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PREFACE

It is a paradox that only at a time of unprecedented disruption in the wake of COVID-19, there should be an 
upsurge of interest in data-based analytics - epidemiological and economic - whose subject-matter, often, is fully 
comprehensible only to a small group of experts. Yet, the realm that matters to us most, preceding the pandemic 
and regardless of it - the human development challenges across the country - and the data-based measurement 
of the quality and adequacy of the response of the states to them; appear not to have captured the mind space of 
policy makers, development practitioners and academics to the same degree. This is ironic because the states in 
India constitute the theatres of development praxis and what the states do and how, or what they fail to do and 
why; are concerns that can scarcely be exaggerated.

The Public Affairs Index (PAI), is an indispensable part of these concerns, and this fifth annual edition - PAI 2020 
- from a data-based measurement perspective, serves as a kind of summation of the work that the Public Affairs 
Centre has been advancing for the past five years. It reflects, through a scientifically rigorous and methodologically 
sound data analytics framework, on certain central development problems at the subnational level - growth, 
equity and sustainability - especially questions of what is happening to disadvantaged and vulnerable geographies 
and populations, despite the best endeavours of the central and state governments and the problems that are 
endemic, endogenous, and chronic, even after considerable resources have been directed at resolving them. No 
analysis of the performance of the states can leave out those districts and communities that appear at the risk of 
being left behind.

Real obstacles stand in the path of a fuller understanding of these persistent inter-generational deprivation 
and loss of opportunity challenges, that appear to reproduce themselves, especially in parts, of some states. To 
begin with, the influence of a ‘one size fits all’ approach on our development outlook has been pervasive and 
the overwhelming majority of interventions, including centrally sponsored schemes, designed and implemented 
uncritically and mechanically, unwittingly perhaps, subverting the doctrine of objective pluralism. Yes, political 
economy collisions will occur from often, in a union of states of the kind India represents, sometimes resulting in 
an uneasy equilibrium, but one that under the circumstances must serve as the basis for cooperative federalism, 
in the quest for a just and equitable society.

PAI 2020 provides evidence-based insights on subnational governance, and in particular, drawing on government 
data, an assessment of the quality and adequacy of governance in the states. Two new dimensions on measuring 
governance have been introduced in this edition and will be of interest to the readers: first, the Delta Analysis that 
provides a separate pillar-level ranking of states on their recent performance (average five-year period 2015-
20), and presents interesting results and rather different rankings of states when assessed without the weight 
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of legacy data and second, an overview of the disparities between the states that highlight the differing patterns of 
inequality across India and raises the question of why the poverty reducing impact of growth in some states has 
been more in other similarly placed states. Both these must give us pause and compel us to reflect on the economic 
and social transition that is underway in India and what its implications for future development praxis might be. 

There is no apriori reason to suppose that PAI 2020 presents which is new, comprehensive or interesting. But those 
readers who take a deep dive into it will find just rewards. What it does present is an evidence-based assessment 
of human development and governance across the states in India. PAI 2020 will have served its purpose if it draws 
attention to the reality that is India, or even an approximation of it and therefore not to be set aside lightly. It will be 
better still, if the state governments are able to draw actionable insights from it, enabling them to do better in the 
years ahead. This will likely hasten the process of development convergence that is discernible. It is with this sense 
of humility and optimism, that the Public Affairs Centre presents the Public Affairs Index 2020. 

G. Gurucharan
Director

Public Affairs Centre
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approach remains the same as PAI 2019, with the three dimensions of 
sustainable development - growth, equity, sustainability - as the over-
arching goals of governance constituting the bases of measuring the 
performance of the states. Each of the three pillars is circumscribed 
by five governance praxis themes. These five governance themes 
have been categorised as– the Rule of Law, Government Effectiveness, 
Regulatory Quality, Control of Corruption, Voice and Accountability. 
These themes are further mapped into 13 Sustainable Development 
Goals as specified by the United Nations SDG Agenda of 2030. Below 
the SDG layer are 50 indicators that are used in generating the Com-
posite Index.

The scientific rigour of the methodology is maintained in PAI 2020. 
The technique of pairwise correlation is used to identify the indicators 
that are the most statistically significant. The technique of Principal 
Component Analysis (PCA) has been used to enable self-selection of 
standalone component indicators, eliminating auto co-relationships. 
The raw data for the various indicators were first converted to scaled 
scores (using normalised Z scores) that appropriately aligned with 
the direction of the indicator. A Composite Index was calculated 
at each level of the data structure. A variation of the ‘Manhattan 
Distance’ was applied for aggregating the individual components, at 
all three levels – SDG, theme and pillar – to arrive at the CI. 

Chapter III The Equity Principle underscores the importance 
of equity towards achieving balanced and sustainable 
development. From a development praxis perspective, therefore, 
the efforts of the states must focus on expanding the equality of 
opportunities if they have to achieve equality in outcomes. In PAI 
2020, the Equity Principle is explored through 23 indicators 
across economic, social, gender and legal representations. In 
the equity pillar, Andhra Pradesh ranks first among the large states 
(0.651), closely followed by Kerala (0.628). It is interesting to note 
the gap between Kerala (ranked 2nd) and Chhattisgarh (ranked 3rd 
with a score of 0.259), is considerably large. Tamil Nadu which is 

The Public Affairs Index (PAI) is a data-based framework that 
measures the quality of governance at the subnational level and ranks 
the states of India on a Composite Index (CI). States are classified in 
two categories - large and small – using population as the criteria. 
PAI 2020 for the first time has also included Union Territories as a 
part of the rankings. Building on the standards set in PAI 2019, PAI 
2020 takes forward the scientific rigour in the model, methodology 
and analysis. The report this year has incorporated new approaches 
along with the traditional indexing, making it an effective toolkit 
to assess the governance performance of the States and Union 
Territories in India.

Chapter I begins with the observation that in India’s development 
endeavour, subnational governance is assuming a distinctly more 
significant role than before, more specifically on human development, 
one that is proximate and arguably more important than national 
governance. It emphasises the importance of states and adds 
that they are not to be seen as subalterns, but as the foundational 
institutional architecture of development governance in India. The 
chapter highlights the results of PAI 2020 that serve to point 
out that national policy attention must focus on advancing the 
role of the states to generate a multiplier effect to spur India’s 
development. It circumscribes this imperative with the caveat 
that this can only come about if governance in India, especially 
development governance, demonstrates a paradigm shift from a cen-
trifugal to a centripetal development praxis. The chapter stresses 
on the importance of the idea that states must be trusted, empow-
ered through greater decentralisation and devolution and enabled to 
demonstrate that states do matter.

Chapter II details the model and the methodology used in 
the development of PAI 2020. The methodological focus is on 
reliability - the proportion of variance attributable to the score 
of the latent variable, in this case governance and validity - 
whether the index measures what it is designed to measure. The 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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gap between the scores of these two states, indicating considerable 
inequality in growth patterns. Meghalaya which ranks 3rd in the 
overall rankings finds its place in the 9th position of 11 with a score 
of -0.419. The bottom positions remain occupied by Nagaland and 
Mizoram, similar to 2019. Puducherry occupies the first rank with a 
score of 1.218 followed by Lakshadweep with a score of 1.064. Again, 
a large gap can be observed between the scores of Lakshadweep at 
2nd rank with 1.064 and Daman & Diu (0.363). Towards the bottom 
are the UTs of Andaman & Nicobar Islands, Dadra & Nagar Haveli and 
Jammu & Kashmir with scores in the negatives.

Chapter V Sustainability as an Organising Principle addresses 
the indicators in measuring sustainability. It measures if the 
sustainable development efforts of the state governments are 
directed as the human development concerns of the present, 
as well as of the future. Starting with the large states, Karnataka 
which was 1st in the 2019 rankings has slipped to 5th this year with 
a significant drop in the scores from 1.45 in 2019 to 0.793 currently. 
Another similar drop is Andhra Pradesh which went from 4th in 2019 
(0.471) to 7th (0.212) now. Kerala has jumped up a rank along with a 
significant increase in score (from 1.367 to 2.117). Tamil Nadu which 
was 3rd in 2019, has moved to 2nd this year with a score of 1.457. 
Chhattisgarh has moved up the ranking from 10th (-0.543) in 2019 
to 4th position (0.840) this year.  On the other hand, Bihar, which was 
7th in last year’s rankings has moved down to 14th this year with a 
score of -1.244, finding itself at the bottom of the rankings. At the 
bottom are the states of Bihar, Haryana, Odisha, Jharkhand and West 
Bengal. In the case of the small states, Goa, which was 5th in 2019, 
tops the rankings in 2020 with a score of 2.18 followed by Meghalaya 
which ranks 2nd. Manipur which ranked 2nd in 2019 finds itself in 
8th position this year with a score of 0.053. Continuing the trend, 
Arunachal Pradesh which topped the rankings in 2019 finds itself 
at 9th in 2020 with a score of 0.018. Only 2 small states (Himachal 
Pradesh and Uttarakhand) have scores that are negative. One of the 
states that has made an improvement is Delhi which has moved 

second in terms of the overall PAI ranking features 5th. The states of 
Meghalaya and Himachal Pradesh swapped places with each other, 
in 2020, with Meghalaya moving to first place with a score of 2.169 
followed closely by Himachal Pradesh (2.020). Similar to the large 
states, there is a large gap in the scores of Himachal Pradesh at 2nd 
place and Manipur (1.504) at 3rd place. An interesting finding in the 
case of small states is the fact that almost all states have shown an 
improvement in the scores from the previous year. A state that has 
seen a drop in rank has been Mizoram which is down to the 10th 
rank this year from 5th in 2019, with a drop in the score from 1.087 
to -0.237. In the Union Territories, Chandigarh tops the ranking with 
a score of 1.348.  Daman & Diu and Jammu & Kashmir both with a 
score of 0.593. This is followed by Puducherry where a considera-
ble gap in score is observed between Jammu & Kashmir (0.593) and 
Puducherry (0.098), while Lakshadweep places last with a score of 
-1.717.

Chapter IV The Growth Imperative assesses India’s growth 
challenge and the concerns that need immediate attention. In 
PAI 2020, the indicators used for assessing the quality of growth 
are based on two themes: government effectiveness and regulatory 
quality. The evidence from PAI 2020 points to the fact that 
technology-based growth or enhanced total factor productivity 
as a source of growth in the states is more sustainable over a 
long run. In the case of the large states, similar to PAI 2019 scores, 
Kerala continues to lead the way in terms of growth rankings. The 
score of the state has also seen a marginal improvement from 1.308 
in 2019 to 1.419 in 2020. Karnataka with a score of 1.219, has moved 
up from third place in 2019 to 2nd in PAI 2020. What is interesting is 
the fall of Haryana from 2nd ranking in 2019 to 7th in PAI 2020 with 
a score of 0.562. Tamil Nadu, which featured 8th in 2019 has moved 
to 3rd place this year with a score of 1.159, closely trailing Karnataka. 
Moving to the small states, Goa retains the first ranking with a score 
of 1.933 which is a drop from the score of 2.154 in 2019. Himachal 
Pradesh (0.491) attains second place and what is worth noting is the 
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Goa is a consistent top performer in both the PAI 2020 sustainability 
rankings as well as the delta rankings. Mizoram has shown the least 
growth in both the indicators. 

Chapter VII The State of the States measures inter-state 
disparities and shows that some of the states are not in a 
position to participate in competitive federalism, quite simply, 
because they are hobbled by resource constraints - of capital 
and human resources - rooted in endemic poverty and chronic 
backwardness. Explaining Inter-State Disparities, attempts to 
answer the question on the possible causes for variations across 
various indicators of equity, growth and sustainability that results 
in such contrasting performances by the states. For the inter-state 
comparison, states have been classified into two categories- 14 
traditionally high performing states and 15 traditionally low 
performing states. The classification was done on the basis of the 
scores in the PAI 2020 Index. In both the high and low performing 
states, a common finding was the presence of high levels of 
inequality indicated by the negative significance of equity 
indicators. This reinforces the notion of the widening gap with 
the rich getting richer and the poor getting poorer. Apart from 
the overall concern of inequality, the analysis also highlighted the 
gender inequalities persistent in the states which would serve as a 
barrier to be addressed in achieving sustainable development. The 
chapter also includes an analysis of convergence to understand 
if states are moving towards the path of steady growth over time. 
The results of the analysis indicate that while all states are moving 
towards achieving steady growth, albeit at differing paces, the role of 
female labour force participation is insignificant in the case of poor 
performing states. 

Chapter VIII The Sense of an Ending synthesises the three 
major streams of sustainable development and ponders the 
macroeconomic transition occurring in India. The results when 
seen from a Pan-India perspective, are interesting and represent 

from the bottom in 2019 to 5th in PAI 2020. In terms of the Union 
Territories, Chandigarh leads the rankings with a score of 1.498, 
Lakshadweep ranks 2nd with a score of 0.664. At the bottom of the 
rankings are the UTs of Dadra & Nagar Haveli and Daman & Diu with 
scores of -1.01 and -1.186 respectively.

Chapter VI The Delta Analysis presents the results on state 
performance and ranking measured as the Delta value over the 
last five years from 2015-16 when the first PAI was released 
to 2019-20, covered by PAI 2020. It helps assess the progress 
made by the states on select human development indicators for 
which consistent data is available. The Delta Analysis identifies 13 
indicators across the three pillars of Equity, Growth and Sustainability 
that are crucial both statistically and from the human development 
perspective. Given the availability of data, trends were calculated 
and the growth rate achieved by each state was ranked. The 
rankings in terms of growth rate calculated was compared 
against the rankings in PAI 2020. In the large states’ category, Bihar 
has emerged as the state with the most growth in terms of equity 
indicators, despite being at the bottom of the PAI 2020 rankings in 
the equity pillar. In terms of the small states, Mizoram and Delhi, both 
states that are at the bottom of the PAI 2020 equity pillar feature as 
the states with the highest growth in the delta analysis. At the bottom 
of the delta rankings for equity is Kerala in large states category 
and in terms of small states Himachal Pradesh, which has been a 
consistent top performer in terms of equity finds itself at the bottom 
of the rankings in terms of growth rates for the equity pillar. In the 
case of the large states, Bihar again tops the rankings in the growth 
pillar of the delta analysis. Following Bihar are Odisha and Assam. 
In the case of the small states, Mizoram and Meghalaya, which are 
towards the bottom in the PAI 2020 growth rankings, have shown 
the highest growth in terms of the delta analysis. In the large states’ 
category, Odisha and Haryana, which ranked towards the bottom in 
the PAI 2020 sustainability rankings, have shown the largest growth 
in terms of progress over the years. In the case of the small states, 
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The state has seen a consistent drop in performance from PAI 2016, 
where it was ranked first to PAI 2019 where it ranked second, to now.
The largest decline is seen in the case of Manipur which has moved 
from sixth in PAI 2019 to eleventh in PAI 2020. Delhi has remained at 
the bottom of the rankings. The national capital has however shown 
an improvement in scores from -1.214 in PAI 2019 to -0.289 in PAI 
2020. 

Among the Union Territories, Chandigarh emerges as the top 
performer with a score of 1.057. As seen in the large and the small 
states, there is a considerable gap in scores between Chandigarh and 
Puducherry (0.520), which is ranked second. At the bottom of the 
rankings in Jammu & Kashmir (-0.506) followed by Dadra & Nagar 
Haveli (-0.690).

Finally, to provide a Pan-India perspective, PAI 2019 presents a 
cluster analysis. One of the three clusters includes the states of Uttar 
Pradesh, Bihar, Jharkhand, Odisha and West Bengal. The cluster is 
characterised by poor performance in all the three pillars of equity, 
growth and sustainability. The bottom 5 large states as per the PAI 
rankings fall under this cluster. It is interesting to note that a majority 
of the aspirational districts identified by the NITI Aayog, too, fall 
under this cluster. Thus, PAI 2020 has helped unravel the patterns 
of exclusion occurring in the development process in India. This 
should trigger more evidence-based research to find answers to 
what is an endemic problem.

Finally, Chapter IX is an independent review of the evolution of 
the Public Affairs Index (PAI) from its inception in 2016 to the latest 
edition. The chapter situates PAI within the need for measuring 
governance and the uniqueness of PAI in developing a novel standard 
for governance measurement in the country. 

a mixed bag. Two conclusions emerge from the evidence from 
PAI 2020: first, that there is a slow but steady convergence 
between states on growth and equity; second, that some states 
have deeply entrenched inequality that must be addressed with 
single-minded policy focus. PAI 2020 places equal importance on 
the 3 pillars of equity, growth and sustainability. The overall PAI 
2020 rankings of the large and small states provide some interesting 
insights. Taking into account the various facets of governance, these 
rankings aim to hold up a mirror on the progress made by the states 
while providing direction on the potential areas of intervention. 

Among the large states, Kerala tops the rankings yet again, followed 
closely by Tamil Nadu. While Kerala has improved performance in 
PAI 2020 with a score of 1.388 as compared to 1.011 in PAI 2019, 
Tamil Nadu’s score has slipped from 0.823 in PAI 2019 to 0.912 in PAI 
2020. Following Kerala and Tamil Nadu are Andhra Pradesh (0.531) 
and Karnataka (0.468) which are placed third and fourth respectively. 
Both Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka have shown an improvement in 
performance in PAI 2020. However, similar to PAI 2019, there is a 
considerable gap between Tamil Nadu, ranked second and Andhra 
Pradesh, ranked third, indicating that there does exist some regional 
disparities. It is interesting to note that continuing with the trend es-
tablished in PAI 2019, the top four states in PAI 2020 are South Indian 
states. The bottom of the rankings features Haryana, Jharkhand, Bi-
har, Odisha and Uttar Pradesh, which is similar to PAI 2019, indicat-
ing that these states are yet to catch up completely with other well 
performing states. What is more concerning is that unlike the top 
performing states, all the states at the bottom of the rankings have 
seen a drastic decline in scores as compared to the previous year. 

Among the small states, Goa continues to top the rankings with a 
score of 1.745. The state has shown large improvement in the score 
as compared to PAI 2019 (from 1.1 to 1.745). Following Goa is 
Meghalaya (0.797) which has moved from third position in the previ-
ous year. Himachal Pradesh follows Meghalaya, with a score of 0.725. 
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CHAPTER I – WHY THE STATES MATTER 



2

PAI 2020 begins with the observation that in India’s 
development endeavour, subnational governance 
is assuming a distinctly more significant role than 
before and more specifically on human development, 
one that is proximate and arguably, more important 
than national governance. Doubtless, several 
of the national initiatives have helped improve 
growth and advance equity in the country and a 
comparative assessment of states’ performance 
helps explain that impact.  Increasingly however, 
what the states do in the pursuit of the Sustainable 
Development Goals Agenda; climate change action 
that they advance and the measures they undertake 
to regulate economic activities and how they 
shape economic governance, influences not just 
the structure of the society and the economy, but 
potentially reconfigures the spatial development 
of the country. Assessing the performance of 
subnational units of governance is, therefore, 
as important for an analysis of comparative 
development, as it is to understand development 
progress in the aggregate. Situating the progress 
or the lack of it on economic reforms and measures 
to democratise development in a comparative 
framework to scale is important for India, not 
least, because there is a need to strengthen the 
country’s capacity to overcome the limitations 
of small sample research designs; draw accurate 
causal inferences and better equip policy makers to 
respond to the uneven nature of the processes of 
social and economic transformation across geog-
raphies and populations. This also has important 
implications for developing a theory of change. 
State development policies and programmes and 
the measures of progress, represent contextual and 
diachronic data sets. Therefore, one problem in the 

“The Federation is a Union because it is indestructi-
ble. Though the country and the people may be divided 
into different States for convenience of administration, 
the country is one integral whole, its people a single 
people.”

