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How India can do UBI 

Universal Basic Income is a practical solution to poverty and inequality 

The old idea of universal basic income (UBI) – of the state paying 
everybody a uniform amount as part of welfare – is getting some 
traction in political discourse worldwide. On the left, it is 
regarded as a simple antidote to poverty. On the right, it is 
viewed as a means to demolish complex welfare bureaucracies 
while meeting some social transfer obligations without 
weakening work incentives significantly. 

In India, apart from its anti-poverty potential, it can also be a 
substantial measure to improve autonomy (say, of adult women, 
three-quarters of whom do not earn income) and dignity by 
giving workers an escape ladder from socially despised 
occupations (scavenging, waste-carrying, prostitution, etc).I have 

heard people, otherwise favourably disposed to the idea of UBI, opposing it primarily for reasons of ultimately 
political expediency. Some fiscal bureaucrats/ economists say that we cannot afford it as it’ll simply be an add-
on to the fiscal burden since the vested interests against replacing existing welfare programmes are too strong. 
Another group, mainly social activists, come from the opposite end: they say talking of UBI is a ploy to 
politically undermine some of the existing welfare programmes which are working reasonably well. I have some 
disagreement with both groups. 

Let me first clarify some issues of the fiscal space which both groups raise. The most recent estimates (made at 
the National Institute of Public Finance and Policy) suggest that (central plus state) subsidies that mainly go to 
better-off people (‘non-merit subsidies’) amount to about 5% of GDP. In addition the central budget alone 
shows ‘revenues foregone’ (primarily tax concessions to companies) coming to about 6% of GDP. Even if one-
third of these revenues foregone are made available for this purpose, added to the non-merit subsidies, it 
comes to 7% of GDP potentially available for UBI, which is a substantial sum, more than twice the total amount 
currently spent on all anti-poverty programmes.Moreover, there is no reason why we should assume there is no 
scope for more taxation. The tax-GDP ratio in India is substantially lower than in China, Brazil and some other 
developing countries. Our real estate and property tax assessments are absurdly low compared to their market 
value. We have zero taxation of agricultural income, long-term capital gains in equity markets, and of wealth 
and inheritance – this is at a time when our wealth inequality is mounting (even from NSS household survey 
data which underestimate the wealth of the rich, the standard Gini coefficient measure of asset inequality rose 
from 0.66 in 1991-92 to 0.75 in 2011-12, which is now in the Latin American range). 

So if India can divert some of the subsidies (and revenues foregone) from their current better-off recipients and 
introduce significant fresh taxation of the rich, UBI of about a thousand rupees per person per month is fiscally 
affordable. I’d not object if with a smaller UBI, part of the extra revenues are spent on public goods like health, 
education and infrastructure.Some resources may also be released by terminating some of the particularly 
wasteful welfare programmes, but i am against UBI replacing current programmes like ICDS, mid-day meals, 
and MGNREGA. As an experiment UBI may begin only with women, maybe in urban areas until banking 
services spread to remote areas and in states where current welfare measures are particularly leaky. 
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I am often asked, do you want to pay this money even to the rich? Yes, primarily because normatively i want 
UBI as part of a basic right of every citizen to minimum economic security. (Practically, if some asset threshold 
can be transparently implemented to exclude the very rich, i’ll not object. The history of targeting in India is, 
unfortunately, riddled with controversy and corruption). To the extent UBI is funded by taxes and withheld 
current subsidies to the rich, the money otherwise is already going to the rich. Also, part of UBI to the rich will 
return to the government in the form of taxes.For far too long the default redistributive option for Indian 
politicians has been job reservation and subsidisation of private goods (food, fertilisers, fuel, credit, etc). I want 
bureaucratic and political attention to be focussed more on public goods and welfare services that are universal 
– like UBI, universal healthcare, etc – away from the structures of patronage distribution to particular groups 
or individuals. 

Of course, the better-off in India – businessmen, rich farmers, the salaried class – will not easily give up on the 
subsidies and handouts they currently enjoy. This means we should think in terms of mobilising public opinion 
and activate social movements on a platform like UBI. In particular, as the workers in the informal sector will 
be the largest beneficiaries of UBI, it can provide a common bridge between them and the unionised formal 
sector workers, a divide which for many years has weakened the labour movement. Today about one-third of 
workers even in the organised sector are contract labourers deprived of most benefits. Unions have been 
demanding benefits for the latter for some time; their struggle will be strengthened if it now becomes part of a 
much larger movement for UBI.One should have no illusion about the difficulties in the political process for 
implementing UBI. But one thing going in its favour is that it attracts support from people in different parts of 
the political spectrum, which may someday generate a winning coalition.
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राजकोषीय घाटे का इलाज सं᭭थागत सुधार स ेममुᳰकन 

बजट को िनयंिᮢत करन ेके िलए सिंवधान मᱶ राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व सिुनि᳟त करन ेवाल ेᮧावधान हᲂ और 

बॉ᭠ड बाजार कᳱ अड़चनᱶ दरू कर दी जाए।ं बता रह ेह ᱹअजय शाह 

भारत कᳱ राजकोषीय सम᭭या काफᳱ िवकट हो चुकᳱ ह।ै अथᭅशािᳫयᲂ ने बजट को िनयंिᮢत करन ेवाल ेसंसदीय िनयम का खाका तैयार करन े

और उसे लाग ूकरन ेपर 20 साल तक काम ᳰकया ह।ै लᳰेकन इस राह मᱶ बड़ी बाधा संिवधान मᱶ वᳶणत धन िवधेयक कᳱ अवधारणा के चलत े

खड़ी हो रही ह।ै धन िवधेयक कᳱ राह अपनान ेसे सरकार के िलए राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व से बचने के साथ ही बजट को ᳰᮓयाि᭠वत कर पाना 

भी खासा आसान हो जाता ह।ै बजट को िनयंिᮢत करन ेके िलए हमारे पास केवल दो रा᭭त ेही ह।ᱹ पहला, संिवधान मᱶ राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व 

