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ABSTRACT 

 

India experiencing higher economic growth since the 2000s and that growth brought significant social 

change among the women of India but the opportunity to women enter in the labour market is 
stagnated by 22.5%. However, this exclusion of women from the labour market, stated as the women 

are now studying due to increase women enrollment in the school but there are huge gender 

discrimination and disparity in the quality of education. Hence, in this context, the objective of this 

paper is thus two-fold: first, to estimate the education expenditure by socio-economics and secondly, 
to understand the factors affecting education expenditure and gender inequalities in education 

expenditure. Hence, to address the issues as mentioned above, this study has used the unit level data 

on “Social Consumption: Education” of 71
st
 round conducted by National Sample Survey Office 

(2014-15). In the first part of the analysis, the educational attainment and the expenditure on 

education have been estimated. Subsequently, the relative vulnerabilities attached to gender from 

socio-economic and demographics status have been estimated using two-part logistic regression. In 
the second part, the gender discrimination among female and male attending education attainment has 

been measured by using Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition. The study has found that there has been 

systematically disparity enlarge among the females on the basis of education expenditure in the study 

period. Though, female have access to education are comes from various socio-economic household 
so that vulnerabilities increases to female comes to deprive communities and show less expenditure 

among the female child. Furthermore, the 38.3% discrimination risk attached to female student due to 

her socio-economic heterogeneity and prevailing social norms and patriarchy hinders in education 
expenditure. Therefore, government policy should target fundamental of culture and social forces that 

dilute patriarchy and improve expenditure on the female student. Moreover, the government should 

increase expenditure and provide subsidies education for the female student to reduce inequality in the 
education expenditure  

 

Keywords: Cost of education, Social justices, Inequality, Expenditure 

 

1. Data and Methods 

 

1.1 Data Source 
 

Data for the present study was drawn from“Social Consumption - Education Survey”: National 

Sample Survey 71
st
  round, schedule 25.2,conducted on January 2014 to June 2014. A stratified multi-

stage design was adopted in this survey round,and total 8300 First-stage units (FSUs)were allocated 
for the central sample at all-India level. Though, thetotal number of household surveyed was 36479 

and 29447 in rural and urban India respectively. This survey aimed at generating basic qualitative and 
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quantitative information on the person aged 5-29 years in pursuit of education in the country. 

However, the quantitative aspect of education services received by household and qualitative included 
education attained, literacy, current enrolment, drop-out, expenditure on education which break-up 

into tuition fees, transport cost,etc. Further, The extent of use of education infrastructure, facilities and 

incentives provided by the government and private sector and its impact on current attendance status 

of the population in the educational institution.  
 

1.2 Variables used 

 
In most of the countries in the world, the government spends a substantial amount on the creation as 

well as regulation of education program and infrastructure. Thus, to avail such services individual too 

have to incur expenditure in the form of course fees, examination fees, cost of books and stationery, 
etc. so that this expenditure comes under the education expenditure. This allows us to identify the 

burden of education on the individual and with the distribution of socio-economic variables.For 

examining ofdiscrimination impact oneducation expenditure on the female, the present study has 

considered only those who were made education expenditure during the current academic session. 
However, if the duration of the course was more than one year, the current academic session was 

taken as of one-year even if the course followed three to six months’ semester system and accordingly 

the expenditure was recorded. 
 

1.3 Data Analysis 

 
In the analysis of data bivariate and multivariate analysis were used. Thus, the econometric analysis, 

the outcome variable of interest is the amount of expenditureon educationduring the current academic 

session. To examine the impact of education expenditure on two-part gender model was used, as the 

expenditure for certain cases have zero values and the two-part model was used in the study to capture 
the zero-inflated values. The two-part model has also used because it adds flexibility by modeling 

separate processes to explain the probability of positive expenditure and the average amount 

(Cameron & Trivedi, 2005; Kogure, 2015). 

 

The first part estimates the probability of incurring education expenditure based on the full 

sample through logit model and second part models the level of expenditure conditional to education 

expenditure>0 through linear regression. The first part is, whether the claim outcome is positive. 

