBI; and

SLI. By definition,

where h stands for HDI; e for EDI; w for WBI; and s for SLI. Following Ang (2016), the

change in h over time may be decomposed as

 

Now

Substituting, we get

or

where

, etc.
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Results of the decomposition analysis are presented in table 5. Almost half

of the increase in HDI in India between 1990 and 2015 was attributed to the increase

in EDI; around 30 per cent to the increase in SLI; and only around 20 per cent to the

increase in WBI. In other words, the progress in human development in India, during

1990-2015, had largely been the result of the progress in the education dimension of

human development. On the other hand, the relatively slow progress in the health

or well-being dimension of human development appeared to be largely responsible

for relatively slow progress in human development in the country as reflected

through the increase in HDI.

The relative contribution of the change in EDI, WBI and SLI to the change in

HDI has also been different in different five-year periods of the period under

reference.  Interestingly, the relative contribution of the change in EDI and SLI to the

change in HDI increased over time that the relative contribution of the change in WBI

to the change in HDI decreased over time. During 1990-95, change in WBI accounted

for almost 30 per cent of the change in HDI during this period and this contribution

was larger than that of the change in SLI. By contrast, the change in WBI accounted

for less than 17 per cent of the change in HDI during 2010-15. On the other hand, the

relative contribution of the change in EDI and SLI to the change in HDI almost

doubled during the period under reference. Obviously, the improvement in the

health dimension had been relatively slower than that in the education and standard

of living dimensions of human development.  

The contribution of the change in EDI, WBI and SLI to the change in HDI has

also varied widely across states/Union Territories during the period under reference

(Table 6). There is one state/Union Territory - Dadra and Nagar Haveli - where HDI

decreased, instead increased, during the period under reference, primarily because

EDI decreased very rapidly from 0.691 in 1990 to 0.589 in 2015 and the increase in

WBI was, at best, marginal (Figure 4). Although, SLI increased from 0.550 in 1991 to

0.680 in the Union Territory, yet, this increase in SLI was more than offset by the

decrease in EDI. In addition, the increase in HDI was relatively slow in 8 states/Union

Territories. In  5 of these states/Union Territories, EDI decreased while the increase in

WBI was very slow. The increase in HDI in these states/Union Territories was primarily

due to the increase in SLI. 

Since, the change in HDI is determined by the change in EDI, WBI and SLI, 

the naive regression or correlation approaches to analyse how the change in EDI, WBI
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and SLI influence the change in HDI, which ignore the sum constraint, are potentially

problematic (Poorter and Werf, 1998; Wright and Westoby, 2001). Alternatively, it is

more appealing to decompose the inter-state/Union Territory variance in the change

in HDI (∇h) into inter-state/Union Territory variance and covariance in the

contribution of the change in EDI (∂e), WBI (∂w) and SLI (∂s). It can be shown that

Results of the decomposition of the inter-state/Union Territory variance in the

change in HDI are presented in table 7. More than 60 per cent of the inter-

state/Union Territory variance in the change in HDI was the result of the inter-

state/Union Territory variation in the change in EDI. By contrast, the contribution of

the inter-state/Union Territory variance in the change in WBI and SLI is only about 20

per cent. In other words, the volatility in the change in HDI across states/Union

Territories was largely due to the volatility in the change in EDI. In many states/Union

Territories, gains in health and standard of living dimensions offset, to a varying

degree, by the losses in the education dimension of human development leading to

the slowing down of the progress in human development.

Discussions and Conclusions

The empirical evidence presented in the foregoing pages highlights the slow

progress of human development in India and in its constituent states and Union

Territories during the 25 years between 1990 and 2015. The country still remains in

the medium category of human development by  international standards. Moreover,

the unevenness in the human progress across states/Union Territories of the country

continues to be quite pervasive, although, there is evidence that the diversity in

human development across states/Union Territories decreased during 1990-2015.

There is, however, no state/Union Territory in the country where human development

was very high as late as in 2015 as reflected through HDI. This means that there

remains substantial scope for hastening the pace of human development even in

those states/Union Territories where human development is relatively advanced vis-a-

vis other states/Union Territories of the country. 

The analysis also suggests that the progress in the three dimensions of

human development had also been uneven in the country as well as in its constituent

states/Union Territories. The progress in the education dimension of human

development had been relatively the fastest at the country level but, at the same

time, highly volatile at state/Union Territory level. There are many states/Union

Territories where the situation appears to have worsened, not improved, despite all

investment in education during the period under reference. On the other hand, the

progress in health or well-being dimension of human development had  been

comparatively slower than that in the dimensions of standard of living in all but one

state/Union Territory. It is only in Delhi, where the contribution of the improvement
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in the dimension of health or well-being to the improvement in human development

was more than that of the dimension of standard of living.