सुिनि᳟त करन ेवाल ेᮧावधान ᳰकए जाएं और दसूरा, बॉ᭠ड बाजार कᳱ अड़चनᱶ दरू कर दी जाएं।भारत लंबे समय से राजकोषीय घाटे का 

सामना कर रहा ह।ै सशᲦ सावᭅजिनक िवᱫ मᱶ अ᭍सर मामलीू ᮧाथिमक आिध᭍य भी शािमल होता ह।ै इसके अलावा संकट के समय कभी-

कभार भारी घाटे कᳱ भी ि᭭थित पैदा हो जाती ह।ै अिधकांश समय हम ᮧाथिमक घाटे मᱶ ही रहते ह।ᱹ गत 15 वषᲄ से हमारा घाटा सकल घरेल ू

उ᭜पाद (जीडीपी) का करीब 2.5 फᳱसदी तक रहा ह।ै हमᱶ ऐसे सं᭭थागत सुधार करन ेहᲂग ेᳰक राजकोषीय घाटे को लंबे समय तक सीिमत दायरे 

मᱶ रखा जा सके।अथᭅशाᳫी िपछल ेदो दशकᲂ से भारतीय राजकोषीय दशा को दᱧु᭭त करन ेवाल ेसंसदीय कानून कᳱ ᱨपरेखा तैयार करन ेमᱶ लग े

ᱟए ह।ᱹ भारतीय लोक नीित मᱶ यह ल᭯य हािसल कर पाना काफᳱ हद तक ि᳇दलीय ᳞व᭭था का अंग रहा ह।ै अटल िबहारी वाजपेयी सरकार के 
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समय यह काम शुᱨ ᱟआ था और मनमोहन ᳲसह के ᮧधानमंᮢी रहत ेसमय इसे लाग ूᳰकया जा सका था। राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व एव ंबजट 

ᮧबंधन (एफआरबीएम) अिधिनयम के वजूद मᱶ आन ेपर भारत के सभी अथᭅशािᳫयᲂ को गवᭅ का अहसास ᱟआ था। 
  

हालांᳰक एफआरबीएम अिधिनयम वांिछत पᳯरणाम दे पाने मᱶ नाकाम रहा। इस पूरी कवायद मᱶ 15 साल का वᲦ बीत चुका ह ैऔर हमारे पास 

नतीजᲂ के ᱨप मᱶ 2.5 फᳱसदी जीडीपी का राजकोषीय घाटा ही ह।ै ऐसे मᱶ सवाल खड़ा होता ह ैᳰक यह कानून मनचाह ेनतीजे दे पाने मᱶ ᭍यᲂ 

नाकाम रहा ह?ै ᮧतीक दᱫ, रािधका पांडेय, इला पटनायक और मᱹने इस िवषय पर एक शोधपᮢ मᱶ िवचार ᳰकया ह।ै इस शोधपᮢ के सारांश 

को यहा ंᮧ᭭ततु ᳰकया जा रहा ह।ैभारत के संिवधान मᱶ धन िवधेयक कᳱ अवधारणा मौजूद ह।ै कर और खचᭅ का ᮧावधान करन ेवाल े िवᱫ 

िवधेयक के ᱨप मᱶ हरेक साल एक धन िवधेयक संसद मᱶ पेश ᳰकया जाता ह।ै सᱫा पᭃ के िलए इस िवधेयक पर चचाᭅ के दौरान बᱟमत के साथ 

मौजूदगी आव᭫यक होती ह।ै ऐसा नहᱭ होने पर सरकार िगर जाती ह।ै संिवधान के 110वां अन᭒ुछेद मᱶ धन िवधेयक मᱶ समािहत ᳲबदᲐु का 

िजᮓ ह।ै लᳰेकन दभुाᭅ᭏यपूणᭅ बात यह ह ैᳰक एफआरबीएम कानून मᱶ ᳰकए गए सुधार धन िवधेयकᲂ मᱶ भी लाग ूᳰकए जा सकते ह।ᱹ इसका नतीजा 

यह ᱟआ ह ैᳰक राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व का संसदीय कानून अब सᱫाधारी दल के िलए बाधा नहᱭ रह गया ह।ै िवᱫ िवधेयक पेश करत ेसमय 

राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व कानून मᱶ संशोधन भी कर देना आसान ह ैिजससे यह कानून िनि᭬ᮓय हो जाता ह।ै 
  

मसलन, एफआरबीएम अिधिनयम 2003 मᱶ राज᭭व घाटे को 31 माचᭅ 2008 तक ख᭜म कर ᳰदए जाने कᳱ बात कही गई थी। लᳰेकन अगल ेही 

साल पेश ᳰकए गए बजट मᱶ इस समयसीमा को संशोिधत कर वषᭅ 2009 कर ᳰदया गया। वषᭅ 2012 मᱶ एक बार ᳰफर इस सीमा को बदलकर 

2015 कर ᳰदया गया। जब 2015 का समय आया तो समयसीमा को बढ़ाकर 2018 कर ᳰदया गया। कानून कᳱ नाकामी के पीछे यह बड़ी वजह 

रही ह।ैबजट ᮧᳰᮓया को िनयंिᮢत करना इस कानून का सार रहा ह।ै दिुनया भर मᱶ लगभग हरेक जगह राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व संरचना को 

शिᲦयां दी गई ह।ᱹ अमᳯेरका मᱶ अगर तय सीमा के भीतर बजट पाᳯरत नहᱭ हो पाता ह ैतो एक तरह से सरकार ही बंदी कᳱ ि᭭थित मᱶ पᱟचं 

जाती ह।ै जमᭅनी के संिवधान मᱶ फेडरल डेट ᮩेक का िजᮓ ह ैिजसका उ᭨लघंन करन ेपर सरकारी भुगतान रोक ᳰदया जाता ह।ै वहᱭ भारत मᱶ 

एफआरबीएम कानून केवल िवᱫ िवधेयक मᱶ कुछ पंिᲦयां जोडऩ ेतक ही सीिमत रह गया ह।ै अगर ᳰकसी राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व कानून मᱶ 