Conditional on its being positive, the second part refers to its level. To be more specific, let  denote 

the claim amount for individual i (i = 1, 2, . . . , n) and let xi denote the vector of explanatory variables 

associated with it. Then the conditional distribution of    given    is the logit function was: 
 

                  {
                                                             

                                       
      (1) 

 

where            denotes a pair of the parameter and the parameters in the first and the second 

parts. To estimate                for the first part in (1), we choose a logistic regression 
 

               
 

          
    

 

 

Several specifications have been applied for estimating                   the second part 

in (1). Given     , one might simply assume the standard linear normal model 
 

            
 

where    are errors and assumed to be independent and identically distributed as a normaldistribution 

with zero mean and a constant variance  .  
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Further, to examine the role of a socio-economic factor in the wage gap in the social 

hierarchy, we have used the Oaxaca-Blinder (1973) decomposition method. The outcome variable is 
education expenditure. Therefore, we have made two separate expenditure equation for male and 

female and further applied to semi-logarithmic earning equations (Mincer, 1974) and calculated via 

OLS: 

 

            ∑                      (2) 

          ∑                           (3)        

 
Where, InY represent the geometric mean of expenditure, X= vector of the mean value of regressors, 

  = Cofficients and             ; within above eqation, the gross differiance in logarithmic term 

is  

          (
     

       
)                    

     ∑             ∑                            (4) 

 
Equation 4 is the Oaxaca decomposition and the earning difference of two functions taken as the 

discrimination. If for the given endowment, Female education expenditure according to male then 

there is no discrimination. Therefore the hypothetical female expenditure function is 
 

          ∑                                               (5) 

 
Substituting Equation (5) in Equation (4), and decomposition can be done as 

  

                  ∑                     ∑                       

 

 

 
and all statistical analysis we used STATA version 13.1 (Stata Corp LP, College Station, TX, USA). 

 

2. Socio-Economic Differential in Education Expenditure by Gender 
 

The socioeconomic characteristics of education expenditure by gender in the period 2014-2015 shown 

in Table 1. The difference in education expenditure occurs in the initial stage of school education in 
the age group 05-10 male child mean expenditure on education is 4990 INR

†
 ($75.4) and 4453 INR 

for the female child ($67.3). Though, increasing the age year of schooling also increased, age group 

20-25 shows higher education expenditure which is 34600 INR ($522.7) for male and 32102 INR 

($484.9) for the female. Place of residenceis important for the pursuing the education, expenditure on 
the urban male is more than three times higher as compared to rural male and similar trends exist in 

the female, but again girl child’s are less expensive on the education at both places. However, among 

the ethnic group others expenditure are 15,747 INR ($237.9) and female expenditure are 13,705 INR 
($207) which is 12 per cent less expenditure on the female, ST (4705 INR), SC (5852 INR) and OBC 

(9301 INR) respectively for male and the ST (4001 INR), SC (4811 INR) and OBC (7374 INR) 

female respectively. The proportion of poorer household education expenditure on a female is 2127 
INR ($32.1) but richer household expenditure is around 31702 INR ($478.9), and child in poorer 

household’s mean expense is 13 times lower than richer households. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
† 1USD=66.2INR, US Dollars (USD) to Indian Rupees (INR) exchange rate for December 31, 2015 

Endowment 

Differences 

Discrimination 

Component 
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Table 1: Distribution of Education Expenditure by Socio-Economics, NSSO 2014-2015 

Background characteristic 

Man Women 

N % 
Mean 

Expenditure 
N % 

Mean 

Expenditure 

Age 
      

05-10 19,971 38.2 4,990 16,225 39.3 4,453 
11-15 18,382 35.2 6,539 15,046 36.5 5,673 

16-20 11,041 21.1 18,247 8,218 19.9 15,521 

20-25 2,631 5.0 34,600 1,619 3.9 32,102 

26-29 249 0.5 37,481 131 0.3 30,115 

Place of residence 
      

Rural 37,616 72.0 6,362 29,170 70.7 4,952 

Urban 14,658 28.0 19,263 12,069 29.3 16,290 

Religion 
      

Hindu 42,416 81.1 10,202 33,279 80.7 8,273 

Islam 7,344 14.1 7,012 5,763 14.0 5,421 

Christian 1,107 2.1 13,710 1,056 2.6 16,189 

Other
#
 1,405 2.7 15,854 1,140 2.8 15,296 

Caste 
      

Scheduled tribe(ST) 4,946 9.5 4,705 3,980 9.7 4,001 

Scheduled caste(SC) 9,906 19.0 5,852 7,830 19.0 4,811 
Other Backward (OBC) 23,078 44.2 9,301 18,296 44.4 7,374 

Others
##

 14,341 27.4 15,747 11,134 27.0 13,705 

Wealth Index 
      

Poorer 13,222 25.3 2,578 11,385 27.6 2127 

Poor 11,849 22.7 4,616 9,299 22.6 3800 

Middle 10,896 20.9 7,162 8,496 20.6 5607 

Rich 9,405 18.0 12,687 7,113 17.3 10851 

Richer 6,882 13.2 34,159 4,940 12.0 31702 

Current Attended 
      

Primary 21,681 41.5 4,896 17,529.9 42.5 4,273 

Up to Secondary 24,921 47.7 9,139 19,389.2 47.0 7,465 
Graduate 4,813 9.2 32,577 3,630.8 8.8 26,431 