Dr. B.R. Ambedkar
In the Constituent Assembly on the draft Constitution

“When I use a word,’ Humpty Dumpty said in rather a 
scornful tone, ‘it means just what I choose it to mean 
— neither more nor less.’
“The question is,” said Alice, “whether you can make 
words mean so many different things.”
“The question is,” said Humpty Dumpty, “which is to be 
master - that’s all.”

Lewis Carrol
Through the Looking Glass

comparative analysis of subnational governance, is 
the question of whether quantitative changes, even 
if large enough, necessarily result in development 
outcomes that are qualitatively different. 

The states in India encounter, sometimes as a result 
of the central government’s initiatives, competing 
governance imperatives. For instance, improving 
the ease of doing business, including implementing 
far reaching labour reforms, to improve India’s 
rankings on a World Bank index and presumably 
therefore, attracting private investments. On 
the other hand, in a country that does not have a 
universal and comprehensive social security net, 
they are compelled to protect the interests of labour. 
The growing informalisation of the contractual 
obligations in the employer- employee relations 
and the increasing vulnerability of workers are 
major concerns. Several subnational governments 
have responded to this dilemma through welfare 
provisioning rather than labour law enforcement, 
even as they draw on inter-state migrant labour 
that remains invisible and exerts less collective 
bargaining power. Take another case in point, the 
aim of doubling farmer incomes by 2022-23, a 
laudable declaration of intent. The report of the 
‘Committee on Doubling Farmers’ Income’ provides 
a birds-eye view of what could be done - a wish list. 
Since agriculture is a state subject, it is now left to 
the states to resolve the question of how to do it. 
Policy uncertainty on the agrarian question and the 
inadequate pace of agrarian reforms across India 
illustrate the divided state of mind in which state 
governments address the difficult task of envision-
ing the future of the Indian farmer.

Why The States Matter
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besides providing a technical appendix that will be 
of interest to readers who wish to delve deeper into 
how the model is constructed. This introductory 
chapter sets out the theoretical and empirical ba-
sis for the scalar restructuring that is occurring in 
the states and serves as the starting point for the 
comparative assessment in the chapters that follow.

PAI 2020 uses data from government sources 
and applies standardised indicators to present 
a comparative assessment of how the quality 
and adequacy of public governance in the States 
have influenced the economy (growth) and social 
conditions (equity) and together, how they have 
influenced sustainable development. The evidence 
suggests that from a country perspective, there is 
much to be applauded. The measure of absolute 
poverty in many states have declined with 
economic growth, thus advancing equity, but there 
is considerable variation in the poverty-reducing 
impact and the sectoral composition of economic 
growth across states. Since the sectoral policy 
contours and the programmes implemented 
present a unified framework when seen from 
a Pan-India perspective, the research question 
is: what are the confounding factors that might 
represent the underlying causes for why a rate of 
growth that brings rapid poverty reduction in one 
state, can place at the risk of leaving vast numbers 
of the poor behind, in another. Simply put, why is 
growth advancing without equity in some states as 
compared to others? Regardless of the methodolo-
gy applied, one must recognise that development, 
at its heart, is a political process, and therefore, the 
states are not subalterns- what they do and how 
they do it matters.

A caveat on inter-state comparisons would be in 
order at the outset. The availability and quality of 
data present several limitations, including weak 
comparability of the primary data used for measuring 
the progress on the Sustainable Development 
Goals and the indicators used for measurement. 
Government data is predominantly supply-side 
driven, as a result, several of the tracking indicators 
adopted by the State governments are quantitative 
input-based and often do not reflect outcome-based 
qualitative assessment. The excessive emphasis on 
quantitative targets means that most departments 
are concerned more with compliance than 
with performance, more with inputs than with 
outcomes. Typically, the different composite indices 
that governments use, proceed on the basis of one 
of two heuristics: classification of data on the basis 
of the representations of aggregate statistics or 
on the basis of the divisions from which the data 
was extracted, usually department-based silos. 
The methodological issues that follow include the 
problem of subjectivity in the former, to determine 
as to when a quantitative change actually reflects 
something qualitatively interesting and the risk of 
missing important higher-level generalisations, in 
the latter. Yet, the importance and the impact of 
subnational governance on India’s development 
trajectory has received considerably less academic 
attention than what the central government does 
or the changing state-market relations. PAI 2020 
seeks to correct this by focusing on outcome indica-
tors that have been crystalised through a Principal 
Component Analysis. While input, process indica-
tors, and institutional indicators are important and 
have been considered, they do not influence the 
scores or the rankings. The details of the model and 
methodology are dealt with in a separate chapter, 

India represents a federal polity. The sharp 
differences in society and culture, levels of economic 
development, differing histories and not the least, 
the wide variations in governance capacities 
between the states throws up the methodological 
challenge that an aggregate country-level 
assessment of the state of human development may 
not be representative and might miss the nuances 
of the social and political experience in most of 
India. Indeed, the uneven character of the states can 
distort an otherwise fair record of progress on the 
important SDGs, with a few outlier states drowning 
out the progress made in most other states. Using 
state-level data to assess governance performance 
is empirically more meaningful and will likely yield 
insights that can feed into evidence-based praxis for 
the future. Yet, the diverse experiences of the states 
and the considerable variance in their development 
paths and trajectories, do point to some general 
enablers and barriers that need to be considered 
within the specific spatial, temporal and contextual 
uniqueness of each state. The results of the analysis 
that PAI 2020 presents helps understand better 
some of these broad trends that account for the 
variance in the performance of states, and are 
presented below:
•	 Sectoral composition of the state’s economy 	
	 influences the rate of urbanisation and there-	
	 fore, both growth and equity
•	 Objective conditions of rural development 		
	 influence capital accumulation or the flight of 	
	 capital, slowing the growth drivers, resulting in 	
	 fewer growth centres
•	 Differences in these two ‘initial conditions’ 	
	 impacts human resource development and this 	
	 accounts for a significant part of the long-run 	
	 differences between states. 



4

the synergy between good governance practices 
and human development. Another clear marker for 
state performance on equity, but less for growth, 
was the rural-urban divide extant in the states. The 
results for states with a greater divide typically 
present a dual economy in which the surplus labour 
from the farm sector is absorbed in the non-farm 
sector. While this enables intra-state migration as 
a livelihood adaptation strategy, the migrant work-
ers often face unemployment, or end up in low-paid 
informal sector employment.

Another factor accounting for vast differences in 
the performance of states, arises most directly 
from the governance structure in the states - the 
nature and extent of the devolution revolution – 
the transfer of autonomy and financial powers 
from the state governments to the local govern-
ments. Despite the 73rd and 74th Amendments 
to the Constitution, the practice of decentralised 
governance demonstrates that India’s Local 
Government Compass is of colonial vintage. 
States are navigating the local self-government 
landscape using old maps drawn at a different 
time and for a different purpose. Meanwhile, the 
rural areas and urban agglomerations that are 
traverse have changed, but the normative map 
has not. In principle, the constitutional amend-
ments accorded constitutional status recognition 
to the third tier of governance by the Rural and 
Urban Local Bodies (RLB and ULBs). In reality, it 
has only added functional responsibilities without 
bestowing additional financial powers on them. 
However, within the framework of the third tier 
of governance envisaged in the constitution, some 
states have implemented bold and progressive re-
forms to make the devolution revolution real and 

PAI 2020 goes beyond the argument on why the 
weight of ‘initial conditions’ or legacy data matter 
to both growth and equity and attempts to unify 
these arguments in a formal model, that seeks to 
explain how conditions in the state combine with 
the quality and adequacy of public governance to 
foster a less pro-poor agricultural growth process, 
but a more pro-poor non-farm growth process? 
In sum, why the structural transformation in the 
economy and hence in society varies so significantly 
across the states of India. The weight of evidence 
from both large and small states point to what is 
already a stylised fact: that inequality impedes 
growth. Quite simply, to paraphrase Gunnar 
Myrdal, in the states that have less inequality “…an 
equalization in favour of the low-income strata 
was also a productive investment in the quality 
of people and their productivity” (Myrdal, 1988). 
From the perspective of future growth prospects, 
two conditions of inequality predominate and 
serve as differentiators between the states doing 
well and those doing poorly - the patterns of asset 
holding and the quality of human capital. This is 
no new argument but gains importance and bears 
repetition, for precisely that reason. It was in the 
1950s, Jacob Viner wrote “The first requirements 
of high labour productivity under modern 
conditions are that the masses of the population 
shall be literate, healthy, and sufficiently well fed 
to be strong and energetic.” (Viner, 1953). Despite 
over 70 years of independence for some states it 
remains axiomatic that the more the number of 
landless people and the less the quality of human 
capital, the poorer are the economic prospects and 
graver the risk of vast numbers of people being left 
behind. There should be little doubt, what separates 
the better performing states from the laggards is 

operational. It is precisely those States that have 
done so that also demonstrate better governance 
performance on all three pillars - Equity, Growth 
and Sustainability - when governance quality is 
measured on a Composite Index such as the PAI 
2020. It is no coincidence that those states that 
have strong and effective RLB-ULB, rank higher 
than other states in the assessment for the financial 
year 2019-20.

The performance of the states as evidenced by 
the data analysis in PAI 2020, demonstrates the 
limits of the central government in influencing 
development outcomes, governance quality or the 
policy focus in the states. This is especially so, when 
different political parties govern the centre and 
the states at the same time, with the unfortunate 
result that the politics of development often 
renders it a negative sum game. Regardless of these 
transactional processes, it appears axiomatic that 
the quality of governance in the states is predicated 
on two substantive parameters: the quality of 
institutional structures of governance and the 
standards, processes and templates established 
and the effectiveness of the implementation of 
programmes defined by the use of technology for 
the delivery of services and supported by effective 
public grievance redress processes. The states 
ranking high on the three pillars stand out on both 
these parameters. Conversely, those states that rank 
low are also those that suffer from a considerable 
shortage of technical and administrative skills; yet 
ironically, with higher centralisation manifesting in 
an overdependence on the bureaucracy and a much 
poorer decentralisation of resources and powers in 
development planning.

Why States Matter
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Based on the data analysis presented in the 
chapters that follow, it would be fair to say 
that national policy attention must turn to 
advancing the role of the states to generate a 
multiplier effect to spur India’s development. 
This can only come if governance in India, 
especially development governance 
demonstrates a paradigm shift from a 
centrifugal to a centripetal development 
praxis. The states must be trusted, 
empowered through greater decentralisation 
and devolution, and enabled to demonstrate 
that the states do matter:

•	 In India’s federal structure state  governments 
	 constitute significant political forces and can
	  play a transformative role in advancing 		
	 sustainable human development. The thrust 
	 clearly must be on modernising governance
	  system especially in the states that are 		
	 consistently underperforming, and enhancing
	  the capacity to govern, as a reform priority 	
	 in the ensuing years
•	 The states are constitutionally mandated
 	 with key responsibilities including 			
	 maintenance of law and order; inclusive 		
	 human development covering education, 		
	 health and livelihoods and social protection 	
	 for the disadvantaged and vulnerable 
	 populations
•	 To do this, data-based decision making must
 	 constitute the central principle and must be 
	 mainstreamed as a policy priority on a 		
	 government-wide basis. There is much 		
	 work to be done on the production and 		
	 use of public data, by state governments, 		
	 to promote effective, efficient and 			 
	 transparent public policies.

The role played by Dr BR Ambedkar, the architect 
of the Constitution of India, needs special mention 
here.  There is no better touchstone on the 
challenges of advancing human development in In-
dia than Dr Ambedkar’s address to the Constituent 
Assembly during the debate on the constitution and 
we quote: “We must make our political democracy 
a social democracy as well. Political democracy 
cannot last unless there lies at the base of it, 
social democracy. What does social democracy 
mean? It means a way of life which recognises 
liberty, equality and fraternity as the principles 
of life. These principles of liberty, equality and 
fraternity are not to be treated as separate items 
in a trinity. They form a union of trinity in the 
sense that to divorce one from the other is to 
defeat the very purpose of democracy… We must 
begin by acknowledging the fact that there is 
complete absence of two things in Indian Society. 
One of these is equality. On the social plane, we 
have in India a society based on the principle 
of graded inequality which we have a society in 
which there are some who have immense wealth 
as against many who live in abject poverty… In 
our social and economic life, we shall, by reason 
of our social and economic structure, continue 
to deny the principle of one man one value. 
How long shall we continue to live this life of 
contradictions? How long shall we continue to 
deny equality in our social and economic life?” 

Dr Ambedkar’s exhortation on the eve of India 
becoming a republic is relevant even today and, in 
more ways than one, remains the principal human 
development challenge that we as a people need 
to respond to. PAI 2020, is an effort to help this 

process. It must be read in the wider context of the 
efforts of Public Affairs Centre to build a scientific, 
sustainable and reliable model for developing 
data-based frameworks that can support 
progressive development praxis in India.
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This chapter begins by emphasising that PAI 
2020 strives to systematically collect, collate, 
standardise, analyse and interpret data on a 
wide gamut of governance issues from govern-
ment data sources. If measuring governance is 
a challenge, data is in the context of the states, a 
bigger challenge. Data gaps and the unevenness 
of data impacts both the choice of indicators and 
the use of data. The methodological focus in PAI 
2020 was on reliability - the proportion of variance 
attributable to the score of latent variable, in this 
case governance and validity - whether the index 
measures what it is designed to measure. The effort 
was to enhance the statistical rigour and power to 
test the hypothesis or the theory of change of PAI 
2020 at all levels - pillars, themes and the SDGs. The 
inherent qualitative nature of governance makes 
this a complex exercise, but PAI 2020 achieves this 
in substantial measure. This chapter elaborates on 
the methodology that was followed in building the 
model. 

The importance of measuring governance has been 
emphasised, especially with the advancement of and 
the progress towards the Sustainable Development 
Goals 2030 Agenda. The use of publicly available 
data for measuring governance serves two distinct 
purposes. First, it allows for an indicator-based 
comparison of states that relies on data generated by 
the government. Such a comparison helps facilitate 
healthy competition amongst the states. Secondly, 
such a data-driven assessment provides the states 
with analyses of specific indicators that will need to 
be focussed on for evidence-based decision making. 
Since 2016, the effort of the Public Affairs Centre 
has been to generate value-added analyses to help 
the states build on good governance practices in 

“The history of the word Sankhyā shows the intimate 
connection which has existed for more than 3000 
years in the Indian mind between ‘adequate knowl-
edge’ and ‘number.’ As we interpret it, the fundamen-
tal aim of statistics is to give determinate and ade-
quate knowledge of reality with the help of numbers 
and numerical analysis.”

P C. Mahalanobis
In the Sankhyā, Indian Statistical Institute, (1933)

Then you should say what you mean, the March Hare 
went on.
I do, Alice hastily replied; “at least I mean what I say, 
that’s the same thing, you know.”
Not the same thing a bit! said the Hatter.

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

different aspects of development praxis. The next 
chapter provides a brief narrative of the evolution 
of the Public Affairs Index (PAI) over the last five 
years. PAI 2019, constituted a watershed. It was a 
conscious effort to present a scientifically sound, 
methodologically rigorous and practically useful 
data-based framework to measure the quality of 
governance in the states of India and rank them on 
their annual performance. The same approach is 
followed in the latest edition of the PAI 2020. 

PAI 2020 seeks to highlight the fact that a holistic 
assessment of public governance must necessarily 
consider outcome indicators that measure the 
performance of the states as well as process 
indicators that measure how these outcomes 
are achieved. The importance of PAI 2020 is 
two-fold: first, the fact that in its theoretical and 
philosophic formulation, it centres on the principle 
that development is in essence a rights-based 
socio-political issue and therefore government’s 
focus must be on those who are disadvantaged or 
vulnerable and secondly, to ensure that no one is 
at risk of being left behind. This in practice means 
ensuring processes that eliminate discrimination 
and bias in addressing the needs of communities 
within communities; second, the fact that it is 
anchored in providing ‘actionable knowledge’ to 
the states on what they might consider by way of 
interventions to improve governance outcomes. 
The substantive use of measuring the quality of 
governance in the model lies in the remarkable 
specificity of the problems and the opportunities 
that it points to for each state, no matter its rank. 
This helps in highlighting the urgent need for en-
forcing the rule of law, to prevent egregious acts of 
administrative apparatus of the state and hold it to 
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	 Voice and Accountability (VA): 

Extent to which a state’s citizens are able to par-
ticipate in the governance process not as mere 
beneficiaries but as agents of change
	
	 Government Effectiveness (GE): 

Adequacy and quality of public services, the qual-
ity and the capacities of the civil service and the 
quality of and capacities for policy formulation 
and programme implementation

	 Regulatory Quality (RQ): 

Ability of the government to formulate and 
implement sound policies and regulations that 
permit and promote private sector development 
and for the allocation of common property 
resources

	 Rule of Law (RL): 

Extent to which agents have confidence in and 
abide by the rules of society and in particular the 
quality of contract enforcement, policing and the 
maintenance of law and order

	 Control of Corruption (CC):  

Extent to and the modes by which the exer-
cise of public power and authority for private 
gain, including both petty and grand forms of 
corruption, as well as ‘capture’ of the state by 
elites and private interests, can be prevented.

account - preventing gender-biased sex selection at 
birth for example. Above all, such an exercise ena-
bles states in evaluating efforts to support reform 
and in informing decisions about what reforms 
to implement and how. The PAI 2020 model is 
predicated on measuring governance as a process 
that creates objective conditions for a three-tier 
autonomy for all citizens: rights-based entitlements, 
aspiration-based economic opportunities and 
capacity-based agency for civic participation just 
like the previous editions.

Structure of PAI 2020

Measuring governance becomes increasingly 
complex in a diverse country like India, where 
each state is socially, culturally, economically and 
politically different. PAC, in PAI 2019, identified 
three broad pillars namely Growth, Equity and 
Sustainability that encapsulate governance. From a 
development perspective, it is axiomatic that there 
must be synergies between all the three pillars.  It 
is impossible to believe that two of the three pillars 
are enough to achieve sustainable development in 
the truest sense, growth and sustainability without 
equity; growth and equity without sustainability; 
equity and sustainability without growth.

The three pillars - Growth, Equity and Sustainability 
– constitute the constructed variables for the index. 
Thus, it is important to identify variables of interest 
to measure these constructed variables. The 
five themes under these pillars that serve as the 
variables of interest include the well-established 
World Governance Indicators (WGI).

PAC has also incorporated the relevant Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) in the model to align PAI 
with global standards. PAI 2020 includes thirteen 
SDGs, namely:

	 SDG 1:  No Poverty

	 SDG 2: Zero Hunger

	 SDG 3: Good Health and Wellbeing

	 SDG 4: Quality Education

	 SDG 5: Gender Equality

	 SDG 6: Clean Water and Sanitation

	 SDG 7: Affordable and Clean Energy

	 SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth

	 SDG 9: Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure

	 SDG 10: Reduced inequalities

	 SDG 11: Sustainable Cities and Communities

	 SDG 15: Life on Land

	 SDG 16: Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions

The last tier of the model is the most crucial part 
that measures each of the variables of interest. PAI 
2020 has identified 50 indicators that would help 
in defining the constructed variables that measure 
Governance. In line with PAC’s efforts to ensure that 
all facets of governance are represented in

1.

2. 

3.

4.

5.
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Measuring the qual-
ity of governance at 
the sub-national level 
assumes significance 
due to the roles and 
responsibilities con-
ferred on the states as 
per the Constitution 
of India. The diversity 
present in the country 
also means that a one-

the calculation of PAI, a detailed review of existing 
indicators from 2019 was undertaken. The objective 
of the exercise was to ensure that all indicators 
are standalone and that no indicator is omitted 
from the model. Based on this activity, a total of 8 
new indicators were added and 3 indicators were 
removed from the model for PAI 2020. The revisions 
to the indicator list are summarised below.  The de-
tails of the indicators are provided in the pillar-wise 
chapters and in Annexure (List of Pillars, Themes 
and SDGs).