From the policy perspective, the analysis emphasises the need of an

integrated, state/Union Territory-specific, approach to hasten the pace of human

development in the country. The analysis suggests that meeting the health needs of

the people of the country probably and so obviously remains perhaps the most

daunting challenge by way of progress in human development. At the same time,

poor performance in the education dimension of human development in a number

of states/Union Territories of the country also appears to be a cause of concern. It

appears that reducing disparities across inter-state/Union Territory in its three

dimensions may contribute significantly towards hastening the pace of human

development in the country. This means that a state/Union Territory-specific

approach of planning and programming for human development should be the basis

for development planning and programming in the country.

One requirement for institutionalising such an approach is developing a

system of monitoring the human progress at least at state and Union Territory level

so that due attention is paid to human development issues and concerns occupy the

centre stage in the development discourse of the country. This system may provide

annual estimates of HDI for the states and Union Territories of the country which may

become the basis for giving human development orientation to development

planning and programming in the country. This is a challenging task as India’s official

statistical system is not geared to measure and monitor human progress. In this

context, it is suggested that the national sample survey conducted annually by the

Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation of the Government of India

should generate state/Union Territory specific data related to indicators used to

estimate HDI on an annual basis. The national sample survey already covers a

number of issues and concerns related to human development but lacks a

composite, human development, approach to generate data that can facilitate

monitoring the human progress in the country. It is the need of the time that

economic growth alone should not be the basis for development planning in India.

Rather, a multi-dimensional approach encompassing health, education and other

human development concerns are given due recognition in the development

planning process of the country.
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Figure 1
Trend in HDI, EDI, WBI and SLI in India, 1990-2015
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1990 2015

Figure 2

Human Development Index (HDI) in States/Union Territories
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Figure 3
Scatter diagram of HDI (1990) and the ratio HDI(2015)/HDI(1990)
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Figure 4
Decomposition of the increase in HDI during 1990-2015
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Table 1

Distribution of states/Union Territories by the level of human development in India.

Level of

development

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

HDI

Very low 0 0 0 0 0 0

Low 25 23 18 10 5 0

Medium 10 12 17 22 25 27

High 1 1 1 4 6 9

Very high 0 0 0 0 0 0

EDI

Very low 12 7 4 1 0 0

Low 16 23 26 24 20 16

Medium 7 5 6 10 16 23

High 1 1 0 1 0 1

Very high 0 0 0 0 0 0

WBI

Very low 0 0 0 0 0 0

Low 1 0 0 0 0 0

Medium 21 21 14 9 3 1

High 12 9 15 20 25 27

Very high 2 6 7 7 8 8

SLI

Very low 0 0 0 0 0 0

Low 28 28 22 17 4 3

Medium 8 8 13 17 22 21

High 0 0 1 2 6 12

Very high 0 0 0 0 0 0

N 36 36 36 36 36 36

Source: Author’s calculation based on Smits and Permanyer (2019) 
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Table 2

Analysis of the trend in HDI, EDI, WBI and SLI in India and states/Union Territories, 1990-2015