बजट ᮧᳰᮓया िनयंिᮢत करन ेकᳱ शिᲦयां नहᱭ दी गई ह ᱹतो वह खुद ही अᮧासंिगक हो जाता ह।ै 
  

इस कानून कᳱ नाकामी िवधायी अिभयांिᮢकᳱ मᱶ भी िनिहत ह।ै जब तक धन िवधेयक कᳱ मौजूदा ᮧवृिᱫ संिवधान मᱶ बनी रहती ह,ै तब तक 

राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व सुिनि᳟त करन ेका इकलौता असरदार कानून संिवधान मᱶ वᳶणत िनयम ही रहगेा। इन अवरोधᲂ का स᭥मान करन ेके 

िलए िवᱫ िवधेयक को लाग ूकरना होगा। इस संवैधािनक संशोधन को राजनीितक ᱨप से ᳞वहायᭅ बनान ेके िलए आम लोगᲂ को यह अहसास 

करना जᱨरी ह ैᳰक राजकोषीय सम᭭या उ᭠हᱶ गहरी चोट पᱟचंा रही ह।ै इसके िलए तकनीकᳱ और ᳰᮓया᭠वयन ᭭तर पर दोतरफा ᮧयास करन े

कᳱ जᱨरत होगी। एक तरफ तो हमᱶ जमᭅनी कᳱ तरह संिवधान मᱶ ही इंिडयन डेट ᮩेक का ᮧावधान करना होगा और ᳰफर आम लोगᲂ को उसके 

बारे मᱶ बताना भी होगा।कुछ जानकारᲂ का मानना ह ैᳰक भारत मᱶ राजकोषीय उᱫरदािय᭜व कानून को कुछ ᭔यादा ही तवᲯो दी जाती ह।ै 

उनका कहना ह ैᳰक रा᭔य को िनयंिᮢत करना अपन ेआप मᱶ एक जᳯटल सम᭭या ह ैऔर ऐसे मᱶ केवल इस कानून पर ही सारा बोझ नहᱭ डाला जा 

सकता ह।ै हमᱶ बजट ᮧᳰᮓया को दᱧु᭭त करन ेके िलए कजᭅ लेने कᳱ लागत जैसे साधन का भी इ᭭तमेाल करना चािहए।ᳰकसी भी सुचाᱧ ᳞व᭭था 

मᱶ बॉ᭠ड बाजार को ᳰकसी भी कᱶ ᮤीय, रा᭔य या ᭭थानीय सरकार कᳱ कजᭅ लेने कᳱ ᭃमता का आकलन करना चािहए। अगर सावᭅजिनक िवᱫ कᳱ 

ि᭭थित सही नहᱭ हो तो बॉन्ड बाजार को ऊंची ᭣याज दरᲂ कᳱ मांग भी करनी चािहए। लᳰेकन भारत मᱶ बॉ᭠ड बाजार पर अवरोध के चलत ेइस 

तरह का िनयंᮢण एव ंसंतुलन नहᱭ रहा ह।ै मसलन, बᱹकᲂ को अपन ेजमा का 21 फᳱसदी सरकार को कजᭅ के तौर पर देना पड़ता ह ैभल ेही उ᭠हᱶ 

िजतनी भी ᭣याज दर ᭍यᲂ न दी जाए? इस सम᭭या को दरू करन ेके िलए पीडीएमए और बॉ᭠ड बाजार सुधारᲂ कᳱ भी जᱨरत होगी।  

 
 



www.afeias.com 
IMPORTANT NEWSCLIPPINGS (03-May-17) 

4 

 
Date: 03-05-17 

कर स ेपरे कृिष 

लंबे समय से यह चचाᭅ चलती रही ह ैᳰक करदाताᲐ कᳱ सं᭎या बढ़ाने के िलए कृिष आय को भी कर दायरे मᱶ शािमल ᳰकया जाना चािहए। हाल 

ही मᱶ नीित आयोग कᳱ कायᭅयोजना पेश करत ेसमय आयोग के सद᭭य िववेक देबरॉय न ेकृिष आय को कर ᮧणाली मᱶ शािमल करन ेका सुझाव 

बताकर इस िववाद को ज᭠म दे ᳰदया। हालांᳰक देबरॉय के बयान के त᭜काल बाद िवᱫ मंᮢ ी अᱧण जेटली ने इस संभावना को खाᳯरज कर ᳰदया। 

जेटली ने कहा ᳰक कृिष आय पर कर लगाने कᳱ सरकार कᳱ कोई योजना नहᱭ ह।ै नीित आयोग के उपा᭟यᭃ अरᳲवद पानगिडय़ा ने भी कहा ᳰक 

सरकार ᳰकसानᲂ कᳱ आय को दोगुना करन ेकᳱ योजना बनाने मᱶ लगी ᱟई ह।ै िलहाजा कर लगान ेका सवाल ही नहᱭ उठता ह।ै इसके बावजूद 

देबरॉय के बयान से िनकल ेसंदेश को अ᭒छी तरह से िलया गया ह।ै  

अगर सरकार कर दायरा बढ़ाना चाहती ह ैतो उसका ᭭वाभािवक तरीका यह ह ैᳰक करारोपण से दी जान ेवाली छूटᲂ और अपवादᲂ को या तो 

ख᭜म कर ᳰदया जाए या ᭠यूनतम ᳰकया जाए। देबरॉय कᳱ राय के मुतािबक एक खास सीमा से अिधक कृिष आय पर ही कर लगाया जाना 

चािहए। हालांᳰक पानगिडय़ा आशंका जता चुके ह ᱹᳰक ऐसा करना सरकार के अ᭠य ल᭯यᲂ के साथ टकराव पैदा करेगा। इसके अलावा िसयासी 

नजᳯरये से भी इस राह पर कदम बढ़ा पाना सरकार के िलए खासा मुि᭫कल होगा।लᳰेकन यह ᭟यान रखना भी अहम ह ैᳰक कृिष आय को कर 

दायरे मᱶ लान ेसे होने वाला राजकोषीय लाभ कम ही होगा। इसकᳱ वजह यह ह ैᳰक कर दायरे मᱶ लाए जाने वाल ेᳰकसानᲂ कᳱ सं᭎या काफᳱ कम 