PG & above 859 1.6 36,044 689.1 1.7 36,959 

Type of Education 
      

General 39,744 96.4 7,135 39,744 96.4 6383 

Technical 1,495 3.6 56,399 1,495 3.6 58467 

Type of Institution 
      

Government 29,658 56.7 3,612 25,248 61.2 3074 

Private Aided 6,968 13.3 16,335 5,547 13.5 13562 

Private Un-aided  15,511 29.7 19,100 10,355 25.1 18065 

Other 137 0.3 32,385 89 0.2 12673 

Total 51,232 54.8 9,981 42,281 45.2 8,271 
Note: # Others incudes Sikhism, Jainism, Buddhism, and Zoroastrianism; ## Others represents non SC/ST/OBC group. 

 

Further, an average expenditure at different levels for studying is a significant issue so that 

education expenses on the primary is 4896 INR ($73.9) and 4273 INR ($64.5) respectively for male 

and female. Though the graduate student expenditure is 32577 INR ($492.1) and 26431 INR ($399.3) 
respectively for male and female, approximate 18.9 percent higher expenditure on the male, it is 

evident from that average male expenditure on technical/professional education 56399 INR ($851.5) 

and 7135 INR ($107.8) for general education, and female general expenditure is 10.5 percent less than 
male education expenditure. Furthermore, average expenditure in a different type of institutions is a 

significant issue of this survey to understand private education expenditure on education. Private un-

aided education expenditure issix times higher than government education for both genders but 5.4 
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percent male expenses higher than female. Moreover, if we are looking towards the level of education 

and type of education in Figure 1, it is evident the female expenditure in postgraduate courses (PG 
and above) are high in only private unaided colleges otherwise the expenditure on the male education 

is quite higher at all level of education. 

 

 
Figure 1: Education Expenditure by the Type of Education and Education Level, NSSO 2014-2015 

      

3. Factors Affecting the Degree of Education Expenditures in India (Two-Part Model)    

 
The two-part model presents the effect of socio-economic elements along with gender on the 

probability of incurring the level of education expenditure. In the first part of the model, the result 

estimation reveals that along with gender several other socio-economic characteristics such as the age 
of schooling, household consumption expenditure, place residence, and caste is significant in 

explaining the probability of expenditure. The second part of the model including gender all socio-

economic characteristic determining the probability of education expenditure. This is clearevidence; 

the female has a lower probability of incurring positive education expenditure than male. It means less 
expending evident from the model indicate a lower level of expenditure on the female and it’s 

statistically significant. Age is an important indicator for the year of schooling so that probability of 

education expenditure in part-II regression demonstrate that the likelihood of education expenditure 
positive means expenditure is increasing with increases of the age of schooling, it is also statistically 

significant at P>0.01. In the caste group OBC expenditure is 20 percent and Others 49 percent higher 

than ST student, social caste hierarchy increased the education expenditure increased, and it shows 
statistically robust at 1 percent and 5 percent respectably for OBC and others. 

 

Further, wealth quintile is positive and highly significant at the 1percent level. As expected, 

individuals who belong to higher economic class have a higher probability of incurring education 
expenditure due to high capacity to pay. Thus average education expenditure is increasing with 

increasing economic status than the poorest. Therefore it is clearly evident education is the matter of 

capacity to buy. Moreover, the likelihood of incurring positive education expenditure is higher for 
technical/professional education, and it is statistically significant at P>0.05. Compared to a 

government institution, the probability of incurring positive for private aided and private un-aided is 

much higher, which is an indication of higher education expenditure in private institution. The overall 

model is robust because F-value is significant, and R-square of part-II model is 63 percent robust. 
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Table 2: Two-Part Model Estimates of Factors Affecting Education Expenditure, NSSO 2014-2015 

Background 

characteristic 

Logit Model Liner Regression  

Coefficient 95% CI Coefficient 95% CI 

Sex 

      Male® 
      Female -0.49* -1.45 0.46 -0.08*** -0.10 -0.06 

Age 

   
   