New indicators included

1.	 Utilisation of Nirbhaya Fund
2.	 Proportion of Population (out of the total
 	 eligible population) Receiving Social 		
	 Protection Benefits Under Maternity Benefit: 	
	 included under Proportion of Population 	
	 Covered by Social Protection
3.	 Immunisation Achievement
4.	 Institutional Delivery
5.	 Average Population Served per Government
 	 Allopathic Doctor: included under Health
	 Worker Density
6.	 Forest Area as a Proportion of Total Land Area
7.	 Percentage of Households Using Clean 		
	 Cooking Fuel
8.	 Tree Cover.

Indicators removed or merged

1.	 Tax GDP Ratio
2.	 Implementation of Business Reforms Action 	
	 Plan
3.	 Number of Commercial Bank Branches per 	
	 100000 Adults
4.	 Palma Ratio: Urban and Rural combined

size fit all policy is not the solution for sustainable 
development, placing more focus on the states to 
develop and promote policies at the sub-national 
level to ensure ‘good governance’.  The PAI rank-
ings enable a clear vision for the states to look on 
the indicators and themes that require immediate 
attention.

By adapting the themes from the World Governance 
Index, PAI 2020 provides a global standard for the 
measurement of the quality of governance in Indian 
states by maintaining a parallel with the Sustainable 
Development Goals of 2030 established by the 
United Nations which provides a common agenda 
for development. While the SDGs provide countries 
with targets and indicators to measure performance, 
they are at a global level and must be contextualised 
for the Indian development perspective. The 
identification of indicators for the measurement of 
the SDGs is undertaken by the Ministry of Statistics 
and Programme Implementation (MoSPI) and 
the Niti Aayog, Government of India which also 
coordinates the efforts of the Central and State 
governments and institutions. 

Model And Methodology
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2.	 Aggregating the individual components 		
to arrive at the Composite Index

The scores of the individual components can be 
aggregated using a variety of methods:
•	 A simple summation called “Manhattan Distance”
•	 “Euclidean Distance” as explained below

A diagrammatic representation explains the difference 
in aggregation in both the methods.

PAI 2020 aims to deliver prescriptive measures as well to the states with a deeper level of understanding by 
including Union Territories and calculating the PAI score for UTs as well. PAI 2020 is the first attempt by PAC 
to measure governance among the UTs.

At each level starting from lowermost (SDG), a Composite Index was calculated for each entry at that level. In 
this case (lowermost SDG level), a Composite Index was calculated for each of the SDGs using the indicators 
that group to a specific SDG. The calculation of each Composite Index involved the following:
1. 	 Calculating the components that make up the Composite Index
Principal Component Analysis (PCA), a popular scientific process was used to determine the optimal com-
ponents. These optimal components capture multiple ways of representing the aggregating nodes (at the 
SDG level, multiple indicators aggregate into one specific SDG), in a manner that these components help best 
distinguish the states at each level.  Each component also contains the amount of variation explained in the 
data.

Figure 2: Calculating the Composite Index

Figure 3: Explanation of Manhattan Distance and Euclidean Distance
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PAI 2020 uses a variation of “Manhattan Distance” 
where each principal component is divided by the 
proportion of variance explained by it. This method 
reduces the bias in the calculation of the Composite 
Index introduced by the spread of the data or large 
variance in data. Large variance in data tends to 
space out the scores with higher values tending 
to skew the Composite Index towards a high rank. 
This situation presents a bias to states which score 
very high in a few indicators compared to a large set 
of low performing indicators when compared with 
another state whose scores are well above average 
on most of the indicators. In other words, this 
variation in aggregation ensures states performing 
above average in most of the indicators are ranked 
higher than states that perform very well in one 
single indicator.

This process was repeated at each level to arrive at 
the Composite Index for each of the pillars namely – 
Equity, Growth and Sustainability. The Pillar scores 
were averaged (simple average) to arrive at the 
overall Composite Index, i.e. PAI 2020.

Thus, the PAI 2020 Composite Index calculation 
and ranking methodology follows a systematic 
and scientific procedure to arrive at the Composite 
Index from the base indicators. Composite indices 
are measured on their robustness and sensitivity. 
The PAI 2020 methodology is both robust and 
sensitive since it –

1) 	  Eliminates subjectivity of weights
2)  	 Self-selects components using a universal and 	
	 widely used technique (PCA)
3)  	 Reduces bias in index calculation owing to 	
	 skewed data distribution and spread of data

4)  	 Provides a mechanism to decompose 	 the
 	 index at each level – pillars, themes and 		
	 respective SDGs.

Using the above methodology, the following 
chapters in the report delve into the individual pillar 
level analysis and the overall PAI 2020 rankings. 
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Let us begin with an axiom: Equality is the basis 
for a free society and therefore you cannot have the 
one without the other.

In practice though, it is easy to complain about 
inequality, but hard to agree on what kind of equality 
we want. In the human development context, do we 
envision equality where we start in life, or at where 
we arrive? It is harder still, to determine what 
needs to be done to change systemic behaviour in 
the community or society, in ways that make it eas-
ier not harder, for a citizen to advance in life. There 
is evidence to show that the equity principle - 
whether a person gains access or is denied ac-
cess to opportunities - matters and that social 
structure can be oppressive, rendering one nei-
ther equal nor free.  How does equity or its absence 
impact the development process? What kinds of 
inequality matter and what drives them? These are 
important questions, the answers to which might 
help recognise that the persistent and pernicious 
inequalities - in populations and geographies - 
across the states in India are better understood as 
symptoms of a deep-rooted structural problem in 
India’s society and economy. In the final analysis, the 
states must concern themselves with inequalities 
that are, as Rousseau argues, ‘established, or at 
least authorised’ (Discourse on the origins and 
foundations of inequality among men, Jean Jacques 
Rousseau, 1754), by a tacit acceptance by society 
that turns them into an oppressive hierarchy.

From a development praxis perspective, therefore, 
the efforts of the states must focus on expanding 
the equality of opportunities if they have to 
achieve equality in outcomes. From a governance 
perspective, this implies improved access to, better 

“No doubt we have to have bigger projects, bigger 
industries… but it is a matter of the highest 
importance that we look to the common man, the 
weakest in society.”

Lal Bahadur Shastri

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

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

coverage of, and the enhancement in the quality 
and adequacy of public services intended for the 
disadvantaged and vulnerable populations. The 
progress in human development must concern us 
as much with the challenges of everyday life that 
the marginalised populations - women, migrants, 
scheduled castes and tribes, minorities, the old 
and the disabled – encounter as the long-term 
implications of economic and social deprivation. If 
we are to break from the historical narrative, of the 
haves having more and the have-nots continuing to 
face health poverty, education poverty and wage 
poverty; governance at the sub-national levels 
needs to bring together the factors that potentially 
can affect a step-change.

The data from governments across states drawn 
in PAI 2020, shows that many people have little 
hope for a better future. Lacking entitlement, op-
portunities, or purpose, they are at a risk of be-
ing left behind watching helplessly from the side-
lines, as economic development unfolds and they 
see the divide widen and others pull ahead to the 
ever growing prosperity. There can be little doubt 
that in India’s development trajectory, millions have 
come out of poverty, indeed, the growing middle 
class is testimony to this progress. Yet, many more 
have neither sustainable livelihood avenues nor the 
resources to reclaim the locus of control over their 
lives, to breakout of the inter-generational cycle of 
poverty that binds them. It is important to recognise 
that economic inequality in India is exacerbated 
by several other inequities of gender, caste, region, 
and religion. It is unfortunate but true that wealth, 
especially family wealth determines a person’s place 
in society. Worse still, those who control capital, 
control the political economy of development. 
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care system needs policy attention. There is cause 
for cautious optimism, people at the bottom of the 
pyramid are now reaching the initial stepping stones 
of a capability-based human development process. 
Yet, looking at those who own capital, command 
resources, or have access to political power, it is 
clear that disparities are widening in those factors 
that are emerging as the most important for the 
future - quality education at all levels, advanced 
health care and access to digital resources. The 
spectre of the climate crisis, and far-reaching 
technological change point to those well positioned 
today, going farther ahead tomorrow. 

On the threshold of the third decade of the 21st 
century, the states must consider a new set of 
capabilities that will be fundamental to achieving 
the Sustainable Development Goals by 2030; and 
will constitute the necessary conditions to address 
the challenges that lie ahead. If in the ensuing decade 
the states fail to expand equity and democratise 
development, they will likely render fragile the very 
foundations of India’s development edifice and re-
produce a new generation of inequalities.

In PAI 2020, the Equity Principle is explored 
through 23 indicators across economic, social, 
gender and legal representations. All these indica-
tors are considered for each state to generate the 
equity index - one of the three alongside growth 
and sustainability - to assess the varying degrees of 
equity in the states. It is foremost, an indicator of 
the degree of democratising development that the 
state has enabled. The unique feature of the equity 
index value is that it is the point at which equality 
shifts from distributive justice to relational equity. 
These 23 indicators represent a range of human 

The states in India are the theatres of development 
action, and need to take responsibility to create 
objective conditions that will help expand for all 
people a three-tier autonomy: access to rights-
based entitlements; opportunities for economic and 
social advancement; and capabilities to fulfil their 
aspirations for the future.  PAI 2019, demonstrated 
the intimate and direct relationship between 
equity and growth.  Using a data analytics-based 
clustering approach, it showed that all states that 
had low levels of equity were also those that had low 
levels of growth, and were regionally contiguous. 
Inequalities - the evidence was across sectors - in 
these states, besides eroding human dignity, have 
little to do with rewarding hard work, educational 
attainment or entrepreneurial risk-taking. This 
was the consequence of sub-optimal governance, 
often rooted in the social power structure and the 
political economy of development extant. In real 
world terms this lowers social cohesion and di-
minishing trust in government and its institutions; 
impedes economic growth potential and produc-
tivity inclusiveness; and constrains people from 
attaining their full capabilities at work and in life. 
It often widens the distance between development 
decision-making and the aspirations of those most 
in need of social protection and allows politics, 
power and pelf to shape decisions for the narrow 
self-interests of select groups.

The evidence from PAI 2020 shows some progress 
across states to overcome certain deprivations 
including access to school education, though the 
transition rate after secondary schooling remains 
a concern as do learning outcomes and in the 
expansion of the coverage of basic health services, 
though the under investment in the primary health 

activities or endeavours including subtler subjects 
like the prevalence of malnutrition to the gross 
subjects like the number of cases concluded by the 
Anti-Corruption Bureau as a percentage of number 
of cases registered. The equity pillar in PAI 2020 
is generated on the basis of five themes: Voice and 
Accountability, Government Effectiveness, Rule of 
Law, Regulatory Quality and Control of Corruption; 
thus, capturing the multidimensional manifesta-
tion of equity or its absence, in the states of India as 
done in the rest of the world.

In the Pan-India context, equity should not to 
be confused with equality. Equity views the 
development process with the lens of a bottom-up 
approach that portrays both equity in the access to 
opportunities as well as the equity or the lack of 
it, in the ownership of wealth and assets. The five 
themes that circumscribe the equity principle are 
the subjects of public discourse; narratives that 
centre on: crimes against women highlighting the 
urgent need for deep community engagement to 
dismantle patriarchal attitudes that either sanction 
or tolerate such crimes; poor learning outcomes of 
the school going students, pointing to the urgent 
need to radically alter the pedagogical processes 
to make them learner centric; and several other 
rights-based entitlements that represent the daily 
struggles of the under privileged, requiring an 
empathetic and efficient governance response at the 
subnational levels. PAI 2020 endeavours to marshal 
data from government sources, analyse, measure 
and interpret it and provide a framework for the 
states to understand what they have done well and 
where they can do better. PAI 2020 also follows an 
outcome-based approach that helps benchmark the 
development status from the perspective of those 
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able to enjoy significant decision-making power in 
politics. Another area of concern for the state is the 
large corruption especially in the cases of schemes 
like the PM Kisan Yojana. In the single district of 
Salem, over 10700 people posing as farmers have 
been identified who have been availing benefits of 
the scheme in the place of the small and marginal 
farmers.  As per the scheme’s official guidelines, 
every small and marginal farmer in the state is 
eligible for a minimum payment of Rs 6000 by the 
state which is a small step to protect farmers from 
distress and bridge the urban rural divide. This 
is of concern for the state since corruption at the 
local level is also an indicator that has been iden-
tified as an area of improvement for the state. In 
a few other indicators such as Utilisation of Nirb-
haya Fund, Palma Ratio of Household Expenditure 
in Urban and Rural India, Proportion of urban pop-
ulation living in slums and Expenditure in social 
sector, the state ranks at the bottom of the rankings 
which could be a reason for the slip in the position 
and is indicative of the areas where the state would 
need to look at improving. Continuing with the poor 
performance in terms of rural indebtedness the 
state has witnessed 427 farmer suicides in 2019 
as per the National Crime Records Bureau which 
could be the reason for the poor performance in 
the Palma Ratio as well. The state has only utilised 
3% of the funds available in the Nirbhaya scheme 
but crimes against women remain a concern for the 
state.  

Similarly, Andhra Pradesh, which ranks 1st in 2020, 
was 9th in the previous year, a sharp improvement. 
Similar to 2019, Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Odisha and 
Haryana find themselves at the bottom of the rank-
ings with the only difference being the fact that the 

most in need of social protection and help from the 
state; and seeks to provide insights into the proxi-
mate causes as well as the underlying causes for the 
particular nature and trajectory of development of 
a state. The aim simply, is to help enhance the eq-
uity dimensions of public governance in the states.

Overall Rankings

In the equity pillar, Andhra Pradesh ranks first 
among the large states (0.651), closely followed 
by Kerala (0.628). It is interesting to note the gap 
between Kerala (ranked 2nd) and Chhattisgarh 
(ranked 3rd with a score of 0.259), is considerably 
large. Tamil Nadu which is second in terms of the 
overall PAI ranking features 5th. This is also a large 
drop for the state which was placed first in the equi-
ty pillar in 2019. The potential reasons for this drop 
could be the following. Tamil Nadu ranks second 
last in indicator on the proportion of seats held by 
women in state legislatures and local governments, 
3rd last in terms of rural indebtedness indicator 
and is the worst performer in terms of the number 
of ACB (Anti-Corruption Bureau) cases disposed as 
a percent of the total cases registered. Data from 
the Tamil Nadu Election Commission indicates 
that while women participation in Panchayat 
level politics is high with 277160 women holding 
positions in urban and rural governance, only 15% 
are interested in joining mainstream politics. This 
is largely due to the male-dominated party struc-
tures which impede women’s participation in 
most cases (India Spend, 2019). In the 2019 Lok 
Sabha elections, only 3 women MPs were elected 
and incidentally all 3 were first time runners. For 
the state to advance in gender equality in decision 
making, there is a need to ensure that women are 

scores for these states are significantly lower than 
their score in 2019. A state which finds itself at 
the bottom of the equity ranking is Uttar Pradesh, 
which has an equity score of -1.843 as compared to 
-0.388 in 2019. The states of Karnataka and Telan-
gana which were at the bottom of the rankings in 
2019 have jumped places this year to 12th and 11th 
place respectively.

Uttar Pradesh being the worst performer in 
the overall PAI 2020 rankings sees the worst 
performance in the crime related indicators 
especially dowry deaths, cases pending in district 
courts and corruption cases. Interestingly, these 
were the same indicators that the state could not 
favourably address in PAI 2019 as well, indicating 
that the state must prioritise and implement 
policies to address these issues. Gender inequality 
remains a concern across the country but is a major 
concern in the case of Uttar Pradesh. In 2017, 
while the country registered a total of 7466 cases 
of dowry deaths, 2524 (34%) were from Uttar 
Pradesh itself. In 2018 as well, a similar number of 
cases were registered which is larger than any of 
the other states by a huge margin. 15.7% of total 
crimes against women registered across the country 
are from Uttar Pradesh, indicating that the state 
needs to pay serious attention in implementing 
legislations like the Dowry Prohibition Act that 
address crimes against women. The govern-
ment in the state must consider the design and 
implementation of state specific schemes to tackle 
the issue which is currently absent. Additionally, the 
state also has a high pendency rate in cases in the 
district court which can be attributed to the large 
number of cases of dowry deaths which includes 
long legal battles. The state has also registered a 
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states which Telangana must look into. The biggest 
concern is the non-utilisation of funds under the 
Pradhan Mantri Awaz Yojana (PMAY) where the 
central government has asked the state to return 
funds allocated in 2016-17 due to non-allocation 
as per government records. While the state was to 
construct 70674 houses under the PMAY scheme, 
no houses were constructed as per the records in 
the central government database. The implementa-
tion of the scheme is crucial since the state has a 
high population living in urban slums.  

In the case of the small states, the rankings in the 
equity pillar for 2020 are similar to those in 2019, 
with a few states changing places. The states of 
Meghalaya and Himachal Pradesh swapped places 
with each other, in 2020, with Meghalaya moving 
to first place with a score of 2.169 followed closely 
by Himachal Pradesh (2.020). Similar to the large 
states, there is a large gap in the scores of Himachal 
Pradesh at 2nd place and Manipur (1.504) at 3rd 
place. An interesting finding in the case of small 
states is the fact that almost all states have shown 
an improvement in the scores from the previous 
year. A state that has seen a drop in rank has been 
Mizoram which is down to 10th in this year from 
5th in 2019, with a drop in the score from 1.087 to 
-0.237. Similar to last year, Delhi finds its place in 
the bottom of the ranking with a score of -1.600. 
There is also a considerable gap in the scores of 
Delhi (-1.600) and Mizoram (-0.237) indicating 
considerable inequity.  The sharp decline in the 
ranking of Mizoram can be attributed to its perfor-
mance in the following indicators such as the pro-
portion of population covered by social protection, 
gender-based indicators suggesting an existing 
gender disparity in the state and crime against the 

record number of complaints of corruption in the 
Public Distribution Scheme with 328 of the 807 
complaints coming out of Uttar Pradesh. While me-
dia reports are indicative of corruption in the state, 
there is no official data on the nature of cases and 
the reason for corruption. Andhra Pradesh which 
has stepped up to 1st position in the equity index 
has improved its performance in almost the same 
indicators which Uttar Pradesh has struggled with. 
The state has utilised 39% of funds available under 
the Nirbhaya fund in 2019.  However, the state still 
falls behind in terms of gender parity in elementary 
education and rural indebtedness where it is the 
worst performer amongst all the states. The state 
also needs to ensure that the YSR Rythu Bharosa 
scheme designed for the support of farmers is 
implemented correctly reduce rural indebtedness. 

While Karnataka and Telangana have also shown 
progress, the states still need to focus on indicators 
such as secondary level dropout rates and 
inequality in the rural sector especially in the case 
of Telangana. In Karnataka there has been a delay 
in the release of funds by the state for the Pradhan 
Mantri Kisan Yojana which has had an impact on 
rural indebtedness. This is also strengthened by 
the fact that Karnataka has recorded the highest 
number of farmer suicides in 2019 with 2405 
cases. The state needs to pay attention to the 
implementation of relief schemes for farmers to 
reduce rural indebtedness. In the case of Telangana, 
there has been a fall in social sector expenditure 
by 8% between 2018-19 and 2019-20 which 
is a cause for concern. Further, the percentage 
of population covered under the Indira Gandhi 
protection schemes for senior citizens, widows and 
persons with disabilities is low compared to other 

children which the state has failed to address since 
last year. In the case of Delhi which also finds itself 
at the bottom of the equity rankings, the state has 
the largest population of urban poor living in slum 
settlements and ranks the worst in terms of crimes 
against SCs and STs. This indicates the importance 
of strengthening the rule of law in the state and en-
suring better accountability.