होगी। दरअसल िपछल ेकुछ दशकᲂ मᱶ भारत मᱶ खेतᲂ का आकार लगातार िसकुड़ता चला गया ह ैिजससे कृिष अिधक लाभ का काम नहᱭ रह 

गया ह।ै खेतᲂ के बंटवारे से खेतᲂ का औसत आकार काफᳱ छोटा हो गया ह।ै हालत यह ह ैᳰक देश के 86 फᳱसदी से अिधक खेत आकार मᱶ दो 

ह᭍ेटेयर से भी छोटे ह।ᱹवतᭅमान िवᱫ वषᭅ मᱶ 2.5 लाख ᱧपय ेसे अिधक आय पर ही कर लगाने का ᮧावधान ᳰकया गया ह।ै लᳰेकन रा᳦ीय नमूना 

सवᱷᭃण संगठन के नवीनतम आंकड़ᲂ कᳱ मानᱶ तो 10 ह᭍ेटेयर से अिधक खेत वाला एक कृषक पᳯरवार भी साल भर मᱶ औसतन 2.35 लाख ᱧपय े

ही कमा पाएगा। इस तरह कृिष आय पर िनभᭅर बᱟत  कम पᳯरवार ही कर दायरे मᱶ लाए जा सकᱶ गे। अगर बढ़ते राजकोषीय बोझ के चलत ेऐसा 

फैसला ᳰकया जाता ह ैतो उसके िलए कई अ᭠य तरीके भी हो सकते ह ᱹ

 

। कृिष आय पर कर लगान ेसे अ᭒छा ह ैᳰक कृिष ᭃेᮢ को समथᭅन म᭨ूय और अ᭠य तरीकᲂ से दी जा रही तमाम सि᭣सडी पर रोक लगा दी जाए। 

इसके ᭭थान पर कई देशᲂ मᱶ लाग ूᮧ᭜यᭃ आय समथᭅन का तरीका आजमाया जा सकता ह।ै लᳰेकन इस आय को कुछ समय बाद अᳶजत आयकर 

ᮧणाली मᱶ शािमल करन ेकᳱ ᳞व᭭था भी होनी चािहए। इससे लोग ᭭व᭒ेछा से कर ᮧणाली का िह᭭सा बनने के िलए ᮧो᭜सािहत हᲂगे। हालांᳰक 

अगर सरकार इसे लेकर ᳲचितत ह ैᳰक कृिष आय पर िमली छूट का इ᭭तेमाल अ᭠य ᮲ोतᲂ से ᱟई आय पर कर देने से बचने के िलए ᳰकया जा रहा 

ह ैतो कर िनयमᲂ को अिधक ᮧभावी तरीके से लाग ूकरना ही उसका सही तरीका हो सकता ह।ै िनि᳟त ᱨप से कृिष आय पर कर लगाने जैसे 

ᮧ᭭ताव पर फैसला करन े के पहल े सभी ᳲबदᲐु पर गौर करना होगा। इसके अलावा नीित आयोग को भी ᮕामीण ᭃेᮢ के िलए कारगर 

संरचना᭜मक बदलावᲂ पर अिधक ᭟यान देना चािहए। 

 
 
 



 

Higher education, low

Regulators were meant to promote excellence in institutions. They didn’t
 

the harsh realities on the ground leave one with no option but to concur with this approach

Time bears this out. The first three universities in modern India were established in 1857, whereas the first 
regulator of higher education, the UGC, came about only in 1956, though a loose coordination mechanism, the 
Inter University Board (IUB), a precursor to the present Association of Indian Universities (AIU), had come 
into existence in 1925. Thus, in the first ph
its own, in a self-regulatory environment.

This period saw the establishment of 23 universities, all of these regarded as better institutions, so much so 
that 13 of them (or 57 per cent) are listed in the top 100 universities in the MHRD
Ranking Framework (NIRF) listing. The second phase that commenced with the formation of the IUB lasted 
for three decades, during which universities continued to function as autonom
coordination and consultation mechanism to guide them. During this period, 37 universities were established 
in the country — of which as many as 15 (41 per cent) are today ranked in the NIRF list of the top 100.
phase began with Parliament enacting a law to establish the University Grants Commission (UGC) as an 
autonomous body, to aid and advise the government on higher education policy and financing, and to 
coordinate and maintain standards in higher education. Armed with
the UGC, as a sole regulator, went on to become the final word on all aspects of university life; it used its 
financing function as a mighty lever to curtail the powers of universities to take their own decisions.

During this 36 year-period, the number of universities grew rapidly to 150 
find place in the NIRF list of the top 100 universities. The current and fourth phase began in 1992, with the 
establishment of a series of new regulators like the All India Council for Technical Education (AICTE), National 
Council for Teacher Education (NCTE), etc., and with the empowerment of existing professional bodies like the 
Medical Council of India (MCI), the Council of Architecture (CoA), the
regulate higher education falling under their professional domains. The phase is characterised by an intense 
regulation of higher education by multiple regulators. This period also witnessed galloping growth in public 
and private universities; 589 universities have been established since 1992 
enough to find a place in the top 100 list.
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Higher education, low regulation 

Regulators were meant to promote excellence in institutions. They didn’t

 The University Grants Commission (UGC) notification, that 
higher educational institutions once selected for being 
developed into world-class universities, shall be freed of 
regulatory clutches, is a public admission that regu
major stumbling block in promoting excellence in education. 
The idea is further reinforced by the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development (MHRD) moving to significantly reduce 
its involvement in the constitution of the IIM board and the 
selection and appointment of their chairperson and directors. 
Disquieting as these may sound in view of the long
that higher education is too important to be left to the vagaries 
of market forces, and that regulations are supposed to set 
norms and standards to ensure quality and promote excellence, 

the harsh realities on the ground leave one with no option but to concur with this approach

Time bears this out. The first three universities in modern India were established in 1857, whereas the first 
ator of higher education, the UGC, came about only in 1956, though a loose coordination mechanism, the 

Inter University Board (IUB), a precursor to the present Association of Indian Universities (AIU), had come 
into existence in 1925. Thus, in the first phase spanning over seven decades, higher education in India grew on 

regulatory environment. 