State/Union Territory Trend rate of increase

HDI EDI WBI SLI

India 0.016 0.022 0.010 0.015

Andaman & Nikobar Islands 0.002 -0.001 0.000 0.007

Andhra Pradesh 0.017 0.025 0.008 0.018

Arunachal Pradesh 0.019 0.031 0.006 0.020

Assam 0.016 0.022 0.010 0.017

Bihar 0.016 0.026 0.010 0.012

Chandigarth 0.003 0.001 0.000 0.009

Chhattisgarh 0.002 -0.004 0.000 0.009

Dadra and Nagar Haveli 0.001 -0.004 0.000 0.007

Daman and Diu 0.001 -0.001 0.006 0.018

Delhi 0.009 0.014 0.008 0.006

Goa 0.015 0.021 0.006 0.018

Gujarat 0.014 0.018 0.009 0.014

Haryana 0.016 0.020 0.010 0.017

Himachal Pradesh 0.016 0.021 0.008 0.020

Jammu and Kashmir 0.014 0.020 0.007 0.016

Jharkhand 0.002 -0.004 0.000 0.009

Karnataka 0.016 0.022 0.010 0.017

Kerala 0.015 0.018 0.006 0.020

Lakshadweep 0.002 -0.001 0.000 0.007

Madhya Pradesh 0.015 0.023 0.011 0.011

Maharashtra 0.014 0.020 0.008 0.013

Manipur 0.016 0.021 0.006 0.022

Meghalaya 0.017 0.022 0.007 0.022

Mizoram 0.014 0.017 0.000 0.026

Nagaland 0.013 0.019 -0.001 0.020

Orissa 0.016 0.020 0.011 0.016

Puducherry 0.002 -0.003 0.000 0.007

Punjab 0.014 0.021 0.007 0.015

Rajasthan 0.016 0.025 0.009 0.015

Sikkim 0.010 0.011 0.010 0.009

Tamil Nadu 0.017 0.021 0.011 0.018

Telangana 0.002 -0.002 0.000 0.007

Tripura 0.015 0.020 0.010 0.016

Uttar Pradesh 0.015 0.023 0.011 0.012

Uttarakhand 0.002 -0.004 0.000 0.009

West Bengal 0.014 0.019 0.010 0.012
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Source: Author’s calculations based on the Appendix Table.

Table 3

Convergence analysis of HDI in India

Period B SE β ‘t’ R2

HDI

1990-1995 -0.025 0.004 -0.770 -7.041 0.593

1995-2000 -0.031 0.006 -0.678 -5.377 0.460

2000-2005 -0.023 0.005 -0.611 -4.495 0.373

2005-2010 -0.056 0.012 -0.620 -4.612 0.385

2010-2015 -0.042 0.010 -0.601 -4.388 0.362

1995-2015 -0.028 0.002 -0.896 -11.785 0.803

EDI

1990-1995 -0.035 0.002 -0.664 -10.017 0.747

1995-2000 -0.045 0.006 -0.780 -7.267 0.608

2000-2005 -0.018 0.005 -0.502 -3.384 0.252

2005-2010 -0.075 0.015 -0.654 -5.044 0.428

2010-2015 -0.056 0.011 -0.643 -4.899 0.414

1995-2015 -0.032 0.002 -0.933 -15.161 0.871

WBI

1990-1995 -0.030 0.006 -0.654 -5.044 0.428

1995-2000 -0.036 0.010 -0.542 -3.764 0.294

2000-2005 -0.042 0.008 -0.668 -5.229 0.446

2005-2010 -0.054 0.006 -0.823 -8.432 0.677

2010-2015 -0.061 0.011 -0.684 -5.468 0.468

1995-2015 -0.032 0.002 -0.940 -15.998 0.883

SLI

1990-1995 -0.004 0.004 -0.154 -0.906 0.024

1995-2000 -0.005 0.005 -0.157 -0.925 0.025

2000-2005 -0.030 0.009 -0.498 -3.327 0.246

2005-2010 -0.031 0.013 -0.388 -2.458 0.151

2010-2015 -0.029 0.010 -0.445 -2.894 0.198

1995-2015 -0.019 0.003 -0.689 -5.546 0.475

Source: Author’s calculations based on the Appendix Table.
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Table 4

Inter-state diversity in HDI in India, 1990-2015.