In 2019, Delhi registered 3715 cases of kidnapping 
and abduction of women, 1215 cases of rape and 
153 cases of dowry deaths. Further, 1736 violations 
of the POCSO Act have also been reported in Delhi. 
These statistics indicate that safety of women and 
children remain a huge concern in the national 
capital and must be addressed effectively. Anoth-
er area of concern in Delhi is the growing urban 
slum population. The lack of manpower has been 
cited as the biggest reason for the inefficiency of 
the Delhi Urban Shelter Improvement Board which 
functions under the Mukhya Mantri Awas Yojana. 
The government may look at providing the DUSIB 
with greater manpower and autonomy for effective 
functioning. 

Moving to the Union Territories, Chandigarh tops 
the ranking with a score of 1.348. It is interesting 
to note that scores of UTs are better than those of 
the large states. Following Chandigarh is Daman 
& Diu and Jammu & Kashmir both with a score of 
0.593. This is followed by Puducherry where a con-
siderable gap in score is observed between Jammu 
& Kashmir (0.593) and Puducherry (0.098). At the 
bottom of the rankings is Lakshadweep with a score 
of -1.717.
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For large states the correlation coefficient of the 
equity index with the PAI 2020 score is calculated 
to be 0.765, which indicates a highly positive corre-
lation. The large states have remarkably improved 
from last year’s figure of 0.3 to 0.765, which also 
means the betterment of governance in these states 
(Figure 2). Kerala has outperformed other states in 
terms of Equity Index with an equity score of 1.388, 
whereas Uttar Pradesh takes bottom left corner yet 
again. For small states, Meghalaya scores 2.170 in 

Correlation Analysis

The correlation coefficient between the equity in-
dex and PAI 2020 index is 0.651, from 0.57 in 2019. 
This indicates that the performance in the equity 
index has positively increased in all states in India.

In the scatter plot above the x axis represents the 
Equity Index and the y axis represents the PAI 2020 
score. With Goa showing a significant positivity in 
both the indices, previous year champions Him-
achal Pradesh and Meghalaya have occupied a bet-
ter result in the equity index than the PAI 2020 in-
dex. However, UP has interchanged positions with 
Delhi by occupying the extreme left quadrant of the 
graph with an equity score of -1.843.

Equity Index and tops the chart, while Himachal 
Pradesh follows with 2.020, indicating the presence 
of good governance, while Delhi struggles with -1.6. 
(Figure 3)

Similarly, for the first time the PAI 2020 report 
includes Union territories in which Chandigarh 
shows positive results in the indices while Dadra 
and Nagar Haveli is in the bottom with -0.1514993 
score in the equity index leaving a larger room for 
improvement as shown in the Figure 4 above.

To provide states with a more nuanced insight of 
the specific SGDs and indicators that influence per-
formance within each pillar, PAI 2020 has also un-
dertaken a correlation analysis of the SDG scores 
of the indicators under the equity pillar with the 
scores of the equity pillar. This analysis will help to 
understand the driving factors that influence the 
scores under equity and the potential differences 
in influencing factors between large states, small 
states and Union Territories.

Figure 1: 	 Scatter plot of correlation between Equity Index and PAI 2020

Figure 2:  Scatter Plot of correlation between Equity Index and 
PAI 2020- Large States

Figure 4: Scatter plot of Correlation between Equity Index and
 PAI 2020- UTs

Figure 3: Scatter Plot of correlation between Equity Index and 
PAI 2020- Small States
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elementary education indicating that the access to 
education at the crucial years, particularly for girls 
is a defining driver of equity in the Union Territo-
ries. The other SDG that shows a strong correlation 
is SDG 16 which addresses the total number of cas-
es disposed under the Anti-Corruption Bureau as a 
proportion of cases registered. 

Starting with the large states, a strong positive 
correlation is observed in the case of three SDGs, 
namely, SDG 3 under Government Effectiveness 
and SDG 10 under Regulatory Quality and 16 un-
der Rule of Law. The highest correlation is observed 
between SDG 16 and the equity pillar with a score 
of 0.718 and includes indicators on crimes and the 
justice such as crimes against women, children, so-
cial minorities, the proportion of undertrials and 
efficiency of district courts. Another strongly cor-
related SDG is SDG 3 which prioritises Infant Mor-
tality Rates as a strong indicator of equity among 
states. The final SDG is SDG 10 which refers to the 
gender aspect of the worker population in the state 
economy. 

In the case of small states, there are three SDGs that 
display a strong correlation with the overall equity 
scores which include SDG 11 under Voice and Ac-
countability, SDG 16 under Rule of Law and SDG 10 
under Regulatory Quality. SDG 11 focuses on the 
proportion of population in urban slums indicating 
the inequality between rich and poor within the so-
called urban growth centres. What is interesting to 
note is that SDG 10 and 16 are common between 
both large and small states indicating that crimes 
against marginalised communities, delivery of jus-
tice and gender equality in the workforce may be 
both the drivers and areas of focus in terms of im-
proving equitable development.

Finally, in the case of Union Territories, there are 
two SDGs that show a strong correlation with the 
overall equity pillar score which are SDG 5 under 
Government Effectiveness and SDG 16 under Con-
trol of Corruption. The stronger correlation is in the 
case of SDG 5 which focuses on the gender parity in 

GE- Government Effectiveness   

VA- Voice and Accountability

RL- Rule of Law

RQ- Regulatory Quality

CC- Control on Corruption

Legend

SDG 3 – 	 ‘Ensure healthy lives and promote 		
	 wellbeing for all at all ages’

SDG 5 – 	 ‘Achieve gender equality and empower all 	
	 women and girls’

SDG 10 – ‘Reduce inequality within and among 		
	 countries’

SDG 11 – ‘Make cities and human settlements inclusive,
 	 safe, resilient and sustainable’

SDG 16 – ‘Promote just, peaceful, and inclusive 		
	 societies’

Table 1: SDG Level Correlation Coefficients
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CHAPTER IV- THE GROWTH IMPERATIVE
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Let us begin with first principles: Growth means 
the quantitative expansion in the material dimen-
sions of an economy. Development means the qual-
itative improvement in the structure, composition 
and capabilities in society. Simply put, a society can 
develop, from greater knowledge of purpose even 
if its economy seems not to grow at all. Conversely, 
economic welfare gains can be more than offset by 
a decline in the quality of life, induced by the wide-
spread embrace of meretricious good or by deteri-
oration in the natural eco-system. The states must 
therefore concern themselves with an increase in 
economic welfare that advances total welfare. From 
a public governance perspective this concern must 
not be seen as the domain of the government alone, 
but the responsibility of the governance triumvi-
rate - the state, the market and the community. The 
challenge in subnational governance is to create 
conditions for the harmonious balance in the roles 
and responsibilities: the state as the policy maker 
and regulator; the private sector as the driver of 
innovation and entrepreneurial risk-taking and the 
community contributing to productivity inclusive-
ness and sustainable consumption.

In the past two decades, India’s economic success 
despite the occasional downturn, has been remark-
able by any standards. While much credit is legiti-
mately claimed by and given to the neo-liberal gov-
ernment policy - of liberalisation and privatisation 
- less recognised is the role of innovation and tech-
nology in a few sectors dramatically increasing total 
factor productivity. While adopting the right poli-
cies is doubtless, a necessary condition for econom-
ic success, the institutional framework for knowl-
edge as capital and hence the importance of human 
capital development in the economic development 

“History shows that where ethics and economics 
come in conflict, victory is always with economics. 
Vested interests have never been known to have will-
ingly divested themselves unless there was sufficient 
force to compel them.”

Dr B.R Ambedkar

“It takes all the running you can do, to keep in the 
same place. If you want to get somewhere else, you 
must run at least twice as fast as that!”

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

constitutes the sufficient condition, a process that 
cannot be overemphasised. A second factor, no less 
important, arising as the consequence of the first, is 
the breadth and depth of productivity inclusiveness 
that a state has been able to achieve, a reflection 
of the productivity -inclusiveness relationship: the 
lower the degree of productivity inclusiveness, the 
greater the inequity. A caveat would, however, be in 
order: the sectoral composition of the state’s GSDP 
and the initial conditions, in tandem influence the 
economic growth in each state and in turn deter-
mine the growth of reduced consumption poverty.

The evidence from PAI 2020 points to the fact that 
technology-based growth or enhanced total factor 
productivity as a source of growth in the states is 
more sustainable over a long run. The states that 
have performed well on the economic growth 
pillar are characterised by two features – first-
ly, they are technologically more advanced and 
secondly, their economic productivity dispersed 
across a greater number of growth centres and 
a wider spectrum of activities.  It is no coinci-
dence, then, that the top five ranking states on the 
growth pillar and four of the top five high perform-
ers on the equity pillar are South-India States. PAI 
2020 shows, from a Pan-India perspective, how 
geographic asymmetry of knowledge-based capi-
tal and the growing digital divide, is resulting in a 
skewed development trajectory that is driving in-
ternal migration on the one hand and perhaps un-
leashing a winner-takes-all growth dynamic in key 
sectors, with long-term implications for regional 
balance and sustainability. This is having a two-fold 
effect, of compounding inequality across states and 
worse still across the districts in the states and the 
diversion (or the cannibalisation by) of investment 
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Two policy implications are worth noting: First, 
from a Pan-India standpoint, the NITI Aayog would 
do well to reframe the federal competitiveness 
framework, especially to understand the poor hu-
man capital accumulation in these states and what 
might be done. It is clear that equalising resource 
transfers appears to do little, but reinforce and re-
produce the conditions that circumscribe chronic 
backwardness. Second, the states need to recognise 
there is no guarantee that the benefits of higher 
growth will automatically be shared across the pop-
ulation. Ensuring productivity inclusiveness will 
require a deeper understanding of how inequity 
plays out across states, firms and between individ-
uals. Human capital accumulation and hence eco-
nomic growth is predicated on expanding access 
to skills necessary to keep pace with the demands 
of the market, and avoid the skill mismatches that 
are contributing to the productivity slowdown. The 
evidence from PAI 2020 also points to the need for 
a more coherent strategy in the states to ensure: a 
better managed labour markets, promote job qual-
ity, reduce informality, enable the mobility of work-
ers and the portability of skills and the inclusion 
of underrepresented groups such as women in the 
work force. 

India’s growth story has been quite bumpy since in-
dependence. It took nearly 60 years for the econo-
my to reach the 1 trillion mark and in 2019 accord-
ing to the IMF’s World Economic Outlook, India has 
finally crossed the 3 trillion mark. The slowdown 
of the Indian economy was visible in the last quar-
ter of the year 2019 and was gradually consuming 
various geographies across sectors. This downward 
slide has worsened due to the COVID-19 pandem-
ic which has brought important economic growth 

and human resources to the more developed states 
and away from those that need them the most. The 
lesson that PAI 2020 points to is that, the rise 
in cumulative inequity is adversely affecting 
human capital accumulation in the backward 
states and especially in the disadvantaged pop-
ulations.

PAI 2020 also points to a clustering of states along 
two distinct paths. In the more developed states, 
economic governance is directed at creating an 
enabling environment and objective conditions 
on the ground for economic growth: a progressive 
policy framework, a balanced regulatory oversight, 
spatially distributed and good infrastructure and 
efficient administrative processes that support 
the ease of doing business; thus, enabling private 
sector development and promoting innovation and 
entrepreneurship. These are also States that have 
leveraged the power of technology to improve pub-
lic service delivery. In the second cluster of poor 
performing states are the backward states, where 
governments remain the dominant players in eco-
nomic development and are characterised by a 
non-existent private sector. The state governments 
rely excessively on a public investment-led growth 
model that brings with it, intrinsic constraints. In 
these states, delivery of social services and utilities 
is also entirely in the government domain. When 
viewed over time, there is evidence to suggest that a 
significant divergence in the quality of social devel-
opment and the pace of economic growth is emerg-
ing between the two groups of states. A good ques-
tion to ask is whether the poor performing states, 
despite the equalisation resource transfers enabled 
by the Centre and the various finance commissions 
will be able to catch-up in the foreseeable future.

drivers to a halt. While the phased unlocking of the 
economy has begun, its effect on growth depends as 
much on how quickly firms and individuals respond 
as on the effective implementation of the stimulus 
packages that the governments - at the centre and 
in the states - are unveiling. 

In PAI 2020, the growth pillar is built on the indi-
cators used for assessing the quality of governance 
are based on two themes: government effectiveness 
and regulatory quality. In their essence they cap-
ture the objective conditions extant in the states, 
that influence economic performance, innovation, 
and entrepreneurship. They also reflect the entry 
and exit barriers, tell the story of the major sectors 
of the economy and how each is affected by the 
quality and adequacy of governance. The Indian 
subcontinent is struggling with poor performance 
in social indicators to keep up the tag of a devel-
oping economy with an HDI ranking of 129 out of 
189 countries and 0.647 as the index. Several other 
transactional issues like the effects of the imple-
mentation of GST and its compliance requirements, 
thus impacting the growth of the manufactur-
ing sector; the low-level equilibrium trap that the 
primary sector (agriculture and allied activities) 
which also provides employment to more than 50% 
of the work force, finds itself in; and more recently, 
the crippling effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and 
the lockdown in its wake on hospitality, travel and 
tourism, and the retail services verticals of the ser-
vices sector, are combining to pose serious econom-
ic growth challenges and are exerting considerable 
fiscal stress on the resources of the states.  

The Growth Imperative
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all these states in the bottom have also improved as 
compared to last year.
Haryana which was the 2nd rank holder in the 
growth pillar in PAI 2019 has slipped to the 7th 
rank in PAI 2020. This can be attributed in part to 
the state’s struggle with the unemployment rate 
since last year which has put the state in the bot-
tom 2 performers amongst the large states. The 
state has an unemployment rate of 43.2% which is 
higher than the national average of 23.5% as per 
estimates of by the Centre for Monitoring Indian 
Economy (CMIE). The state must look into the im-
plementation of schemes such as the Saksham Yuva 
Yojana which was launched in 2019 to generate em-
ployment opportunities for the youth in the state. 
Crimes against women is another area of concern 
for Haryana with the state declared as the ‘rape 
capital’ of India. Haryana registered 12381 cases of 
violence against women in the in 2018. The state, 
which is the launch pad of the Beti Bachao Beti 
Padhao Scheme must focus on effectively imple-
menting the schemes designed to prevent crimes 
against women such as the Durga Shakti Vahini 
scheme, the dedicated helpline for women’s safe-
ty and the Mahila Police that has been instituted. 
While the state has developed a 3-point action plan 
to tackle crimes against women in public places and 
in mass transport, its success can only be measured 
in terms of the implementation. The state which has 
one of the poorest child sex ratios in the country 
reported 1839 cases under the POCSO Act in 2019 
which is a cause of concern. 

Tamil Nadu on the other hand has seen a sharp in-
crease in the growth pillar by moving from rank 8 
last year to rank 3 this year. Last year Tamil Nadu 
ranked amongst the bottom 3 states in terms of 

PAI 2020 therefore also considers the performance 
of the states on well-established fiscal management 
indicators – GSDP growth, the state’s own tax rev-
enue, fiscal deficit/surplus, and the unemployment 
rate.  While the centre plays an important role in 
directing policies to advance economic growth, the 
states are, as we have observed in the earlier chap-
ters, the theatres of development action. How well 
the states have responded to the challenges they 
face and the policy coherence and coordinated ac-
tion that they have demonstrated is what are meas-
ured by the 21 indicators covered under the growth 
pillar of PAI 2020.

Overall Rankings
In the case of the large states, similar to PAI 2019 
scores, Kerala continues to lead the way in terms 
of growth rankings. The score of the state has also 
seen a marginal improvement from 1.308 in 2019 
to 1.419 in 2020. Closely following Kerala is Kar-
nataka with a score of 1.219 which has moved up 
from third place in 2019. What is interesting is the 
fall of Haryana which was 2nd in the rankings in 
2019 to 7th in PAI 2020 with a score of 0.562. Tamil 
Nadu, which featured 8th in 2019 has moved to 2nd 
place this year with a score of 1.159, closely trail-
ing Karnataka. Interestingly, all the states in the top 
5 positions in the growth index are South Indian 
states, similar to the rankings in the Sustainability 
pillar in 2019. States that have seen a dip in perfor-
mance include Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh. 
However, the bottom rankings are similar to 2019, 
with the states of Assam, Odisha, Bihar and Uttar 
Pradesh forming the bottom of the list, albeit with a 
shuffle in the positions as compared to the previous 
year. However, it must be noted that the scores of 

Proportion of total Government expenditure on 
Agriculture and Allied Services which has been one 
of the indicators that has seen an improvement in 
performance the previous year. The state has also 
maintained the 2nd rank in the net enrolment ratio 
in elementary education and has topped the rank-
ings in terms of pupil teacher ratio amongst the 
large states. The state made an allocation of Rs 200 
crores as interest waiver for agriculture loan repay-
ment in the state budget in 2020. This may be one 
of the reasons for the state’s improved performance 
and the effectiveness of the scheme may help to re-
duce rural indebtedness and farmer suicides. Simi-
larly, the state also announced Rs 10,111 crores for 
government primary schools and Rs 11,131 crores 
for government secondary schools which is a good 
move towards improving educational infrastruc-
ture in the state. 

Karnataka is another state that has improved its 
ranking in the growth pillar by maintaining its po-
sition in the top 3 states in terms of number of in-
stitutional deliveries and in improving the expendi-
ture in the infrastructure which has helped the state 
move up in terms of growth rankings. However, the 
proportion of bank account holders still remains 
an issue for the state with the rankings among the 
bottom 3 similar to previous year. The Karnataka 
government has announced the construction of six 
inter-connected elevated corridors in Bengaluru 
estimated at Rs 15285 crore over a period of four 
years. The government had also announced the pur-
chase of 4236 new buses for the state which can be 
used to improve infrastructure. However, the state 
must ensure uniform distribution of resources to 
safeguard development in other districts as well. 



34

Sikkim’s stark rise in the growth pillar may be be-
cause of the state’s remarkable improvement in 
terms of fiscal deficit, moving to 4th position from 
being an outlier in the previous year. The state has 
been the best performer in terms of pupil teacher 
ratio which also may be the drivers of improved 
performance.  However, the state needs to still im-
prove performance in terms of net enrolment ratio 
and health worker density. Sikkim has one of the 
poorest health worker density with only 38 doc-
tors per 10,000 population. This may be attributed 
to poor payment of state government doctors with 
10 of the 40 Sikkim Public Service Commission ap-
pointed doctors declining service due to poor pay. 
The state must focus on improving healthcare in-
frastructure, specially payment of health human re-
sources. Another interesting fact on Sikkim is that 
the majority of policy focus is towards infrastruc-
ture, green energy and tourism at the cost of human 
development indicators. 
Among the Union Territories, Puducherry occu-
pies the first rank with a score of 1.218 followed by 
Lakshadweep with a score of 1.064. Again, a large 
gap can be observed between the scores of Lak-
shadweep at 2nd rank with 1.064 and Daman & Diu 
(0.363). Towards the bottom are the UTs of Anda-
man & Nicobar Islands, Dadra & Nagar Haveli and 
Jammu & Kashmir with scores in the negatives. In-
terestingly, these three UTs also occupy the bottom 
position in the overall rankings as well.