This period saw the establishment of 23 universities, all of these regarded as better institutions, so much so 
e listed in the top 100 universities in the MHRD-led National Institutional 

Ranking Framework (NIRF) listing. The second phase that commenced with the formation of the IUB lasted 
for three decades, during which universities continued to function as autonomous bodies, with a loose 
coordination and consultation mechanism to guide them. During this period, 37 universities were established 

of which as many as 15 (41 per cent) are today ranked in the NIRF list of the top 100.
an with Parliament enacting a law to establish the University Grants Commission (UGC) as an 

autonomous body, to aid and advise the government on higher education policy and financing, and to 
coordinate and maintain standards in higher education. Armed with statutory powers to prescribe standards, 
the UGC, as a sole regulator, went on to become the final word on all aspects of university life; it used its 
financing function as a mighty lever to curtail the powers of universities to take their own decisions.

period, the number of universities grew rapidly to 150 — but only a fourth of them today 
find place in the NIRF list of the top 100 universities. The current and fourth phase began in 1992, with the 

lators like the All India Council for Technical Education (AICTE), National 
Council for Teacher Education (NCTE), etc., and with the empowerment of existing professional bodies like the 
Medical Council of India (MCI), the Council of Architecture (CoA), the Bar Council of India (BCI), etc., to 
regulate higher education falling under their professional domains. The phase is characterised by an intense 
regulation of higher education by multiple regulators. This period also witnessed galloping growth in public 
and private universities; 589 universities have been established since 1992 — a mere 6 per cent were good 
enough to find a place in the top 100 list. 
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Regulators were meant to promote excellence in institutions. They didn’t 

The University Grants Commission (UGC) notification, that 
higher educational institutions once selected for being 

class universities, shall be freed of 
regulatory clutches, is a public admission that regulation is a 
major stumbling block in promoting excellence in education. 
The idea is further reinforced by the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development (MHRD) moving to significantly reduce 
its involvement in the constitution of the IIM board and the 

n and appointment of their chairperson and directors. 
Disquieting as these may sound in view of the long-held belief 
that higher education is too important to be left to the vagaries 
of market forces, and that regulations are supposed to set 

dards to ensure quality and promote excellence, 
the harsh realities on the ground leave one with no option but to concur with this approach. 

Time bears this out. The first three universities in modern India were established in 1857, whereas the first 
ator of higher education, the UGC, came about only in 1956, though a loose coordination mechanism, the 

Inter University Board (IUB), a precursor to the present Association of Indian Universities (AIU), had come 
ase spanning over seven decades, higher education in India grew on 

This period saw the establishment of 23 universities, all of these regarded as better institutions, so much so 
led National Institutional 

Ranking Framework (NIRF) listing. The second phase that commenced with the formation of the IUB lasted 
ous bodies, with a loose 

coordination and consultation mechanism to guide them. During this period, 37 universities were established 
of which as many as 15 (41 per cent) are today ranked in the NIRF list of the top 100.The third 

an with Parliament enacting a law to establish the University Grants Commission (UGC) as an 
autonomous body, to aid and advise the government on higher education policy and financing, and to 

statutory powers to prescribe standards, 
the UGC, as a sole regulator, went on to become the final word on all aspects of university life; it used its 
financing function as a mighty lever to curtail the powers of universities to take their own decisions. 

but only a fourth of them today 
find place in the NIRF list of the top 100 universities. The current and fourth phase began in 1992, with the 

lators like the All India Council for Technical Education (AICTE), National 
Council for Teacher Education (NCTE), etc., and with the empowerment of existing professional bodies like the 

Bar Council of India (BCI), etc., to 
regulate higher education falling under their professional domains. The phase is characterised by an intense 
regulation of higher education by multiple regulators. This period also witnessed galloping growth in public 

a mere 6 per cent were good 



 
Sadly, the elaborate regulatory paraphernalia working overtime to set standards in higher education, and t
inspect in order to ensure adherence by higher educational institutions, has only proven counter
has not only manifestly failed to promote excellence, it has even failed to check the rapid and unabated growth 
of a large number of grossly unequipped, mediocre higher educational institutions.Obviously, the absence of 
regulators did not necessarily destroy the universities, but most importantly, too close a monitoring and micro
management system by one or many regulators has not necessarily he
performance.Lest the above conclusion is challenged on the ground that the older an institution gets, the better 
endowed it becomes in terms of funds, facilities and faculty, and hence, it is age, not regulation, that matte
two more bits of evidence become eminent. The first one, as presented in Table 2, speaks for itself. The fact that 
a significantly larger proportion of the IIMs (45 per cent), IITs (69 per cent and IISERs (57 per cent) find place 
in the top 100 list, as compared to the ridiculously low proportion in the case of Central (24 per cent), Deemed 
(20 per cent), State (6 per cent) and Private (2 per cent) universities, clearly proves that institutions outside the 
purview of prominent regulators are, any day, b

The second bit of evidence is all the more ubiquitous. None of the 16 central universities established in 2009 
and onward find a mention in the top 100 list of universities. In contrast, at least three of th
the IITs established in 2009 or after have been able to make it to the top 100 list of the overall higher 
educational institutions. Similarly, four of the IISERs and one NIPER established in 2006 or after have made it 
to the coveted list. Such proof is more than a wake
existential challenges. While no one doubts their intentions or credibility, their approach is simply not working. 
The regulators need reform — and these reforms ne

The writer is secretary general of the Association of Indian Universities (AIU)