05-10® 
   

   
11-15 0.02 -0.98 1.02 0.16*** 0.12 0.20 

16-20 0.48 -0.95 1.92 0.75*** 0.70 0.80 

20-25 -1.49** -2.85 -0.13 0.79*** 0.72 0.85 

26-29 -1.52** -2.58 -0.11 0.83*** 0.70 0.96 

Place of residence 

      Rural® 
      Urban 0.71* -0.80 2.21 0.31** 0.29 0.33 

Religion 

      Hindu® 

      Islam -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.10*** -0.13 -0.07 
Christian -0.02 -2.23 2.18 0.21 0.17 0.26 

Other
#
 0.08 -2.09 2.25 0.19* 0.14 0.25 

Caste 

      Scheduled tribe(ST) ® 

      Scheduled caste(SC) -0.05 -1.25 1.16 0.09*** 0.05 0.13 

Other Backward (OBC) 1.93** 0.58 3.28 0.24*** 0.20 0.28 

Others
##

 0.84 -0.73 2.42 0.49** 0.46 0.53 

Wealth Index 

      Poorer® 
      Poor 1.76*** 0.48 3.03 0.39*** 0.36 0.42 

Middle 0.08 -1.31 1.31 0.59*** 0.56 0.62 

Rich 0.31 -0.92 1.53 0.86*** 0.83 0.89 

Richer 0.80 -1.22 2.81 1.33*** 1.29 1.37 

Current Attended 

      Primary® 
      Up to Secondary -1.90 -2.98 -0.83 0.41* 0.37 0.45 

Graduate -1.20 -2.77 0.37 0.69** 0.63 0.74 

PG & above -1.01 -2.13 0.42 0.73** 0.64 0.81 

Type of Education 

      General® 

      Technical -2.64* -3.87 -1.37 0.64** 0.60 0.68 

Type of Institution 

   
   

Government® 

   
   

Private Aided -1.46** -2.29 -1.04 1.03*** 1.00 1.06 
Private Un-aided  -2.12** -2.41 -1.15 1.53*** 1.51 1.55 

Other -3.96*** -5.68 -2.23 1.19* 1.04 1.34 

Constant 8.05*** 6.37 9.74 5.99*** 5.95 6.03 

 

Wald chi2(17)=319.49 Prob. > F =0.00    

 

Prob. > chi2 =0.00 R-squared =0.6387 

  Pseudo R
2
=0.18 Adj R-squared = 0.62 

Note: Significance Level: * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001, and ® denotes the reference category; # Others incudes 
Sikhism, Jainism, Buddhism, and Zoroastrianism; ## Others represents non SC/ST/OBC group. 
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4. Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition Results for Discrimination in Education Expenditure  

 
We estimated the expenditure functions separately for male and female then calculated expenditure 

gender-based inequalities in education. The result of the decomposition analysis is shown in table 3, 

which indicate the discrimination of percent is 38.3%. 

 
Table 3: Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition Results for Male-Female  

Difference in Education Expenditure, NSSO, 2014–2015 

Component Coefficient 

Male 8.04 

Female 7.83 

Raw differential (R) [Male-Female] 0.21 

Explained 0.13 

Unexplained 0.08 

%Endowment 61.73 

%Discrimination 38.27 

 
 It means female are facing high discrimination on the education expenditure and 61.7 percent 

are endowment effect for the male. However, we also assessed the relative contribution of each socio-

economic variable to the observed education expenditure gap. Table 4 shows the expenditure gap can 
be attributed to differences in endowments and which part is due to differences in rewards 

(discrimination) in theexpenditure function. Though, we see in total difference (TD) column in the 

percentage, age, education type and type of institution is in the favors of male students, while sector, 
caste, household wealth and current attainment are favorable for a female student.  

 

Table 4: Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition contribution of Specific variables to Decomposition in Male-

Female difference in Education expenditure, NSSO, 2014–2015 

Variables 

Explained 

Difference 

(E) 

Unexplained 

Difference 

(D) 

Total 

Difference 

(TD) 

%E %D %TD 

Age 0.019 0.006 0.025 8.99 2.91 11.90 
Sector -0.004 -0.051 -0.055 -1.91 -24.62 -26.53 

Religion 0.000 -0.034 -0.034 -0.17 -16.23 -16.39 

Caste 0.002 -0.005 -0.003 0.72 -2.23 -1.51 
MPCE 0.024 -0.032 -0.008 11.68 -15.30 -3.62 

Type of Institution 0.071 0.023 0.094 33.94 10.88 44.82 

Current Attended 0.004 -0.008 -0.004 1.89 -3.76 -1.86 
Type of Education 0.014 0.108 0.122 6.58 51.99 58.57 

Constant 
 

0.072 0.072 
 

34.63 34.63 

Sub-Total     0.209 61.73 38.27 100.00 
Note: A positive number indicates advantage to Male and A negative number indicates advantage to Female. 
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