Correlation Analysis

The correlation between the Growth Index and the 
PAI 2020 score for all states came out to be 0.726 
remarkably higher than the last year’s value of 
0.489 i.e. from being weakly positively correlated to 

Madhya Pradesh has slipped in the growth rankings 
potentially due to the state’s inability in improving 
the net enrolment ratio. Additionally, the state has 
also faced difficulties in increasing expenditure on 
infrastructure and an increased fiscal deficit, indi-
cating that Madhya Pradesh state finances may not 
be showing the desired growth. While there have 
been several schemes instituted in Madhya Pradesh 
to promote education, the results are poor as ob-
served from the poor leaning outcomes. Some of 
the schemes that the state should focus on are the 
Samagra Siksha Abhiyan, Mukhyamantri Medha-
vi Vidhyarthi (Chhatra) Yojana and the Rashtriya 
Uchchatar Shiksha Abhiyan (RUSA) among others. 
On the fiscal side, the state’s estimated fiscal deficit 
in 2019-20 was Rs 32106 crores (3.34% of GSDP) 
which is a steep increase from Rs 26780 crores 
(3.2% of GSDP) in 2018-19.  

Maharashtra has seen a dip in most of the indicators 
by 1 or two places which has resulted in its overall 
dip in performance in terms of growth.

Moving to the small states, Goa retains the first 
ranking with a score of 1.933 which is a drop from 
the score of 2.154 in 2019. Following Goa is Him-
achal Pradesh (0.491) and what is worth noting 
is the gap between the scores of these two states, 
indicating an inequality in growth patterns. Del-
hi, which was 3rd in the 2019 rankings has now 
slipped to 4th place with Sikkim climbing up from 
6th to 3rd in the rankings. Meghalaya which ranks 
3rd in the overall rankings finds its place in the 9th 
position of 11 with a score of -0.419. The bottom 
positions remain occupied by Nagaland and Mizo-
ram, similar to 2019. 

showing a strong positive correlation. The Growth 
Index includes various parameters which suggest 
that there has been an increase or improvement 
in those indicators. Goa being a small state has ex-
celled this category with growth index as 1.933, 
while Uttar Pradesh still struggles at the bottom 
of the climb with -1.385 as the growth Index (as 
shown in Figure 1)

The Growth Imperative

For large states the correlation coefficient is 0.905 
which is again higher than last year’s 0.77, suggest-
ing improvement in the growth indicators where 
Kerala has again excelled in growth index scoring 
a 1.419 (as shown in fig. 2). Kerala, Tamil Nadu and 
Karnataka lead the way in the correlation between 
growth and the overall index, indicating that their 
performance may be largely driven by growth pa-
rameters. While most of the other large states are 
scattered across the middle, the states of Assam, 
Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, Odisha and Jharkhand all find 
their place towards the far end indicating a negative 
correlation.

Figure 1: 	 Scatter plot of correlation between Growth Index and PAI 2020
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For smaller states, the correlation coefficient is 
0.690 while Goa is the highest performing, Manipur 
is at the bottom with -2.647 (as shown in Figure 3). 
It is interesting to note the clear divide between Goa 
and the rest of the small states, with Goa appearing 
far above all the other states in the category. This is 
also an indication of the difference in the impact of 
growth on overall governance in the case of small 
and large states. At the bottom are the states of Ma-
nipur and Nagaland, bunched at the far end.

In the case of Union Territories, there is a correla-
tion coefficient of 0.680, very similar to the small 
states. However, the UTs appear more scattered 
apart than the small states. Puducherry leads along 
with Delhi, Andaman & Nicobar Islands and Jammu 
and Kashmir present at the bottom negative corner 
indicating a negative correlation.
To provide states with a more nuanced insight on the 
specific SDGs and indicators that influence performance 
within each pillar, PAI 2020 has also undertaken a cor-
relation analysis of the SDG scores of the indicators un-
der the growth pillar with the scores of the growth pillar. 
This analysis will help to understand the driving factors 
that influence the scores under growth and the potential 
differences in influencing factors between large states, 
small states and Union Territories.
In the case of large states, strong positive correlations 
have emerged in 5 of the theme level SDGs covering 
SDGs including 3 (Good Health and Well Being), 4 (Qual-
ity Education), 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), 7 (Clean 
and Affordable Energy) and 11 (Sustainable Cities and 
Communities). The strongest correlation is observed in 
the case of SDG 7 under the theme of Government Ef-

Figure 2:  Scatter Plot of correlation between Growth Index and 
PAI 2020- Large State

Figure 4: Scatter plot of Correlation between Growth Index and
 PAI 2020- UTs

Figure 3: Scatter Plot of correlation between Growth Index and 
PAI 2020- Small States

fectiveness. This includes the indicator which measures 
the proportion of population with access to electricity. 
Following closely with a correlation coefficient of 0.809 
is SDG 11 under the theme of Regulatory Quality that 
looks at the state’s transport infrastructure in terms of 
number of buses. This also ties in with the findings of PAI 
2019 which emphasised on the creation of public infra-
structure facilities. Next is SDG 3 under Government Ef-
fectiveness with a correlation coefficient of 0.713 which 
focuses on healthcare infrastructure in terms of average 
health workers in proportion to population, the extent of 
immunisation achievement in the state and the number 
of institutional deliveries. All these are indicative of the 
current and future healthcare facilities in the state. The 
other strongly correlated SDGs are SDG 4 and SDG 6, both 
under the theme of Government Effectiveness. In the 
case of SDG 4, the indicators include those on school in-
frastructure and capacity in terms of learning outcomes, 
facilities, enrolment and well qualified school teachers. 
Under SDG 6, the parameters of access to safe drinking 
water and sanitation facilities have been deemed impor-
tant from the perspective of growth. 

Moving to the small states, a strong positive correlation 
is observed in the case of four theme level SDGs, namely 
SDG 6 under Government Effectiveness and SDGs 8, 9 and 
11 under the theme of Regulatory Quality. The strongest 
correlation coefficient was observed in the case of SDG 
8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) (0.799) which 
focuses on indicators relating to the percentage of un-
employment in the state, the annual growth rate of GSDP, 
the contribution of manufacturing to the overall GDP 
and households’ access to financial services. Following 
this is the SDG 6 with a correlation coefficient of 0.743 
that deals with the access to clean drinking water and 
sanitation as mentioned above. Other strongly correlat-
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GE- GE- Government Effectiveness   

RQ- Regulatory Quality

Legend

SDG 3 – 	 ‘Ensure healthy lives and promote 		
	 wellbeing for all at all ages’

SDG 4 – 	 ‘‘Ensure inclusive and equitable quality 	 	
	 education and promote lifelong learning 		
	 opportunities for all’
SDG 6 –	  ‘Ensure availability and sustainable 		
	 management of water and sanitation for all’
SDG 7 – 	 ‘Ensure access to affordable, reliable, 		
	 sustainable, and modern energy for all’
SDG 8 – 	 ‘Promote sustained, inclusive and 	sustainable
 	 economic growth, full and productive 		
	 employment and decent work for all’
SDG 9 – ‘Build resilient infrastructure, promote 		
	 inclusive and sustainable industrialisation 	
	 and foster innovation’

Table 1: SDG Level Correlation Coefficients

The Growth Imperative

ed SDGs include SDG 9 (0.700) and 11 (0.500) which 
focus on parameters of government’s budgetary ex-
penditure on infrastructure and the proportion of 
buses in the state. 

Finally, in the case of Union Territories, only two 
SDGs appear strongly correlated which are SDG 
6 and 7 under Government Effectiveness, both of 
which have been discussed above. What is inter-
esting to note is that SDG 6 appears as a strong 
correlation across all three categories, large 
states, small states and Union Territories indicat-
ing that a strong focus on improving access to ba-
sic infrastructure in terms of clean drinking water 
and sanitation facilities can improve performance 
in the growth pillar. 
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Let us begin with basics. We have only one earth, 
for now. Intrinsic to the sustainability principle, 
is the idea of the universality of the development 
process across time, space and peoples. The con-
cerns include the precipitous decline in the envi-
ronment and ecology, with several species of flo-
ra and fauna rendered extinct or threatened with 
extinction. Equally, the concern is with the current 
state of society marked by visible and unconscion-
able social and economic inequities and the fragile 
foundations of the prospects for human develop-
ment in the future. Sustainability as the organising 
principle, is the bridge that connects the present 
with the future and one that must be crossed with-
in and between generations to eliminate bias and 
asymmetry. Simply put, it is a prerequisite, if one 
is to achieve the full capabilities of human develop-
ment, now and in the future. From a development 
governance perspective, it reflects the belief that 
the interests of and the prospects for the human 
development of future generations must not be 
compromised by the overexploitation and abuse of 
the stock of natural resources and global commons. 
Yet, it is important to recognise that sustainability 
in the future would be rendered much less likely 
if deprivation remains widespread in the present. 
The sustainable development efforts of the state 
governments must therefore be directed as the hu-
man development concern of the present, as well as 
of the future. The foundational task of the states, to 
establish conditions for sustainable development, 
is however, constrained by the political economy 
framework of the development discourse that has 
been dominated. 

Over the last three decades, the political leadership, 
the civil service, academia and the private sector, 

“The earth, the air, the land and the water are not an 
inheritance from our fore fathers but on loan from 
our children… Earth provides enough to satisfy every 
man’s need but not every man’s greed.”
	 Mahatma Gandhi

 “I wonder if the snow loves the trees and fields, that 
it kisses them so gently? And then it covers them up 
snug, you know, with a white quilt; and perhaps it 
says, “Go to sleep, darlings, till the summer comes 
again.”

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

with some exceptions, have demonstrated a preoc-
cupation with the production of commodities and 
services, material progress and financial success 
with human development, developing human capa-
bilities or the quality of life. This excessive focus on 
maximising material progress of the individual or 
wealth in the aggregate, is an intrinsic flaw in what 
is increasingly emerging as the elusive quest for a 
sustainable development path. It fails to recognise 
the sage advice of Aristotle from over two millen-
nia ago, when he wrote ‘Wealth is evidently not the 
good we are seeking; for it is merely useful and for 
the sake of something else’ (Aristotle, The Nico-
machean Ethics). The second and an instrumen-
tal flaw in the ‘maximise incomes’ approach is the 
more complex question of cause and effect. While 
it is true that in theory, should the average per cap-
ita national income be higher, it ordinarily follows 
that the human development indicator values, on 
an average is likely to be higher. In the real world 
however, this association is confounded by other 
nonlinear factors, two of which bear mentioning: 
when the policy focus has been growth rather than 
distribution and when the rise in private incomes 
are not garnered as resources to strengthen public 
services such as health care and education. 

It is in this philosophic backdrop that the idea of 
sustainable development, was first articulated as 
an ethic of universal responsibility by the Brundt-
land Commission Report – ‘Our Common Future’- 
(WCED, 1987), which defined it as ‘development 
that meets the needs of the present without com-
promising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs. It contains within it two key con-
cepts: the concept of ̀ needs,’ in particular the essen-
tial needs of the world’s poor, to which overriding 
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fective regulator to prevent excessive and unethical 
exploitation of natural resources, by individuals, 
the community or the private sector. Two specif-
ic themes emerge as the fundamental governance 
prerequisites for governments to play these roles 
effectively: Regulatory quality and government ef-
fectiveness. From a public policy perspective, it is 
important to arrive at a generally accepted view of 
what one understands by the term sustainable de-
velopment and therefore what it is that the states 
must strive to preserve. The focus of PAI 2020 is on 
governance praxis with regard to the preservation 
of common property resources and the upkeep of 
global commons. It asks the question: What must 
the states strive to preserve and sustain? Seen from 
an outcome perspective, the states must sustain all 
the natural resources necessary to sustain the ca-
pacity of well-being or a generally defined standard 
of living for the people at present as also people in 
the future. The focus therefore in governance action 
is in the preservation of natural capital - encom-
passing all in nature - that provide human beings 
with well-being, including natural resources, envi-
ronmental amenities, and the pollution absorptive 
capacity of the environment. Efforts must also be 
aimed at reinforcing adaptation measures at the 
household and community levels.

A sense of urgency must inform state-level respons-
es to sustainable development simply because, In-
dia has nearly 835 million people living in rural ar-
eas and over 450 million migrants (Census 2011). 
Their livelihoods depend on climate-sensitive sec-
tors like agriculture, forestry and fisheries and on 
natural resources such as water, grasslands, and 
bio-diversity. The adaptive capacity of rain-fed ag-
riculture is low. Groundwater, soil and bio-diversi-

priority should be given; and the idea of limitations 
imposed by the state of technology and social organ-
ization on the environment’s ability to meet present 
and future needs’’ (WCED, 1987, p. 43). Since then, 
despite the remarkable influence of the concerns of 
inter-generational sustainability, the world running 
out of natural resources and facing a crisis, appears 
to most policy makers as a distant, perhaps even a 
surreal future. Meanwhile, the portents of climate 
change and the effects of extreme climate events- 
droughts and floods – have only exacerbated the 
problem. The evidence that environmental decline 
clearly poses danger to sustainable human devel-
opment abounds, yet, if one wanted a stark remind-
er of the urgency with which states need to act on 
the basic tenets of sustainability, one need to read 
the NITI Aayog’s 2019 report on the state of water 
in India. It points to the risk of some Indian cities 
running out of drinking water in the foreseeable 
future. This is not a predestined outcome; the im-
pending crisis can be averted if the states address 
sustainability concerns in substantive ways.  While 
this appears an easily understood proposition, its 
practice is more complex; and fraught with uncer-
tainty arising from an inadequate understanding of 
climate systems, varying stress specificity of climat-
ic zones, multiple socio-economic pressures.  

The ethical practice of sustainability cannot be left 
to the market alone. The market does not represent 
the future and the profit motive drives the maximi-
sation function to appropriate as much of the sur-
plus that it can in the present, with scant regard 
to preserving the natural resources for the future. 
It is in this context that the states have to play an 
important role of a trustee of the natural resources 
or common property resources and that of an ef-

ty are under stress due to socio-economic factors. 
Climate change is exacerbating the degradation of 
resources. There is evidence to suggest decrease in 
crop yields as temperature increases, high emission 
of greenhouse gases and short crop durations im-
pacting produce quality. The severity and chronic-
ity of droughts are increasing, especially in vast 
contiguous semi-arid regions. Together they are 
jeopardising livelihoods and compelling climate 
change driven migration. Yet, adaptation interven-
tions have received much less attention than they 
should and as a result, vulnerable households and 
communities bear the brunt of the unmitigated 
sustainability risks. States would do well to devote 
significant policy attention to build partnerships 
with academia and research organisations on cli-
mate science. In particular to climate modelling 
and predictive analysis, vulnerability analysis and 
impact assessment and developing a policy frame-
work for mitigation and adaptation measures. Just 
as sustainability action cannot be left to the market 
alone, it cannot be achieved by government alone. 
Community responses to sustainability must be 
engendered to ensure that sustainable production 
and consumption becomes a community ethic. It 
is time for the states to recognise that mitigation 
action is a global public good and needs impetus; 
adaptation is a local public good and is therefore 
equally necessary.

The role of the state governments then, in advancing 
sustainable development, as the catalyst and arbiter 
triggering a multiplier effect, is paramount. What 
bears assessment are two specific points of inter-
ventions: first, the modes by which it creates incen-
tives and disincentives for individual responsibility, 
ex-ante rather than ex-post, in preserving natural 

Sustainability as an Organising Principle
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hind. State and local governments also play a pivot-
al role in implementing development programmes 
by almost spending seventy per cent more than the 
central governments. State governments are, there-
fore, essential stakeholders if the SDGs are to be re-
alised in India, as well as globally’ (SDG India Index 
and Dashboard, 2019-20, NITI Aayog). It is in this 
background that PAI 2020 reviews the governance 
imperatives at a subnational level to assess the per-
formance of the states on the sustainability pillar. 
PAI 2020 aims at measuring the stake that various 
states have in performance of indicators such as re-
newable energy sources, forest degradation, solid 
waste generation and annual mean levels of partic-
ulate matter. For certain states it would be interest-
ing to know on their performance in these basic in-
dices as they struggle to keep up with their growth 
dynamics without causing much harm in either of 
the indicators. With judicious use of resources, one 
can ensure that sustainability is promoted across 
the states. Long term economic growth and devel-
opment should not come at the cost of short-term 
gains more than instant results the long terms ones 
are more reliable they ensure a sense of security. 
The changes that are being brought in the society 
along with the passage of generations must ensure 
the same environment for development.

Overall Rankings

Starting with the large states, there are some signif-
icant changes in the rankings as compared to 2019. 
The most notable is in the case of Karnataka which 
was 1st in the 2019 rankings but has slipped to 
5th this year. There is also a significant drop in the 
scores from 1.45 in 2019 to 0.793 currently. Anoth-
er similar drop is Andhra Pradesh which went from 

resources and reinforcing community-based col-
lective action for sustainability that subordinates 
individual interest to universal interest. How effec-
tively the states are able to provide a framework 
that connects local action to adapt to sustainability 
challenges, and the role of community-based insti-
tutions in enabling sustainable development prac-
tices across domains will determine government 
effectiveness. The structure of incentives and dis-
incentives, including innovative fiscal instruments 
will be key to mobilising collective action. Secondly, 
the success of sustainable development action de-
pends on community agency; therefore, the state 
governments need to mediate the incentives for in-
dividual and collective action. A key effort will be 
to enable community- based institutions in segue-
ing the impact of external interventions into adap-
tive and sustainable community practices that are 
context-specific and resource sensitive, as integral 
to long term sustainability. Thus, the governance 
imperatives in the pursuit of sustainable develop-
ment, for the states in India will include: protect-
ing the environment, preserving and improving the 
material, and advancing equity. The sustainability 
ethic is in turn, in the case of each state, influenced 
by the nature of society and polity, the advance in 
the state of knowledge and technology and the state 
of play in civil society or non-state actors enforcing 
social accountability.

The states are the theatres of development action 
in India. As the NITI Aayog points, India achieving 
the sustainable development ‘is contingent on the 
performance of our States and Union Territories. 
Given the federal structure of India, States are cru-
cial to India’s progress, as they are best placed to 
put people first and ensure that no one is left be-

4th in 2019 (0.471) to 7th (0.212) now. What this 
has resulted in is the changing of last year’s pattern, 
where the Southern states appeared at the top of the 
rankings. Kerala has jumped up a rank along with a 
significant increase in score (from 1.367 to 2.117). 
Tamil Nadu which was 3rd in 2019, has moved to 
2nd this year with a score of 1.457 showing con-
siderable gap between the top two states. Another 
state that has shown an improvement in perfor-
mance is Chhattisgarh, moving up the ranking from 
10th (-0.543) in 2019 to 4th position (0.840) this 
year.  On the other hand, Bihar, which was 7th in last 
year’s rankings has moved down to 14th this year 
with a score of -1.244, finding itself at the bottom of 
the rankings. At the bottom are the states of Bihar, 
Haryana, Odisha, Jharkhand and West Bengal. What 
is worth noting is that this is similar to the scenar-
io in 2019 with the exception of Bihar which was 
discussed above. Further, the scores of the bottom 
5 states are lesser than in 2019, indicating weaker 
performance in indicators of sustainability over the 
past year in these states.

Interestingly, in the large state category, Bihar has 
slipped to the 14th rank which can be attributed to 
Bihar’s decreasing forest cover which is a matter 
of concern along with poor performance in terms 
of households using clean cooking fuel. Combined 
poor performance in both these indicators can af-
fect the pollution level and air quality of the state 
and further deteriorate performance in the long 
run in terms of sustainability. In Bihar, instead of 
directly providing gas cylinders the Government 
is providing cash transfers into the accounts of the 
beneficiaries. This is resulting in little accounta-
bility since there is no way to check if the money 
is actually being used to acquire an LPG cylinder. 
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In the case of the small states, there is a similar 
disruption in the rankings from 2019. Goa, which 
was 5th in 2019, tops the rankings in 2020 with a 
score of 2.18. As is the trend observed in the case 
of the large states, there is a copious gap between 
the scores of Goa and Meghalaya which ranks 2nd. 
Manipur which ranked 2nd in 2019 finds itself in 
8th position this year with a score of 0.053. Con-
tinuing the trend, Arunachal Pradesh which topped 
the rankings in 2019 finds itself at 9th in 2020 with 
a score of 0.018. What is interesting to note is that 
unlike the large states where more than half the 
states had scores on the negative spectrum, only 2 
small states (Himachal Pradesh and Uttarakhand) 
have scores that are negative. One of the states 
that has made an improvement is Delhi which has 
moved from the bottom in 2019 to 5th in PAI 2020.
Arunachal Pradesh has slipped drastically since 
last year’s PAI sustainability pillar index where it 
was the best performer amongst the small states. 
Arunachal Pradesh appears in the lower bracket of 
rankings in every indicator raising a concern over 
the declining tree cover, renewable energy usage 
indicating the need for a focussed policy interven-
tion. Arunachal Pradesh has lost 276 sq. km of for-
est cover in 2019.