एक साथ चुनाव 

नीित आयोग न ेचुनाव आयोग को 2024 से लोकसभा

बार कुछ िवधानसभाᲐ के कायᭅकाल मᱶ िव᭭तार या

सᲅपा गया ह,ै िजसमᱶ सभी रा᭔यᲂ के म᭎ुयमंᮢ ी भी

तैयार कराने कᳱ बात भी कही ह।ै गौरतलब ह ैᳰक ᮧधानमंᮢी

था ᳰक इस िवषय पर गभंीरता से िवचार ᳰकया 

जाएगा। पूवᭅ चुनाव आयुᲦ एचएस ᮩᳬा ने इस पर

लोकसभा और िवधानसभा चुनाव एक साथ कराने 

चचाᭅए ंहोती रही ह।ᱹ िविध एव ं᭠याय िवभाग से जुड़ी

कराने का समथᭅन करन ेके बाद सरकार ने इस िवषय

रा᳦ीय मतदाता ᳰदवस पर आयोिजत एक कायᭅᮓम

करन ेमᱶ मदद िमल सकती ह।ै रा᳦पित न ेकहा था

दोनᲂ चुनाव साथ करान े के ᮧित कोई असहमित 
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Sadly, the elaborate regulatory paraphernalia working overtime to set standards in higher education, and t
inspect in order to ensure adherence by higher educational institutions, has only proven counter
has not only manifestly failed to promote excellence, it has even failed to check the rapid and unabated growth 

nequipped, mediocre higher educational institutions.Obviously, the absence of 
regulators did not necessarily destroy the universities, but most importantly, too close a monitoring and micro
management system by one or many regulators has not necessarily helped universities improve their 

Lest the above conclusion is challenged on the ground that the older an institution gets, the better 
endowed it becomes in terms of funds, facilities and faculty, and hence, it is age, not regulation, that matte
two more bits of evidence become eminent. The first one, as presented in Table 2, speaks for itself. The fact that 
a significantly larger proportion of the IIMs (45 per cent), IITs (69 per cent and IISERs (57 per cent) find place 

s compared to the ridiculously low proportion in the case of Central (24 per cent), Deemed 
(20 per cent), State (6 per cent) and Private (2 per cent) universities, clearly proves that institutions outside the 
purview of prominent regulators are, any day, better off than those under their direct command.

The second bit of evidence is all the more ubiquitous. None of the 16 central universities established in 2009 
and onward find a mention in the top 100 list of universities. In contrast, at least three of th
the IITs established in 2009 or after have been able to make it to the top 100 list of the overall higher 
educational institutions. Similarly, four of the IISERs and one NIPER established in 2006 or after have made it 

Such proof is more than a wake-up call for regulators in higher education, facing urgent 
existential challenges. While no one doubts their intentions or credibility, their approach is simply not working. 

and these reforms need to come from within. 

The writer is secretary general of the Association of Indian Universities (AIU)

                                                                   

लोकसभा और िवधानसभा चुनाव एक साथ कराने का सुझाव ᳰदया

या कटौती करनी पड़ सकती ह।ै इस मसिवदे को हाल मᱶ नीित आयोग

भी सद᭭य होते ह।ᱹ नीित आयोग ने संबंिधत पᭃकारᲂ का कायᭅसमूह

ᮧधानमंᮢी नरᱶᮤ मोदी न ेदोनᲂ चुनावᲂ को एक साथ कराने का

 जाना चािहए ᭍यᲂᳰक इससे अलग-अलग समय पर होने वाला

पर एक ᳯट᭡पणी भी तैयार कᳱ थी। इसके बाद से चुनाव आयोग 

 का िवचार बᱟत नया हो, ऐसा भी नहᱭ ह।ै िपछली सरकारᲂ

जुड़ी संसद कᳱ ᭭थायी सिमित ᳇ारा ᳰदसंबर 2015 मᱶ अपनी 

िवषय पर चुनाव आयोग से राय मांगी थी। जनवरी 2017 मᱶ

कायᭅᮓम मᱶ कहा था ᳰक दोनᲂ चुनाव साथ कराने से खचᭅ और ᮧबंधन 

था ᳰक भारतीय मतदाता काफᳱ पᳯरपᲤ हो चुका ह।ै हालांᳰक

 तो नहᱭ ᳞Ღ कᳱ थी, लᳰेकन बीती जनवरी मᱶ उ᭠हᲂने कहा
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Sadly, the elaborate regulatory paraphernalia working overtime to set standards in higher education, and to 
inspect in order to ensure adherence by higher educational institutions, has only proven counter-productive. It 
has not only manifestly failed to promote excellence, it has even failed to check the rapid and unabated growth 

nequipped, mediocre higher educational institutions.Obviously, the absence of 
regulators did not necessarily destroy the universities, but most importantly, too close a monitoring and micro-

lped universities improve their 
Lest the above conclusion is challenged on the ground that the older an institution gets, the better 

endowed it becomes in terms of funds, facilities and faculty, and hence, it is age, not regulation, that matters, 
two more bits of evidence become eminent. The first one, as presented in Table 2, speaks for itself. The fact that 
a significantly larger proportion of the IIMs (45 per cent), IITs (69 per cent and IISERs (57 per cent) find place 

s compared to the ridiculously low proportion in the case of Central (24 per cent), Deemed 
(20 per cent), State (6 per cent) and Private (2 per cent) universities, clearly proves that institutions outside the 

etter off than those under their direct command. 

The second bit of evidence is all the more ubiquitous. None of the 16 central universities established in 2009 
and onward find a mention in the top 100 list of universities. In contrast, at least three of the IIMs and three of 
the IITs established in 2009 or after have been able to make it to the top 100 list of the overall higher 
educational institutions. Similarly, four of the IISERs and one NIPER established in 2006 or after have made it 

up call for regulators in higher education, facing urgent 
existential challenges. While no one doubts their intentions or credibility, their approach is simply not working. 