Year Coefficient of variation Shannon diversity index

HDI EDI WBI SLI HDI EDI WBI SLI

1990 0.182 0.305 0.125 0.152 12.041 12.402 9.418 12.533

1991 0.182 0.304 0.125 0.153 11.982 12.344 9.235 12.551

1992 0.181 0.303 0.124 0.152 11.870 12.255 9.039 12.502

1993 0.174 0.286 0.119 0.151 11.857 12.340 8.953 12.459

1994 0.167 0.268 0.114 0.150 11.827 12.422 8.859 12.384

1995 0.160 0.252 0.109 0.150 11.791 12.493 8.767 12.289

1996 0.154 0.237 0.105 0.149 11.741 12.545 8.660 12.189

1997 0.149 0.224 0.102 0.150 11.720 12.582 8.601 12.144

1998 0.144 0.212 0.099 0.151 11.679 12.619 8.499 12.062

1999 0.140 0.202 0.098 0.151 11.610 12.636 8.429 11.922

2000 0.137 0.199 0.094 0.146 11.549 12.601 8.330 11.895

2001 0.134 0.197 0.090 0.142 11.476 12.560 8.229 11.836

2002 0.131 0.193 0.086 0.138 11.388 12.493 8.123 11.794

2003 0.127 0.189 0.083 0.134 11.179 12.286 8.021 11.668

2004 0.124 0.186 0.080 0.130 11.081 12.252 7.911 11.532

2005 0.121 0.183 0.077 0.127 10.911 12.118 7.803 11.357

2006 0.119 0.181 0.075 0.125 10.765 12.023 7.692 11.171

2007 0.111 0.163 0.070 0.120 10.638 11.997 7.619 10.964

2008 0.104 0.149 0.066 0.118 10.532 11.888 7.550 10.913

2009 0.099 0.141 0.061 0.116 10.488 11.965 7.475 10.728

2010 0.096 0.137 0.058 0.115 10.313 11.822 7.404 10.502

2011 0.093 0.135 0.054 0.115 10.168 11.683 7.327 10.344

2012 0.093 0.138 0.051 0.117 10.040 11.535 7.248 10.225

2013 0.087 0.124 0.048 0.110 9.963 11.467 7.209 10.180

2014 0.083 0.114 0.046 0.105 9.797 11.234 7.169 10.093

2015 0.080 0.108 0.044 0.103 9.707 11.155 7.135 9.981

Source: Author’s calculations based on appendix tables
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Table 5

Decomposition of the increase in HDI in India, 1990-2015.

Period Increase in HDI

∇h

Increase in HDI attributed to the increase in

EDI

∂e

WBI

∂w

SLI

∂s

1990-1995 0.032 0.015 0.010 0.008

1995-2000 0.033 0.015 0.008 0.010

2000-2005 0.043 0.022 0.008 0.013

2005-2010 0.046 0.021 0.008 0.017

2010-2015 0.046 0.025 0.007 0.014

1990-2015 0.199 0.097 0.042 0.060

Source: Author’s calculations based on the Appendix Table.
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Table 6

Decomposition of the increase in HDI in states/Union Territories, 1990-2015.

State/Union Territory Increase in HDI

1990-2015

Increase in HDI attributed to the

increase in

EDI WBI SLI

Andaman & Nikobar Islands 0.043 0.004 0.002 0.037

Andhra Pradesh 0.209 0.103 0.033 0.072

Arunachal Pradesh 0.226 0.119 0.036 0.072

Assam 0.192 0.086 0.047 0.060

Bihar 0.181 0.098 0.040 0.043

Chandigarth 0.106 0.039 0.002 0.065

Chhattisgarh 0.039 -0.009 0.002 0.046

Dadra and Nagar Haveli -0.002 -0.035 0.003 0.030

Daman and Diu 0.045 0.007 0.002 0.036

Delhi 0.207 0.096 0.028 0.083

Goa 0.185 0.082 0.042 0.061

Gujarat 0.224 0.099 0.048 0.078

Haryana 0.228 0.098 0.038 0.091

Himachal Pradesh 0.184 0.082 0.030 0.072

Jammu and Kashmir 0.029 -0.015 0.002 0.042

Jharkhand 0.219 0.102 0.047 0.070

Karnataka 0.217 0.096 0.034 0.087

Kerala 0.045 0.006 0.002 0.037

Lakshadweep 0.180 0.091 0.042 0.047

Madhya Pradesh 0.190 0.094 0.038 0.059

Maharashtra 0.203 0.089 0.030 0.083

Manipur 0.195 0.096 0.024 0.075

Meghalaya 0.179 0.078 -0.001 0.102

Mizoram 0.153 0.084 0.000 0.069

Nagaland 0.157 0.077 0.043 0.037

Orissa 0.191 0.087 0.044 0.060

Puducherry 0.017 -0.021 0.002 0.036

Punjab 0.211 0.107 0.031 0.072

Rajasthan 0.206 0.108 0.035 0.063

Sikkim 0.155 0.056 0.042 0.057

Tamil Nadu 0.223 0.095 0.050 0.078

Telangana 0.035 -0.003 0.002 0.035

Tripura 0.201 0.086 0.051 0.063

Uttar Pradesh 0.182 0.092 0.042 0.048

Uttaranchal 0.043 -0.010 0.002 0.051

West Bengal 0.183 0.085 0.045 0.053

Source: Author’s calculations based on the Appendix Table.
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Table 7

Decomposition of the inter-state/Union Territory variance in the increase in HDI.

Period Variance in the

increase in HDI

across

states/Union

Territories

Variance in the increase in HDI attributed to the

inter state/Union Territory variance in the increase

in 

EDI WBI SLI

1990-1995 0.00016 0.00011 0.00003 0.00002

1995-2000 0.00035 0.00022 0.00008 0.00004

2000-2005 0.00018 0.00005 0.00004 0.00009

2005-2010 0.00110 0.00068 0.00014 0.00028

2010-2015 0.00046 0.00026 0.00005 0.00015

1990-2015 0.00536 0.00324 0.00111 0.00100

Source: Author’s calculations based on the Appendix Table.
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