As per the India State Forest Report 2017, Arunachal 
Pradesh added 374 sq. km of very dense forest, lost 
398 sq. km of moderately dense forest and 252 sq. km 
of open forest, which brings it at a total loss of 276 sq. 
km of forest cover. While there is a need for policy in-
terventions that will focus on protecting forest cover 
of the state, there is also a need for increased citizen 
participation in facilitating solid waste management 
in the state. This will contribute towards improving 
performance under the Swachh Bharat Mission.

This might encourage the usage of wood fire as 
the primary cooking fuel leading to declining per-
formance of the state in the clean cooking fuel in-
dicator. This stagnant uptake of LPG can also be a 
contributor to the poor air quality. The Patna Urban 
Agglomeration has also reported that several citi-
zens continue cooking with wood fire or cow dung 
cakes.

Karnataka which was the best performer in the 
states in terms of sustainability has slipped down 
in the rankings possibly due to the solid waste 
management situation in the state which is worse 
than the previous year. A similar situation can be 
observed in Andhra Pradesh as well. While Kar-
nataka has an integrated solid waste management 
policy under the 1986 Environment Protection 
Act, solid waste management continues to remain 
a problem area for the state with only 32% solid 
waste processing currently occurring. Apart from 
this indicator, Karnataka’s drop in performance 
can be attributed to stagnant performance in oth-
er sustainability indicators where other states have 
shown improved performance. 

Chhattisgarh has moved up to rank 4 by working 
on major indicators of sustainability but still needs 
to focus on moving to renewable sources for sus-
tainable living. While the Chhattisgarh government 
has instituted the Chhattisgarh State Renewable 
Energy Development Agency (CREDA) which has 
developed several policies to encourage solar ener-
gy consumption, its uptake continues to remain a 
cause of concern for the state. The state must look 
into understand why the policies implemented 
have not shown the desired results. 

Delhi however has shown improvements in some 
indicators but still fails to address poor air quali-
ty. While the Delhi government has taken proactive 
measures such as the odd-even policy and a park-
ing fee hike, the problem of air pollution remains 
a major concern. There is a need for long-term and 
effective policy making to address the pollution 
concern in the national capital. On a positive note, 
the total forest cover of Delhi in 2019 was 195.44 
sq. km (13.8% of geographic area), with a marginal 
increase of 3 sq. km in 2020. This could be an effec-
tive measure to counter some part of the air pollu-
tion in Delhi.

Finally, in terms of the Union Territories, Chandi-
garh leads the rankings with a score of 1.498 which 
is comparatively lower than the top-ranking states 
in both the large and small states category. Lak-
shadweep ranks 2nd with a score of 0.664, a little 
behind the score of Chandigarh. At the bottom of 
the rankings are the UTs of Dadra & Nagar Haveli 
and Daman & Diu with scores of -1.01 and -1.186 
respectively.

Correlation Analysis

This year the sustainability index and PAI 2020 
score have yielded a correlation coefficient of 0.877 
which is higher than that of last year (0.761). This 
means that the overall sustainability has been sig-
nificantly impacted in a positive way and will thus 
impact the governance as well and vice versa. Goa 
being the leader on the sustainability pillar has 
retained 2.18 as the sustainability score, Uttar 
Pradesh which ranked at the bottom, also fell in the 
last place in terms of sustainability with a score of 
-1.154.

Sustainability as an Organising Principle
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For large states, the correlation coefficient stands at 
0.9113, which is a significant hike from last year’s 
estimates. Though the last rank holder is already 
established, it is no surprise to see Kerala top this 
chart as well with a score of 2.118 in the sustain-
ability Index. For small states, the correlation co-
efficient is 0.747 (similar to last year’s estimates), 
where Uttarakhand has been the low performing 
state with a sustainability score of -0.619.

Similarly, for the Union Territories, the correlation 
coefficient for the sustainability index and the PAI 
2020 score is calculated to be 0.743. Chandigarh 
has again resurfaced with the best sustainability 
score, but Daman and Diu have the lowest in this 
category (-1.186).

Figure 1: Scatter plot of correlation between Sustainability Index and 

PAI 2020

Figure 2: Scatter plot of correlation between Sustainability Index with 

PAI 2020- Large States

Figure 3: Scatter plot of correlation between Sustainability Index with 

PAI 2020- Small States

Figure 4: Scatter plot of correlation between Sustainability Index with 

PAI 2020- UTs
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Among the large states and the Union Territories, it is ob-
served that all three SDGs, namely SGD 7, 11 and 15 show 
a strong positive correlation with the sustainability pillar 
indicating that all the indicators are important from the 
governance perspective. Among the three however, there is 
a difference in the magnitude of correlation in the case of 
large states and the Union Territories.

In the case of large states, the indicators under SDG 
11(0.862) focus on solid waste generation and waste man-
agement and pollution in cities. Closely following SDG 11 
are the indicators under SDG 7 (0.605), which cover the 
consumption of renewable energy and usage of clean cook-
ing fuel in households. In the case of Union Territories, all 
the three SDGs have high correlation with the highest being 
with SDG 7 (0.859), followed by SDG 15 (0.700) which in-
cludes the indicators on forest and tree cover and the land 
degradation in states.

However, in the case of small states, only one SDG exhibits 
a high degree of correlation which is SDG 15 which has a 
correlation coefficient of 0.704, indicating that parameters 
on forest and tree cover and land usage are drivers of 
sustainability in the small states.   

GE- Growth Effectiveness   

RQ- Regulatory Quality

Legend

SDG 7 – 	 ‘Ensure access to affordable, reliable, 		
	 sustainable, and modern energy for all’
SDG 15 – ‘Protect, restore and promote sustainable use 	
	 of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage 	
	 forests, combat desertification, and halt and 	
	 reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity 	
	 loss.

To provide states with a more nuanced insight of 
the specific SGDs and indicators that influence 
performance within each pillar, PAI 2020 has also un-
dertaken a correlation analysis of the SDG scores with 
the scores of the sustainability pillar. This analysis 
will help understand the driving factors that influ-
ence the scores under sustainability and the potential 
differences in influencing factors between large states, 
small states and Union Territories.
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Let us begin with a simple question: In discussions 
on India’s future development trajectory and its 
prospects in the foreseeable future, which states 
come to mind - Maharashtra, Gujarat, Kerala, Telan-
gana, Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, and Karnataka, 
perhaps - mostly the traditional high performing 
states? Many other states that are considered back-
ward, seldom figure in the discussions as potential 
contributors to India’s progress. In other words, 
some of these traditional laggard states are at risk of 
being forgotten, of being left behind. Such a Pan-In-
dia discourse misses two important dimensions of 
measurement of progress: First, the pre-existing 
conditions of development of a state and therefore 
the weight of legacy data in generating higher val-
ues. This often masks the slowing down or a slide 
in their performance. Second, the Delta values - the 
percentage change in progress from the previous 
year to the current year value - that show how some 
of the traditional backward states have performed 
better, are growing faster and catching up. Some 
of these states with a low base, but a young pop-
ulation, can well emerge as the growth drivers for 
the country over a medium term. There is a caveat 
however. There is need to understand how exactly 
these new growth states are performing and help 
them assess whether the development actions they 
are taking are enabling them to reach the target end 
point. It is in this respect that, some of the initia-
tives of the NITI Aayog – the Aspirational Districts 
Programme, SDG India Index and the State Health 
Index - are noteworthy. They help the less recog-
nised states celebrate the relative accomplishment, 
no matter how small and this in turn can motivate 
the states to improve their performance.

“No people whose word for ‘yesterday’ is the same as 
their word for ‘tomorrow’ can be said to have a firm 

grip on the time.”	
Salman Rushdie

Midnight’s Children

“There is no use in comparing…between one day and 
the next; you must allow a reasonable interval, for 
the direction of change to show itself.”

Lewis Carrol

This chapter of PAI 2020, presents the results on 
state performance and ranking measured as the del-
ta value over the last five years from 2015-16, when 
the first PAI was launched, to 2019-20, covered by 
PAI 2020. It helps assess the progress made by the 
states on select human development indicators for 
which consistent data is available. It provides in-
sights into what aspects of development and which 
state, need attention and helps the states escalate 
the issue. Increasing focus on borderline objectives 
helps directed interventions before it is too late. 
PAI 2020 Delta values also help point out what is 
on track so that the state can concentrate on the in-
dicators which they are falling behind. Delta values 
actually serve as indicators for overall state perfor-
mance. The aim of this chapter is to use Delta val-
ues to inform and guide the states, while reducing 
uncertainty. In sum, it aims to neutralise the weight 
of the past in the assessment of subnational gov-
ernance, making it more open, objective and pro-
viding answers to three current concerns: how are 
the states performing currently; what do the states 
need to know now; and what do they need to do 
moving forward. PAI 2020 does this by showing the 
quantum of progress made towards a measurable 
goal. The importance of the PAI 2020 Delta values is 
two-fold: first, to measure the progress made by the 
states, specifically pointing to if a particular state is 
ahead or behind; second, to measure the distance 
to a goal by pointing to how far ahead or behind a 
state is from the target. In essence, this chapter pro-
vides a standard base measure to a value, a target 
measure or value and a threshold or goal on the ba-
sis of which to evaluate the current value and status 
of a metric against a defined target. 
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Development in Indian states has rarely been uni-
form. This is largely a result of the differences in 
economic, cultural, social and political factors that 
have shaped the way in which states have grown 
since the time of Independence. Understanding 
that not all states possess the same development 
capacities and trajectories is crucial because poli-
cies and programmes designed, especially in light 
of the 2030 SDG Agenda, should focus on facilitat-
ing context and region specific development. The 
interlinkages between equity, growth and sustain-
ability, as highlighted in PAI 2020, are significant in 
influencing the development pathways of the states. 
However, it must be kept in mind that the manner 
in which these interlinkages manifest in the real 
world are different for different states. While some 
states such as Kerala, Tamil Nadu and Himachal 
Pradesh have witnessed consistent overall devel-
opment, states like Bihar, Delhi and Uttar Pradesh 
have been consistent poor performers. However, 
simply relegating these states to the bottom does 
not in any way serve the agenda of achieving sus-
tainable development. At the juncture of only ten 
years to holistically achieve the SDG 2030 Agenda, 
India will do well to pause and assess performance, 
both current as well as of the past to understand 
where the country stands and in particular where 
the states are headed. 

It is with this intention that PAI 2020, in the fifth 
year, decided to undertake the exercise to under-
stand if states are making progress in terms of eq-
uity, growth and sustainability and whether this 
progress is impacting year on year performance. 
With this objective, PAI 2020 identified 13 indica-
tors across the three pillars of Equity, Growth and 
Sustainability that are crucial both statistically and 

from the human development perspective. Given 
the availability of data, five or ten year trends were 
calculated and the growth rate achieved by each 
state has been ranked. The rankings in terms of 
growth rate calculated has been compared against 
the rankings in PAI 2020. 

To measure the change in terms of equity, the indi-
cators selected include, prevalence of malnutrition 
amongst children, participation in organised learn-
ing, rapes and dowry deaths, rate of crimes against 
Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribes and crimes 
against children. 

In the large states category, Bihar has emerged as 
the state with the most growth in terms of equity 

indicators, despite being at the bottom of the PAI 
2020 rankings in the Equity pillar. The state has 
shown improvements in reducing malnutrition, a 
fact observed in PAI 2019 as well, along with being 
a top performer in the number of children enrolled 
in organised learning under the ICDS programme. 
However, the state still lags behind in crucial eq-
uity indicators such as crimes against Scheduled 
Caste and Scheduled Tribes, crimes against children 
and dowry deaths. Another state that has shown 
an improved performance is Madhya Pradesh that 
is ranked fourth in the delta rankings but features 
among the bottom in the PAI 2020 equity rankings. 
Similar to Bihar, the state has shown growth in 
terms of reduction in malnutrition and a continued 
poor performance in terms of crimes against SC/
ST and rapes. The state however, has shown a poor 
growth rate in the participation rate in organised 
learning and an increase in cases of dowry deaths 
over the years. The state has shown a decrease in 
crimes against children over the past five years. Odi-
sha too has been a state that has shown an improve-
ment in performance in equity indicators over time. 

At the bottom of the delta rankings for equity is 
Kerala, indicating that the state has shown the least 
growth in terms of equity indicators in the time peri-
od studied. This is contrary to Kerala’s performance 
in all editions of the Public Affairs Index, where the 
state has ranked first. The stagnant growth of the 
state can be attributed to the indicators of reduction 
in malnutrition where the state has been among 
those with the least malnutrition, participation in 
organised learning, increase in the cases of crimes 
against SCs and STs and children and cases of rapes. 
These are causes for concern in the state and must 
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In terms of the small states, Mizoram and Delhi, both states 
that are at the bottom of the PAI 2020 Equity pillar feature 
as the states with the highest growth in the delta analysis. 
Mizoram has shown a consistently good performance in all 
the indicators used in the delta analysis except in the case of 
dowry deaths where the state is among the bottom in terms 
of growth. In the case of Delhi, the national capital has seen 
improved performance in terms of reduction in malnutri-
tion, a decrease in crimes against children and reduction in 
dowry deaths. However, there continues to be an increase in 
the cases of rapes in the capital. 

Himachal Pradesh, which has been a consistent top per-
former in terms of equity finds itself at the bottom of the 
rankings in growth rates. The state has seen an increase in 
crime and gender related indicators over the years. A state 
that features at the bottom in both the PAI 2020 and delta 
equity rankings is Uttarakhand which has shown a drastic 
increase in both crimes against women (rapes and dowry 
deaths) and crimes against SCs and STs. The state has also 
performed poorly in terms of crimes against children and 
children who are malnourished. 

In terms of the Growth pillar, the indicators that have been 
considered for the delta analysis include the states’ unem-

ployment rate, the National Domestic Product 
(NDP) per capita, the net enrolment ratio, dropout 
rate and the percentage of children immunised in 
the state. 

In the case of the large states, Bihar again tops the 
rankings in the growth pillar of the delta analysis. 
Following Bihar are Odisha and Assam. Interest-
ingly all the three states feature at the bottom in 
the Growth pillar of PAI 2020. In terms of unem-
ployment rate, both Assam and Bihar feature as 
states which have seen reductions in unemploy-
ment over the period of time studied. Odisha, how-
ever, features towards the middle in reduction of 
unemployment. The reverse is seen in the case of 
NDP per capita, an indicator where both Bihar and 
Assam have seen the least growth. Bihar and Odi-
sha have both shown the greatest increase in net 
enrolment ratio at the elementary level, a fact that 
was recorded in PAI 2019 as well. However, Bihar 
falters in terms of dropout rates which is a cause 
for concern in the state. Both Odisha and Assam 
are among the top performers in this indicator. All 
the three states have shown a consistent increase 
in the percentage of children immunised, a posi-
tive sign towards achieving growth in the states. 
Jharkhand is another state that has performed 
well in the delta analysis but features in the bot-
tom in the PAI 2020 growth rankings. The state 
has seen improved performance in NDP per capita, 
net enrolment ratio at the elementary level and an 
increase in immunisation. The state however, still 
needs to improve performance in reducing both 
unemployment and dropout rates. 

be addressed. The state has however seen a reduction of 
cases of dowry deaths which may be either due to an actual 
reduction in the number of cases or underreporting. Other 
states that have seen average rankings in the delta analysis 
are Maharashtra and Chhattisgarh which rank high on equi-
ty in PAI 2020. States like West Bengal and Tamil Nadu have 
seen consistent growth in terms of equity indicators. How-
ever, Uttar Pradesh continues to remain a cause for concern, 
featuring at the bottom of both the delta as well as PAI 2020 
rankings on equity. The state has seen the least growth in all 
the indicators used in the analysis.  
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Kerala and Karnataka, which feature at the top of the PAI 
2020 growth rankings, are eighth and tenth respectively in 
terms of delta performance. This indicates to the fact that 
the states may be experiencing stagnating growth which 
must be corrected. Another state that has shown poor 
growth is Gujarat which is towards the bottom in terms of 
delta ranking. The state, which showed the highest growth 
in unemployment along with high NDP per capita in PAI 
2019, continues to hold the position indicating a need for 
serious intervention to curtail the pattern of jobless growth. 
Similar to the equity pillar, Uttar Pradesh features among 
the bottom in the delta analysis of growth indicators as well. 

The worst performer in terms of a delta in the Growth pillar 
is Tamil Nadu which occupies the last position in the del-
ta rankings. The state, which ranks third in the PAI 2020 
Growth pillar has the lowest growth in terms of net enrol-
ment ratio at the elementary level and immunisation of chil-
dren in the state. Tamil Nadu also shows an average growth 
in terms of reduction in unemployment rate and growth of 
NDP per capita, which has caused the poor performance in 
the delta rankings. 

In the case of the small states, Mizoram and Meghalaya, 
which are among the bottom in the PAI 2020 growth rank-
ings, have shown the highest growth in terms of the delta 
analysis. Both the states have shown a reduction in unem-
ployment rate over time. While Mizoram has also shown 
growth in terms of NDP per capita, Meghalaya is one of the 
few states that has shown negative growth in NDP per cap-
ita. Both states have recorded an increase in net enrolment 
at the elementary level and a reduction in dropout rates. 
However, in the case of immunisation, while Meghalaya has 
shown an increase in the percentage of children immunised, 
Mizoram lags behind. 

Manipur features in the bottom in terms of both 
the delta performance and in the PAI 2020 growth 
rankings. The state performs poorly in terms of re-
ducing unemployment rates, increasing NDP per 
capita and tackling dropout rates. 

The state that has seen the biggest change is Him-
achal Pradesh. The state, that ranks second in the 
PAI 2020 growth rankings has the least growth in 
the delta rankings. This can be attributed to a low 
rate of reduction in unemployment, low growth 
in net enrolment at the elementary level and poor 
rates of immunisation. The state however, has 
shown growth in terms of increased NDP per capita 
and reduction in dropout rates. 

Moving to the Sustainability pillar, the indicators in-
cluded in the analysis are the percentage of house-
holds using clean cooking fuel and the renewable 
energy consumption as a percentage of total energy 
consumption in the state. 

In the large states category, Odisha and Haryana, 
which ranked towards the bottom in the PAI 2020 
sustainability rankings, have shown the largest 
growth in terms of progress over the years. Both 
states are among the top in both the indicators with 
considerably high rates of growth. What is interest-
ing in terms of sustainability is the fact that states 
like Tamil Nadu, Kerala and Karnataka, that are 
among the top in the PAI 2020 sustainability rank-
ings, have also shown consistent growth in the indi-
cators over the years. Another state that has shown 
considerable progress is Jharkhand, though it is still 
a poor performer in terms of the PAI 2020 rankings. 
The state is among the top in terms of both the indi-
cators considered for analysis. 
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In the case of the small states, Goa is a consistent top per-
former in both the PAI 2020 sustainability rankings as well 
as the delta rankings. States that have shown fluctuating 
performance are both Meghalaya and Mizoram which fea-
ture among the top in the PAI 2020 rankings but have the 
least growth over time, While Meghalaya’s poor rankings 
can be attributed to a poor uptake in clean cooking fuel 
among households, Mizoram has shown the least growth in 
both the indicators. 