The writer is secretary general of the Association of Indian Universities (AIU) 
 

                                                                   Date: 02-05-17 

ᳰदया ह।ै उसने कहा ह ैᳰक पहली 

आयोग कᳱ संचालक पᳯरषद को 

कायᭅसमूह गᳯठत करके एक खाका 

का म᳎ुा उठाया था। उ᭠हᲂने कहा 

वाला लंबा-चौड़ा खचᭅ कम हो 

 मᱶ इस पर िवचार चल रहा ह।ै 

सरकारᲂ मᱶ भी समय-समय पर इस पर 

 एक ᳯरपोटᭅ मᱶ एक साथ चुनाव 

मᱶ रा᳦पित ᮧणब मुखजᱮ ने भी 

 के संदभᭅ मᱶ कᳯठनाइयᲂ को कम 

हालांᳰक, चुनाव आयुᲦ नसीम जैदी न े

कहा था ᳰक इसके िलए संिवधान 
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संशोधन और अितᳯरᲦ संसाधनᲂ कᳱ जᱨरत पड़ेगी। चुनाव आयोग के मुतािबक दस हजार करोड़ ᱧपए, अिधक सं᭎या मᱶ ईवीएम और भारी 

सुरᭃा बलᲂ कᳱ जᱨरत पड़गेी। सै᳍ांितक ᱨप से सहमित तो चुनाव आयोग ने दे दी ह ैलᳰेकन ᭔यादा कᳯठनाई इसे अमली जामा पहनाने मᱶ 

आएगी। सबसे पहल ेसंिवधान मᱶ संशोधन करना होगा, िजसके िलए सभी राजनीितक दलᲂ को इस पर एकमत कर पाना टेढ़ी खीर होगा।एक 

साथ चुनाव कराने का मतलब होगा ᳰक िजन रा᭔यᲂ मᱶ सरकारᲂ का कायᭅकाल पूरा नहᱭ ᱟआ ह,ै उसे ख᭜म करना और जहा ंपूरा गया ह,ै उसे 

बढ़ाना। ऐसे राजनीितक दल हो सकते ह,ᱹ िज᭠हᱶ लग ेᳰक इस ᮧᳰᮓया मᱶ उनका नुकसान हो सकता ह ैतो व ेअपना पैर पीछे भी खᱭच सकते ह।ᱹ 

मान लीिजए, राजनीितक दल िनजी नफा-नुकसान छोड़ कर संशोधन पर सहमत हो जात ेह ᱹतो एक दसूरी सम᭭या पैदा होगी ᳰक अन᭒ुछेद 

356 का ᭍या होगा ᭍यᲂᳰक खंिडत जनादेश होने, सरकार अ᭨पमत मᱶ आन ेया ᳰकसी भी अ᭠य मुि᭫कल मᱶ सरकार का गठन न होने पर इसी 

अन᭒ुछेद के तहत रा᳦पित शासन लाग ूᳰकया जाता ह ैऔर छह महीने मᱶ चुनाव करान ेके िलए कहा जाता ह।ै दोनᲂ चुनाव एक साथ कराने का 

कानून अगर बनता ह ैतो जािहर ह ैᳰक इस अन᭒ुछेद को ख᭜म करना होगा। एक आशंका और ह ैᳰक अगर अिनवायᭅ ᱨप से सरकार बनाने का 

ᮧावधान लाग ूᳰकया जाता ह ैतो खरीद-फरो᭎त और जोड़-तोड़ का खतरा बढ़ जाएगा। इन सबके बावजूद, अगर सारी शंकाᲐ को ᳰकनारे 

रखत ेᱟए कोई सवᭅमा᭠य रा᭭ता िनकलता ह ैतो सचमुच यह देश, समाज और लोकतंᮢ के िहत मᱶ होगा, ऐसी उ᭥मीद कᳱ जा सकती ह।ै
 

                                                               Date: 02-05-17 

Lokpal and the law 

The ruling that the existing legislation is workable is an indictment of the 
government 
 
 The Centre’s obvious reluctance to set up a statutory anti-corruption institution stands completely exposed 
after the Supreme Court made it clear that the existing Lokpal and Lokayuktas Act, 2013 is workable on its 
own, without having to be amended as proposed by the government. The court’s order that the law, notified in 
2014, is good to go is an indictment of the delay in establishing the Lokpal. It is a rejection of the attempt to 
explain the delay on the ground that a parliamentary standing committee’s report on proposed amendments is 
still under consideration. The government was on weak legal footing when it claimed it was awaiting the 
passage of these amendments, mainly of one that related to the leader of the largest party in opposition in the 
Lok Sabha being considered as the Leader of the Opposition for the purposes of forming the Selection 
Committee to choose the Lokpal. The selection panel consists of the Prime Minister, the Speaker of the Lok 
Sabha, Leader of the Opposition, the Chief Justice of India or his nominee, and an eminent jurist chosen by 
them. The court has noted that the Act provides for the selection committee to make appointments even when 
it is truncated due to a vacancy. It has made it clear that the fact that some amendments have been proposed 
and a parliamentary panel has submitted a report would not constitute a legal bar on enforcing the existing 
law.The court has rightly refused to read down the provision on the Leader of the Opposition to mean “the 
leader of the largest party in the opposition”. 
 
At the same time, it is curious that an amendment to this effect is pending since 2014, even after it was 
endorsed by the parliamentary committee in its December 2015 report. Provisions relating to the selection of 
the Chief Information Commissioner and the Central Bureau of Investigation Director have been amended to 
treat the leader of the largest opposition party as the Leader of the Opposition in the absence of anyone 
recognised as such. The delay in passing this simple amendment is inexplicable. Another provision relating to 
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the declaration of assets by public servants was amended last year. A simple way of resolving the impasse was 
to recognise the Congress party leader in the Lok Sabha as the Leader of the Opposition. There is no law, except 
a direction from the chair when G.V. Mavalankar was Speaker, that says recognition is given only to a party 
that has won 10% of the seats in the Lower House. A 1977 Act on the salary of the Opposition Leader defines 
the position as the leader of the largest party in the opposition and recognised as such by the Speaker. An 
inescapable inference is that the country does not have an anti-corruption ombudsman not due to any legal 
bar, but due to the absence of political will. 