This exercise and the results from it stress the importance 
of not only measuring current development but also identi-
fying states that have either been making progress over the 
years or are stagnating. PAI 2020 believes that this analysis 
will be significant not only to highlight states that have made 
progress but are not yet best performers but also point to 
states which may need to reconsider development strat-
egies to break off from the stagnant performance. It must 
be noted that the states of Andhra Pradesh and Telangana 
have not been included in the analysis due to Telangana’s 
formation in 2014 and the resultant non-availability of time 
series data.
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A good question to begin with is whether the objec-
tive conditions for development across the states of 
India are conducive to competitive federalism that 
the NITI Aayog asp¬¬ires to foster? Consider these 
facts: On the Human Development Index (HDI), In-
dia ranks 129 among 189 countries (UN HDI Report, 
2019). On inequality-adjusted HDI (IHDI), India’s 
rank drops to 130. On gender-based inequality, In-
dia ranks 122 out of 162 as per the gender inequal-
ity index. A part of the aggregate score that deter-
mines India’s rank is influenced by what the states 
in India do or fail to do. The greater part of the rank 
that results in the HDI and other similar global 
rankings is simply that some of the states are not in 
a position to participate in competitive federalism, 
quite simply because they are hobbled by resource 
constraints - of capital and human resources - root-
ed in endemic poverty and chronic backwardness, 
despite the efforts of the Centre and the State Gov-
ernments concerned. Since the HDI is also a meas-
ure of multidimensional poverty, it is important to 
focus on those states that are skewing the national 
aggregate performance and address the emerging 
factors - technology, climate change, and gender - 
of inequality. India faces a long road to a more eq-
uitable HDI across states, certainly longer than the 
road to a $ 5 trillion economy. There is need to un-
derstand better why economic growth has not had 
a poverty reducing impact in some states relative 
to other similarly placed states. A sense of urgency 
must circumscribe the response to these persistent 
inequalities, if the government’s emphasis on ‘Sab-
ka Saath, Sabka Vikas’ is to translate to reality. The 
evidence on the variations in IHDI across the states, 
relative to global averages, suggests that the ine-
quality in human development is significantly more 
pronounced in India than elsewhere in the world. If 

“We need to see that one specific thing that is 
hampering the development of a district and address 
the issue.”	

Prime Minister Narendra Modi
Speech at the National Legislators Conference, 2018

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

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

there is just one principle one needs to draw from 
the UN-HD report, it must be to recognise the loss 
in percentage in HDI due to inequality, especially 
high from both education and health. Therefore, 
measuring development outcomes alone, without 
reference to the measurement of inequalities, will 
mask the performance of individual states. This 
chapter of PAI 2020, aims to examine, in brief, the 
impact of inequalities within the states on human 
development outcomes of individual states and 
provides a broad picture of inter-state disparities 
and how they add another layer of complexity in In-
dia’s quest for a just and equitable society.

A diverse country with varied cultures and multi-
farious factors that affect individual development 
of the states requires an interstate comparison to 
assess inequality. In the previous chapter, it was 
observed that traditionally non-performing states 
like Bihar, Odisha, and Assam among others, have 
seen an improvement in development outcomes 
whereas traditionally better performing states like 
Kerala, Karnataka, and Maharashtra among others 
have seen a stagnant growth rate across all three 
pillars of equity, growth and sustainability. The 
question to ask is what factors influence such re-
sults. This analysis attempts to answer the ques-
tion on what can be the possible causes for varia-
tions across different indicators of equity, growth 
and sustainability that results in such contrasting 
performances by the states, resulting in significant 
disparities between them. There is no doubt that 
the pillars are inter-connected, each has an impact 
on the other in one way or another. For example, 
equity alone cannot be a great measure to assess 
the level of development across the states and the 
factors of growth and sustainability must be con-

The State of the States
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sidered as well. It can be expected that the tradi-
tionally high performing states (those that have fol-
lowed an increasing path of growth over the years) 
would continue to traverse the path of sustainable 
growth with reduction in the negative performing 
indicators, while on the other hand the traditionally 
low performing states would show improvement in 
development outcomes.

Data and Methodology

The analysis highlights the impact of the three pil-
lars of equity, growth and sustainability and their 
interdependent nature on the traditionally high and 
low performing states of India. The indicators have 
been selected on the basis of their significance in 
measuring development. The analysis takes into 
consideration the effect of Growth and Sustainabili-
ty indicators on the Equity pillar, the effect of Equity 
and Growth indicators on the Sustainability pillar, 
and the effect of Equity and Sustainability indica-
tors on the Growth pillar. This approach provides 
an analysis that is consistent.

For the inter-state comparison, states have been 
classified into two categories- 14 traditionally high 
performing states and 15 traditionally low per-
forming states. The classification has been done on 
the basis of the scores in the PAI 2020 index1.  

•	 High performing states: Goa, Kerala, 
	 Tamil Nadu, Meghalaya, Himachal Pradesh,
 	 Sikkim, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, 
	 Chhattisgarh, Telangana, Tripura, 		
	 Maharashtra, 	 Punjab, Gujarat
•	 Low performing states: Arunachal Pradesh,
 	 Mizoram, Nagaland, Uttarakhand, Delhi, 		

	 Madhya Pradesh, Manipur, Rajasthan, West 	
	 Bengal, Assam, Haryana, Jharkhand, Bihar,
	 Odisha, Uttar Pradesh

For each pillar, indicators of consequence that 
have an impact on the pillar and focus on the 
human development aspect of sustainable de-
velopment were identified. The results of the 
cross-sectional regression analysis are provided. 

Analysis

In the case of the small states, Goa is a consist-
ent top performer in both the PAI 2020 sustain-
ability rankings as well as the delta rankings. 
States that have shown fluctuating performance 
are both Meghalaya and Mizoram which feature 
among the top in the PAI 2020 rankings but have 
the least growth over time, While Meghalaya’s 
poor rankings can be attributed to a poor uptake 
in clean cooking fuel among households, Mizo-
ram has shown the least growth in both the in-
dicators. 

This exercise and the results from it stress 
the importance of not only measuring current 
development but also identifying states that have 
either been making progress over the years or 
are stagnating. PAI 2020 believes that this analy-
sis will be significant not only to highlight states 
that have made progress but are not yet best per-
formers but also point to states which may need 
to reconsider development strategies to break off 
from the stagnant performance. It must be noted 
that the states of Andhra Pradesh and Telanga-
na have not been included in the analysis due to 
Telangana’s formation in 2014 and the resultant 
non-availability of time series data.

1 Telangana has been dropped as a state due to the state’s severance 
from the state of Andhra Pradesh in 2014 and Jammu and Kashmir has 
been included in the category of Union Territories.
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to the largest slum in Asia- ‘Dharavi’, thus proving 
this theory. While renewable energy consumption 
and usage of clean cooking fuel have shown a posi-
tive impact on growth a negative relationship is ob-
served between growth and the levels of PM10 in 
the states. This means that growth is being achieved 
at the cost poor air quality.

From the perspective of gender equality, it is ob-
served that crimes against women (total number of 
rapes per 10 lakh population) has a negative rela-
tionship with growth. Further, it can be seen that 
the female worker population ratio has a negative 
relationship with growth, indicating the fact that 
while economic growth is being achieved in these 
traditionally high performing states it is coming at 
a cost of widening gender disparities and access to 
decent employment for women. This is strength-
ened by India’s consistently declining female labour 
force participation rate and poor performance in 
the SDG 5 Index.

In terms of sustainability, even though the high 
performing states are on the path of achieving 
sustainability they still have not managed to address 
the agricultural distress. As the analysis points 
out, increase in sustainability is not resulting in 
upliftment of the farmers. According to the National 
Crime Records Bureau, in 2019, 7.4% of the total 
suicides in the country were committed by indebted 
farmers. Maharashtra, Karnataka, Andhra Pradesh, 
Chhattisgarh are amongst the states that have seen 
the most number of farmer suicides in the past year. 
The analysis also indicates that rural indebtedness 
is also increasing with increase in sustainability 
strengthened by the positive correlation between 
rural indebtedness and farmers suicides.

The trajectory of growth in the traditionally better 
performing states has been prominent due to 
several factors. One of the major factors is that 
these states are growth centers and house large 
numbers of labour migrants. These growth centers 
have a positive impact on the revenue generation 
of the state and encourage the demand for skilled 
employment. States like Maharashtra, Karnataka, 
Kerala and Tamil Nadu have seen a sustainable 
growth rate over the years. Additionally, most of 
the North-eastern states like Meghalaya, Sikkim 
and Tripura have also made a significant place for 
themselves in this classification. The analysis table 
above shows that the indicators identified across 
various pillars are highly significant in explaining 
the impact they pose on the pillar level indices.

It is observed that equity and sustainability 
indicators such as the population covered under 
social protection, average dropout rates, proportion 
of population living under slums, renewable energy 
etc. have a statistically significant impact on the 
Growth pillar. Growth of the state implies an increase 
in people’s per capita income and standard of living, 
thus increasing their real money income. Therefore, 
it is assumed that there would be a lesser need for 
social protection benefits. Interestingly, the results 
for high performing states indicate that growth 
increases due to an increase in the proportion of 
population living in slums. This is in line with the 
Kuznets theory that prophesised that an increase in 
growth would result in increased inequality (where 
the rich become richer and poor become poorer) 
which in turn would result in increased poverty. 
This vicious cycle of poverty also leads to the cre-
ation of slum habitations in states. Mumbai being 
the largest growth center of Maharashtra is home 

On the contrary, only one indicator- the states’ 
own tax revenue growth- among the growth 
and sustainability indicators impacts states’ 
performance in equity. The analysis indicates that 
an increase in state’s own tax revenue growth is 
affecting equity negatively. This can be attributed to 
the fact that, due to high inequality, the proportion 
of taxes is burdened on the middle- and high-income 
earners. Along with the burden of the tax incidence, 
tax evasion is also a main cause for this negative 
relationship. According to the Ministry of Finance 
in September 2020, only 1% of the people pay taxes 
diligently. This raises concerns of the declining 
revenue generated through taxation, thus impacting 
the welfare of the states.

The State of the States
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The traditionally poor performing states have 
always been a concern for the country in 
terms of basic human development. The ‘BI-
MARU’ states-Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Rajast-
han and Uttar Pradesh- are all classified in the 
low performing states category. 

Most of the states in this category are those 
that are heavily reliant on agriculture. The 
analysis shows that this reliance on agricul-
ture is not reflected in the budgetary alloca-
tion towards agriculture and allied services by 
the government. This is not only resulting in a 
high rate of farmer suicides but is also directly 
affecting the sustainability of the states. The 
fact that rural indebtedness is negatively cor-
related with the growth pillar emphasises the 
fact that despite multiple schemes to support 
agriculture credit, the state of farmers has not 
changed much. The increase in rural indebt-
edness also increases pressure on the banking 
sector due to the creation of NPAs if the farm-
er is unable to pay off the debt or commits su-
icide. 

Further, the analysis suggests that a percent-
age increase in school dropouts at the second-
ary level causes an increase in growth by 117% 
and a percentage increase in malnutrition lev-
els in the children below 6 years of age causes 
an increase in growth by 111%. Such a stark 
contrast can be explained only by a non-con-
ventional approach. It is also observed that for 
this category of states, a percentage increase 
in per capita income of the households results 
in a 76% increase in equity. However, a nega-
tive correlation between Palma ratio and the 

Sustainability pillar portrays a different pic-
ture indicating that sustainability is increas-
ing at the cost of increasing inequality. The 
increased inequality raises questions on the 
effective and equitable allocation of resourc-
es furthered by the negative correlation be-
tween expenditure in the social sector and the 
Growth pillar. 

It can be inferred that the poor performing 
states must work towards effectively address-
ing the human development needs. Limited 
expenditure in the social sector along with in-
creased malnutrition levels are further indic-
ative of persisting inequalities, furthering the 
argument that the rich getting richer and the 
poor are getting poorer.

The gender aspect cannot be ignored in the 
traditionally non performing states as well. 
Rising rates of crimes against women is a 
serious concern in these states. Data from 
the 2019 NCRB report points to the fact that 
14.7% of the total cases of rapes reported in 
the country occurs in Uttar Pradesh followed 
by Bihar and Rajasthan. The regression re-
sults state that 1% increase in the rape cas-
es in these states result in a 272% fall in the 
growth Index, indicating that the states need 
to work on policies to address women’s safety. 
The analysis also points to the fact that growth 
is seen to be increasing at the cost of decreas-
ing female worker population. 
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The analysis mentioned above shows that over time each set of 
states is following the path of convergence, i.e. all of the states are 
progressing towards a path of steady growth over time. Hence it 
may be said that the trickle-down effect of the development in 
high performing states is impacting nominal performing states 
and likewise the nominal states are impacting the development 
of the poor performing states.

The results of the conditional convergence analysis provide inter-
esting results. In the case of gross capital formation, it is indica-
tive that high performing and nominal performing states are aim-
ing to follow a steady state growth rate over time, but the poor 
performing states are struggling to attain a present growth for 
capital formation. This is supported by the fact that the propor-
tion of total government expenditure on infrastructure and man-
ufacturing value added as a proportion of GDP and per capita are 
non-significant indicators in the case of poor performing states. 
The working population is a huge contributor to the economy 
and as seen, the coefficient is less than 1 and highly significant 
in all three categories of states. It is interesting to note that the 

Convergence to Steady State

Curbing regional disparities has been one of the 
prime goals of the states not only in India, but 
worldwide. Convergence is a concept that indicates 
if a state is moving towards a pattern of steady 
growth over time. In this context, growth is meas-
ured in terms of the Gross State Domestic Product 
(GSDP). The convergence model can be used to un-
derstand if increasing growth in traditionally high 
performing states has a spillover effect on the low 
performers, thereby bridging regional disparities. 
A coefficient less than 1 indicates convergence. The 
model used for analysis, referred to as the condi-
tional convergence model, takes into account the 
effect of factors such as gross capital formation, 
labour force participation and female labour force 
participation rate on GSDP over time. 

For the analysis, states have been classified into 
three categories- high, nominal (medium) and 
poor performing. Each category comprises 9 states, 
based on the scores in the PAI 2020 ranking.  The 
regression methodology follows a time-series panel 
data regression2 model with data extracted from 
2014-15 to 2019-20.

-	 High Performing states: Goa, Kerala, Tamil 	
	 Nadu, Meghalaya, Himachal Pradesh, Sikkim, 	
	 Karnataka, Chhattisgarh and Tripura
-	 Nominal Performing States: Maharashtra, 	
	 Gujarat, Punjab, Arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland, 
	 Uttarakhand, Delhi and Madhya Pradesh
-	 Poor Performing states: Manipur, Rajasthan, 	
	 West Bengal, Assam, Haryana, Jharkhand, 	
	 Bihar and Uttar Pradesh

female labour force participation rate 
has a negative coefficient in the high 
and nominal performing states. This 
indicates that the female labour force 
participation rate has a greater im-
pact on economic growth in the long 
run. However, the poor performing 
states do not show significant results 
in terms of female labour force par-
ticipation. This may be attributed to 
the prevailing gender disparities in 
these states, where social norms are 
forcing women out of the workforce.

2 To lower the variance inflation in the mod-
el, a log model for all the said indicators have 
been used and Mizoram has been dropped 
due to unavailability of data on labour force 
participation rate.

The State of the States
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The overall rankings for PAI 2020, present some 
interesting results. While some are expected, there 
are a few surprises as well. It can be said that, while 
some categories of states have made progress, 
others have shown poor performance in PAI 2020. 
The rankings of PAI 2020 are further supported by 
a cluster analysis which shows states where cer-
tain characteristics tend to form clusters and group 
together in specific patterns. The cluster analysis in 
PAI 2019 pointed to the concentration of the large 
states, particularly the top performing states, into a 
cluster that was largely growth driven. On the other 
hand, the small states, led by the Northeastern 
states, appeared to be driven by sustainability 
parameters. There were a set of states that were 
poor performers across all three pillars of equity, 
growth and sustainability. 

The cluster analysis using data from PAI 2020, 
however, is indicative of the transition in India’s 
development trajectory. PAI 2020 has generated 
compelling evidence from which two broad trends 
can be discerned: 

First, there is a process of convergence occurring, 
even if slow, between the high performing states 
and the traditionally low performing states on 
several aspects of growth and equity. This is cause 
for cautious optimism. Indeed, if this trend was 
to continue, it can be argued that demographics 
favour the hitherto slow growing states because 
they have relatively younger populations. It is 
therefore likely that the future growth drivers will 
come from some of these populous and resource 
endowed, but currently less developed states. It is 
also noteworthy that the progress made by some of 
these states on specific indicators has outpaced the 

“Any man who stands for progress has to criti-
cize, disbelieve, and challenge every item of the old 
faith.”	

Shaheed Bhagat Singh

“One of the deep secrets of life is that all that is really 
worth the doing is what we do for others.”

Lewis Carrol

high performing states. For instance, as pointed out 
in The Delta Analysis chapter, in the large states’ 
category Bihar has emerged as the state with the 
most improvement on some of the equity indica-
tors, despite being at the bottom of the PAI 2020 
rankings on the equity pillar. The state has shown 
improvements in reducing malnutrition, a fact 
observed in PAI 2019 as well, besides being a top 
performer in the number of children enrolled in 
organised learning under the ICDS programme.  
Contrast this with Kerala dropping to the bottom 
of the delta rankings on equity, pointing to the fact 
that the state has shown the least improvement on 
some equity indicators in the time period studied. 
This is contrary to Kerala’s performance in all edi-
tions of the Public Affairs Index, where the state has 
emerged first. The stagnation in progress on some 
aspects of development governance is attributable 
to some specific indicators such as reduction in 
malnutrition, participation in organised learning, 
increase in the cases of crimes against SCs and STs 
and cases of rapes. 

In a similar fashion, there is a pattern of a 
perceptible slowing down in progress on certain 
indicators in the traditional high growth states, 
and this should be a cause for concern. The worst 
performer in terms of a delta in the Growth pillar 
is Tamil Nadu which occupies the last position in 
the Delta rankings on the Growth pillar. Similarly, 
Kerala and Karnataka, states that feature at the top 
of the PAI 2020 growth rankings, are eighth and 
tenth respectively in terms of Delta performance. 
This suggests that the states may be experiencing 
stagnation in growth which must be corrected. An-
other state that has shown poor growth is Gujarat 
which is towards the bottom in terms of delta rank-



66
 The Sense Of An Ending

ing on growth. From a research perspective, it is an 
interesting transition that is happening across the 
country, and will raise many policy research related 
questions, including on migration, urbanisation 
and the emergence of future growth centres.

The second trend that emerges from the evidence of 
PAI 2020, is the persistent and deeply entrenched 
inequality concentrated in some specific geographies 
that are rooted in structure and agency related con-
straints and therefore warrant sustained policy 
attention and coordinated programmatic action. 
These are populations and geographies that are at 
risk of being left behind, despite efforts by the Cen-
tre and the State Governments; despite additional 
resource allocations over a period of time. These 
pockets of poverty need to be understood better 
and a more context-specific and resource sensitive 
intervention plan devised. From the evidence gen-
erated by PAI 2020, a structural problem that ap-
pears as a common feature across such endemi-
cally poor geographies, can be deduced. Seen from 
a macroeconomic perspective, it is a problem of 
structural transformation. The inequality that char-
acterises these states and districts arises primarily 
from the complex pattern of transition out of ag-
riculture. In all of them, while the contribution of 
agriculture has stagnated at about 15-17 percent 
of GSDP, the share of the work force in agriculture 
is more than three times that number. This has 
triggered significant movement out of agriculture, 
of large number of workers, in search of non-farm 
jobs. If anything, the absence of growth drivers in 
such endemically resource constrained regions has 
been exacerbated by extreme climate events result-
ing in agrarian distress and forced migration. From 
a real-world intervention perspective, the only real-

istic opportunity is to improve land use and water 
use efficiency in these rain-fed semi-arid regions. 
There is also perhaps a strong case for significantly 
increasing the MNREGA allocations in such pockets. 
Another feature that characterises these pockets 
is the near complete absence of voice and social 
accountability. Much of the development praxis ex-
tant is supply-side dominated, fragmented and with 
no community-based institutional architecture that 
fosters participatory governance. Therefore, the 
absence of community agency is as important a 
constraint besides the structure related problem. In 
the state-wise analysis PAI 2020 does provide some 
recommendations on what might be done.  