 

Date: 02-05-17 

Equity in taxes 

Rich farmers should be treated on par with other taxpayers 

Rich farmers need to be treated on a par with other taxpayers, but with a 
clear road map 
 
 A controversial proposal by Bibek Debroy, a member of the government think tank NITI Aayog, to tax 
agricultural income above a particular threshold has led to a public exchange of views. Finance Minister Arun 
Jaitley quickly dismissed any plans to tax farm income, but more policymakers have begun to voice their 
opinion, the latest being Chief Economic Adviser Arvind Subramanian who made it clear that taxing farm 
income is a State subject.The public image of farming being a poor man’s venture and the sizeable vote share 
that farmers enjoy have made the idea of farm taxes a political taboo. The frequent distress faced by poor or 
marginal farmers, which could be attributed to structural issues other than taxation, hasn’t helped matters 
either. But India has a presence of rich farmers as well and there exists as a strong justification for taxing them 
in order to widen the country’s embarrassingly narrow tax base.Mr. Debroy suggested that an appropriate tax 
policy should draw a distinction between rich and poor farmers, thereby addressing the widespread political 
apprehension of bringing agriculture under the tax net. It is no secret that India’s tax base, standing at a 
minuscule 5.9% of the working population, is already among the lowest in the world. This unnecessarily 
burdens the more formal sectors of the economy that are already overtaxed; at the same time, it handicaps 
government spending on the social sector.The case for treating agriculture on a par with other sectors is thus 
clear. But policymakers must also show equal care and urgency in addressing the structural issues facing the 
sector. This includes, among many, reforms to the broken agricultural supply chain that still leaves farmers at 
the mercy of middlemen cartels. Such reforms are crucial if farming is to become a sustainable enterprise in the 
long run. Else, a tax on high-income farmers will result only in driving resources away from agriculture into 
other sectors. It would make no difference to poorer farmers stuck in agriculture, merely because of the lack of 
opportunities. In this context, the historical transition of labour and other resources from agriculture into other 
sectors is particularly useful to keep in mind. The said transition has been very slow in India; in fact, according 
to Census figures, the size of the farm workforce increased by 28.9 million between 2001 and 2011. This is due 
to a combination of factors, but one in particular is worth noting: the difficulty agricultural workers face in 
finding jobs in other more advanced sectors. A tax on lucrative high value farm ventures, which affects their 
ability to absorb labourers from low-value farming, could make life more difficult for farmers unable to make 
the cut in industry or services. Given this, policymakers ought to tread carefully as they move forward on a long 
overdue fiscal reform. 
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                                                 Date: 02-05-17 

रेरा का आगाज 

ᳯरयल ए᭭टेट यानी भवन िनमाᭅण एव ंिबᮓᳱ ᭃेᮢ के िनयमन कᳱ मांग 1 मई 2017 से मूतᭅ ᱨप ल ेरहा ह।ै नौ वषᲃ के लंबे इंतजार के बाद ᳯरयल 

ए᭭टेट (रे᭏युलशेन ᲍ड िडवलेपमᱶट) ऐ᭍ट 2016 यानी रेरा एक साथ पूरे देश मᱶ लाग ूहो रहा ह।ै इस कानून का ल᭯य भवन िनमाᭅण एवं खरीद 

िबᮓᳱ को सही िनयमᲂ के दायरे मᱶ लाकर इसमᱶ छाई अिनयिमतता, अपारदᳶशता एवं ᳥᮪ाचार का अंत करना ह।ै माना जा रहा ह ैᳰक यह 

कानून एक ओर जहां खरीदारᲂ को हर ᭭तर पर सुरᭃा का अहसास कराएगा वहᱭ इस ᭃेᮢ के कारोबाᳯरयᲂ के िलए भी दरूगामी दिृ᳥ से 

लाभकारी होगा। ᳯरयल ए᭭टेट ᭃेᮢ भारतीय अथᭅ᳞व᭭था का ᮧमुख अंग होने के बावजूद अनके ᮧकार कᳱ िवसंगितयᲂ का िशकार रहा ह।ै हम 

आए ᳰदन िब᭨डरᲂ से खरीदारᲂ के धोखा खाने या िब᭨डरᲂ के कानून का पालन न करन ेके कारण पᳯरयोजनाᲐ के लटक जाने कᳱ िशकायत 

सुनते रह ेह।ᱹ इसका अंत ᳰकया जाना हर हाल मᱶ जᱨरी था। अब इसके िलए एक िनयामक ᮧािधकारण या रे᭏युलेटरी अथॉᳯरटी कᳱ ᭭थापना हो 

गई ह।ै इस कानून के तहत िसफᭅ  ᳯरयल ए᭭टेट कंपिनयᲂ को ही नहᱭ बि᭨क िबचौिलए कᳱ भूिमका िनभाने वाल ेᳯरयल ए᭭टेट एजᱶट को भी अपना 

िनबंधन कराना होगा। इन ᳯरयल ए᭭टेट एजᱶटस को एक तय शु᭨क भी िनयामक को जमा करनी होगी। अगर य ेएजᱶट भी खरीदार से झठेू वाद े

करन ेके दोषी पाए गए तो इन पर भी कानून का वैि◌क कसेगा। इस कानून के दायरे मᱶ िसफᭅ  ᮧाइवेट िब᭨डर या िडवलेपसᭅ ही नहᱭ डीडीए, 

जीडीए जैसे सरकारी िवभाग भी आएंगे। वािणि᭔यक पᳯरयोजनाᲐ मᱶ भी ᳯरयल ए᭭टेट िनयामक कानून लाग ूहोगा। अब तक यह ᭃेᮢ काला 

धन के ᳯठकाने के ᱨप मᱶ बदनाम रहा ह।ै इसमᱶ पारदᳶशता आएगी। चूᳰंक सारा ᭣योरा िनयामक के पास होगा इसिलए उनकᳱ साख बढ़ेगी और 

लोगᲂ का िवास उनके ᮧित जमगेा। ᭭वाभािवक ही उ᭠हᱶ बᱹकᲂ और िवᱫीय सं᭭थानᲂ ही नहᱭ बि᭨क बाजार से भी पᳯरयोजनाᲐ के िलए धन पाने 

मᱶ कᳯठनाई नहᱭ आएगी। साथ ही सरकारी िवभागᲂ से एनओसी लेने मᱶ भी ᭔यादा झझंट नहᱭ होगा। इस तरह यह कानून खरीदार और 

कारोबारी दोनᲂ के िलए लाभकारी होगा।
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