The COVID-19 pandemic has exposed the flaws 
in the country. While there is no doubt that India 
has achieved much since Independence, there is 
a long way to go if the SDG 2030 Agenda is to be 
achieved in letter and spirit. Record high rates of 
unemployment, a declining Gross Domestic Product, 
rising migrant crisis, high levels of informalisation 
of the workforce, consistently declining female 
labour force participation, rising cases of social 
inequities and threats to minority communities, 
rapid urbanisation at the cost of the environment 
and soaring crimes against women are some of the 
most pressing issues plaguing the country currently. 
Unless these structural issues are addressed, the 
country may not be close to attaining sustainable 
development. The results from the PAI 2020 are 
testimony to this. 

Overall Rankings

Among the large states, Kerala tops the rankings yet 
again, followed closely by Tamil Nadu. While Ker-
ala has improved performance in PAI 2020 with a 
score of 1.388 as compared to 1.011 in PAI 2019, 
Tamil Nadu’s score has slipped from 0.823 in PAI 
2019 to 0.912 in PAI 2020. Following Kerala and 
Tamil Nadu are Andhra Pradesh (0.531) and Kar-
nataka (0.468) which are placed third and fourth 
respectively. Both Andhra Pradesh and Karnataka 
have shown an improvement in performance in 
PAI 2020. However, similar to PAI 2019, there is a 
considerable gap between Tamil Nadu, ranked sec-
ond, and Andhra Pradesh, ranked third, indicating 
that there does exist some regional disparities. It is 
interesting to note that continuing with the trend 
established in PAI 2019, the top four states in PAI 
2020 are South Indian states. Closely following Kar-
nataka is Chhattisgarh (0.429), which has moved 
up two places over the past year. Telangana, Ma-
harashtra, Punjab and Gujarat continue to remain 
in the middle range of the rankings. Rajasthan and 
Haryana have slipped in the rankings, with Haryana 
moving into the bottom five states category in PAI 
2020. The bottom of the rankings features Haryana, 
Jharkhand, Bihar, Odisha and Uttar Pradesh, which 
is similar to PAI 2019, indicating that these states 
are yet to catch up completely with other well per-
forming states. What is more concerning is that all 
unlike the top performing states, all the states at the 
bottom of the rankings have seen a drastic decline 
in scores as compared to the previous year. The 
largest decline can be seen in Bihar (from -0.658 to 
1-1.158) and Uttar Pradesh (-0.864 to -1.461). 
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Moving to the small states, Goa continues to top the 
rankings with a score of 1.745. The state has shown 
large improvement in the score as compared to PAI 
2019 (from 1.1 to 1.745). Following Goa is Megha-
laya (0.797) which has moved from third position 
in the previous year. However, the score of the state 
has seen a reduction, from 0.891 in PAI 2019 to 
0.797 this year. Himachal Pradesh follows Megha-
laya, with a score of 0.725. The state has seen a con-
sistent drop in performance from PAI 2016, where 
it was ranked first to PAI 2019 where it ranked sec-
ond, to now. Sikkim (0.602) has seen an improve-
ment in performance from seventh in PAI 2019 to 
fourth position in this year. Tripura too has moved 
from the bottom three in PAI 2019 to fifth position 
in PAI 2020, with a score of 0.145. There is however 
a considerable gap between Sikkim, ranked fourth 
and Tripura which is a cause of concern. Another 
state that has shown marginal improvement is Na-
galand which has moved up two places, with how-
ever only a minor improvement in score. States like 
Arunachal Pradesh, Uttarakhand and Mizoram have 
seen declining performances with a drop in scores. 
However, the largest decline is seen in the case of 
Manipur which has moved from sixth in PAI 2019 
to eleventh in PAI 2020. The state must look into 
the reasons for such a fall in performance, some of 
which are highlighted in the individual state fact 
sheets and design corrective action. Delhi has re-
mained at the bottom of the rankings. The nation-
al capital has however shown an improvement in 
scores from -1.214 in PAI 2019 to -0.289 in PAI 
2020 which is a good sign. 

Among the Union Territories, Chandigarh emerg-
es as the top performer with a score of 1.057. As 
seen in the large and the small states, there is a con-

siderable gap in scores between Chandigarh and 
Puducherry (0.520), which is ranked second.  While 
there is a slight variation in the indicators used for 
ranking the Union Territories as compared to the 
states, it is observed that the UTs have shown poor-
er performance than both the large and the small 
states in terms of the scores. At the bottom of the 
rankings in Jammu & Kashmir (-0.506) followed by 
Dadra & Nagar Haveli (-0.690). Jammu & Kashmir, 
which was a part of the small states’ category till 
PAI 2019, was among the poor performers as well. 

Cluster Analysis

From a development and governance perspective, 
it is crucial to identify and analyse the patterns in 
the performance of states in good governance. To 
do this, PAI 2020 conducted a ‘cluster analysis’ to 
assess the performance of the states and get a sense 
of the general direction in which states are moving.
The analysis has categorised states into three clus-
ters as explained below:

Cluster 1 includes the states of Kerala, Goa, Hi-
machal Pradesh, Delhi, Maharashtra, Andhra 
Pradesh, Telangana, Gujrat, Rajasthan, Karnataka, 
Tamil Nadu, Punjab, Haryana, Uttarakhand, Madhya 
Pradesh, Sikkim, Chhattisgarh. This cluster has mix 
of large states and small states where most of the 
large states are on the list of better performers in 
PAI 2020. Cluster 1 performs above average in 17 
indicators under the growth pillar as compared to 
the 11 indicators under equity, which shows that 
this cluster is highly growth driven. These states 
have also seen a moderately better performance 
in the 4 out of 5 indicators under sustainability. 
As compared to the results in PAI 2019, additions 
in this cluster include states like Madhya Pradesh 
which have moved from the third cluster. 

Cluster 2 mostly includes small states, namely, 
Arunachal Pradesh, Manipur, Meghalaya, Nagaland, 
Tripura, Mizoram and Assam; all from the North 
East. This cluster is highly equity driven with the 
states performing above average in 16 of the 23 
indicators as compared to only 5 indicators in the 
growth pillar. However, in sustainability this clus-
ter proves to be lagging with above average perfor-
mance in only 2 out of 7 sustainability pillar indi-
cators. This is a stark shift from the results in PAI 
2019 where this cluster was sustainability driven.  

Cluster 3 consists of Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, 
Jharkhand, Odisha and West Bengal. These states 
are the same states which have ranked towards the 
end in PAI 2020. In this cluster, only 8 out of 23 in-
dicators in the equity pillar, 6 out of 20 indicators 
in the growth pillar and 1 out of 7 indicators in the 
sustainability pillar are indicators where the states 
perform above average. Interestingly, most of the 
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Aspirational Districts that have been identified by 
the NITI Aayog fall within this particular cluster, 
similar to last year. This raises a concern on the per-
formance of these states over time.

With all the findings, the results of the cluster anal-
ysis coincide with the correlation and regression 
analysis. As seen in the regression analysis the 
poor performing states are all clustered togeth-
er in Cluster 3, and these states also feature at the 
bottom of the PAI 2020 rankings. This indicates to 
the fact that, while states like Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, 
Jharkhand, West Bengal, Odisha are converging to-
wards a growth path, their rate of progress towards 
sustainable development is a lot slower than the 
other Indian states. However, what is most striking 
is the fact that apart from the North East states, eq-
uity remains a major concern for a major part of the 
country. 

PAI 2020 through the Delta Analysis also showcases 
the stagnancy in the growth rates of traditionally 
better performing states like Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Karnataka, Maharashtra and Gujrat, while the 
poor performing states like Bihar and Assam have 
picked up the pace of growth in the identified hu-
man development indicators. The indicators to at-
tain Sustainable Development such as Gender Ine-
quality (SDG5), Zero Poverty (SDG1), Zero Hunger 
(SDG2), Good health and wellbeing (SDG3), Qual-
ity Education (SDG4), Decent work and Economic 
Growth (SDG8) are seen as of utmost importance 
and need to be emphasised in the state’s develop-
ment praxis. In terms of converging towards a sus-
tained growth over year, two classifications (high 
performing states and nominal performing states) 
have shown a significant impact of female labour 

force participation to achieve steady state. The 
economic impact of increased female labour force 
participation is very evident as seen in the con-
vergence results and if the poor performing states 
too are following the path of convergence like the 
high and nominal performing states, it is essential 
to cater to the well-being of the female population; 
economically, socially or culturally. In conclusion, it 
would be safe to say that PAI 2020 agrees with the 
UNDP narrative that “Equity and Sustainability are 
important for human development and the growth 
of a nation”.

India’s economic transition is a complex 
phenomenon and the patterns of growth and in-
equality diverse. A standard theoretical frame-
work will perhaps miss what is happening at the 
ground level. But one economic fundamental for 
a vast agrarian economy like India would perhaps 
apply and should be taken seriously - the states 
must focus attention on the structure, agency and 
regulatory aspects that circumscribe both the land-
use and water-use efficiency challenges if agricul-
ture has to transition from subsistence farming 
to a modern and sustainable food production sys-
tem, resilient to climate change. The community 
needs to be engaged and participatory mechanisms 
evolved. If there is one imperative today, it is for the 
states to bridge the critical knowledge gaps in un-
derstanding current risk management strategies of 
small and marginal farmers. 

The heart of India is still rural and the most com-
mon citizen the farmer. In essence, if we must ar-
ticulate a sense of an ending it is simply: nothing 
about them, without them.
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CHAPTER IX- THE EVOLUTION OF THE PUBLIC AFFAIRS INDEX

PAI 2020 is the fifth edition of the annual ranking of the States of India on the quality 
and adequacy of public governance. We therefore decided to include a review, by an 
independent researcher, of the five-year journey of PAC to develop a composite index 
to measure the quality of subnational governance in India. 

Dr. Haritha Pusarla is an independent researcher and writer with avid interest in public governance. 
She is a molecular biologist by training and holds a PhD in Life Sciences.
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Driven by its mandate to help enhance the quality 
of public governance in the states, Public Affairs 
Centre (PAC), widely known for its Citizen Report 
Card (CRC), embarked on an ambitious exercise 
in 2016, to measure the quality and effectiveness 
of subnational governance in India. Thus, the now 
widely recognised and holistically designed Public 
Affairs Index (PAI) was born. PAI 2020 is the fifth 
edition of this composite index. 

UNESCO defines governance as “…structures and 
processes that are designed to ensure accountability, 
transparency, responsiveness, rule of law, stability, 
equity and inclusiveness, empowerment, and 
broad-based participation”. Often confused 
with Management, Governance is really about 
distribution and sharing of power, setting priorities 
and holding stakeholders accountable. Good 
governance, often recognised as a necessary 
precondition for eradicating poverty and ensuring 
sustainable development, was one of the targets 
of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and 
with this promoting good governance for human 
welfare emerged a priority. More important, it 
was the famous third wave of democratisation in 
the 1990s that triggered the quest for measuring 
governance to monitor the progress of a country.

Policy makers and economists agreed that good 
governance is essential for economic development. 
In late 1990s, The World Bank Institute and the 
Research Department of World Bank, initiated 
a programme to evolve worldwide governance 
Indicators. Effectively debunking the difficulty 
in measuring an abstract governance, several 
institutions developed data-based frameworks 

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

Dr. VKRV Rao
Essays in Economic Development,1964

“You know what the issue is with this world? Every-
one wants some magical solution to their problem 
and everyone refuses to believe in.”

Lewis Carrol
Alice in Wonderland

to measure the quality of governance relying, 
both on empirical data and analyses. Findings of 
such analyses began to gain traction amongst the 
government personnel, civil society and even the 
private sector. Inter-governmental and multilateral 
institutions began to employ data-driven 
frameworks tied with effective outcomes for policy 
and decision making. 

Subnational Governance

Empirical case studies increasingly reinforced the 
significant role that the sub-national States can 
play in regulating rapid economic activities and 
governance. Sub-national governments go a long 
way in addressing human development issues 
like resource imbalance, regional disparities, 
problems of exclusion, denial, marginalisation, 
discrimination, absence of rule of law, hence 
denial of security, safety and opportunities. With 
an exclusive jurisdiction over agriculture, school 
education, public health, sanitation, land and police, 
States in India, besides being mere implementers of 
Centre’s initiatives, can customise and restructure 
them to suit their needs and address the regional 
challenges.

Despite distinct constitutional delineation of power 
between the centre and states, there always existed 
a tussle between exertion of overarching power 
by the centre and the propensity of the states to 
assert their autonomy. The restructured Planning 
Commission, now referred to as NITI (National 
Institution for Transforming India) Aayog, in 2015 
recommended greater devolution of funds to 
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and ensure the delivery of the fruits of development 
to citizens, which in the ultimate analysis is the crux 
of good governance.

Conceptualisation of PAI

Periodic monitoring or assessment of progress 
is essential to revive and revitalise governance 
mechanisms. Besides bringing transparency to 
the implementation of public policies, sustained 
efforts on the evaluation of relevant indicators of 
governance would compel implementing agencies 
to constantly review policies and revisit them to 
address the needs of the people. Applying this prin-
ciple, since launching the Public Affairs Index in 
2016, the PAC has been refining the PAI methodol-
ogy to mirror individual approaches of the States. 
Making a marked departure from the subjective 
approach, PAI embraced a scientific approach of 
measuring governance based on the data collected 
from reliable secondary sources and developed a 
framework that offered solutions to the core issues 
that confronted the States. In line with the changing 
global paradigms where development is expressed 
in terms of numbers or score cards, PAI developed 
a data driven framework which makes more sense 
to those involved in governance and their subjects. 
This triggered a genuine inter-state competition, 
corporate style of evaluation, instilled a perish or 
perform outlook, and fostered periodic monitoring 
to ensure timely implementation and execution of 
projects. 

On the premise that a single definition of governance 
cannot be applied to all states as they have nuanced 
differences arising out of cultural dissimilarities and 
social variations, including governance measuring 

states and cautioned against any arbitrary cuts in 
Centrally Sponsored Schemes (CSS) paving the way 
for a harmonious and constructive development 
strategy for the country. Devolution of funds and 
decentralisation are an essential beginning towards 
empowering the states. In this regard, the PAI 2019 
recommended more effective implementation of 
the 73rd and 74th amendments for strengthening 
the third tier of governance to generate a multiplier 
effect and significantly enhance the impact of 
the Centre’s initiatives together with the states’ 
aggregate performance. PAI has also alluded to 
the bottom up approach and the need for the 
democratisation of development.

For long, from the perspective of the development 
trajectory of a country and performance of the 
states, GDP as an indicator received overwhelming 
attention of policy makers to the near & complete 
exclusion of equity, ecological sustainability and 
the outcomes of such economic development. GDP 
or economic power has been a denominator for 
appraising the comparative strength of a country 
among the comity of nations. The higher the GDP 
the more powerful is the country because of its 
economic strength, military, infrastructure and 
currency. Since the turn of the millennium and 
especially after the recession in 2008, the concept 
of GDP ceased to be a comprehensive indicator of 
the multi-sectoral development. The concept of 
inclusive development as opposed to economic 
development began to gain prominence. Along with 
regular macroeconomic indicators, the ranking of 
human development indicators and physical quality 
of life indicators began to gain prominence. Various 
international agencies began to evaluate countries 
based on a wide variety of indicators to examine 

doctrines and approaches, PAI conceptualised 
an India-specific study to rank the 30 (now 29) 
states of India categorised into two lists based 
on population with two crore population as the 
dividing line. Accordingly, 68 indicators grouped 
within 25 focus subjects falling under 10 themes 
were selected for the purpose of study in 2016. Data 
was standardised with population and standardised 
variables were represented in percentage form for 
interstate comparisons. Ranks were allotted at 
indicator level, focus subject level and theme level. 
Themes included- Essential Infrastructure, Human 
Development, Social Protection, Women & Children, 
Law and Order, Justice, Environment, Transparency 
& Accountability, Fiscal Management, and Economic 
Freedom.

After analysing the data covering 10 broad themes 
Kerala stood at the top table amongst both large 
and small states closely followed by Tamil Nadu 
and Karnataka at 2nd and 3rd position respectively. 
With high economic strength and financial prowess 
Maharashtra and Gujarat wrested 4th and 5th 
positions. With an overall better performance in 
all the indicators, the Kerala model of development 
stood out as the epitome of quality of governance in 
sharp contrast to the Gujarat Model of development 
that fared poorly in social and human indicators. 
Among the small states - Mizoram, Himachal 
Pradesh, Delhi and Sikkim shared the top honours. 
PAI 2016 presented a comprehensive analysis of 
29 states (since data on the then recently carved 
Telangana state wasn’t available). 

PAC has notably employed the modern tool of 
Sentiment Analysis to extract the opinions from 
social media. This analysis deploys twin tools 
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The last four ranks among the large states-As-
sam, Odisha, Jharkhand and Bihar in both 2016 
and 2017 remained the same. The highest rank-
ings of both large and small states dipped in 2017 
with differences between the larger states being 
much less in 2017. Interestingly, 13 among the 18 
large states were performing at levels above the 
mid-point, while 7 out of 12 states were placed 
above the midpoint driving home the point of 
larger states contributing much towards good 
governance. The highest score on the scale of 0 to 
1 was 0.568 suggesting that even the best state was 
a mediocre performer in the larger framework of 
good governance.

Five themes – Inequality, Human Rights, Crime, 
Law & Order, Essential Infrastructure, and Fiscal 
Management were chosen for the Sentiment 
Analysis in 2017. Among the large states, Assam 
topped the overall sentiment score in all the five 
themes followed by Kerala, Rajasthan, Haryana and 
Maharashtra. Uttarakhand, Sikkim, Tripura and 
Meghalaya obtained the highest scores in that order 
in the category of small states. In the special study 
on social, economic and gender equality, Kerala 
state stood at the top of the chart, reasserting the 
pre-eminence of the Kerala Model of Development. 
Tamil Nadu, Punjab, Telangana, Haryana followed 
among the large states. The wide gap in the index 
value between the rank 1 and rank 2 States, vouches 
for overall better performance of Kerala in all the 
social indicators. Among the small states, Sikkim 
ranked first followed by Himachal Pradesh, Goa, 
Mizoram and Delhi. In the light of the PAI findings, 
the States that had invested significantly in health 
and education topped the PAI index. States that 
fared poorly in health and education lagged behind 

of the Natural Language Programming (NLP) 
and Machine Learning (ML) algorithms wherein 
articles containing the predetermined set of words 
are classified and analysed. Based on the percep-
tions of social media Karnataka was first among the 
equals closely followed by Tamil Nadu and Odisha 
in 2nd and 3rd positions. Sikkim topped the list 
of small states followed by Tripura and Himachal 
Pradesh. Kerala was ranked the best governed 
states followed by Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh.

PAI 2017

After the receiving acclaim for a relatively reliable 
index, and after considerable deliberations, PAI 
2017 expanded its vision to include an exclusive 
study on Inequality which included economic 
disparity, gender bias and social discrimination. 
With this, the focus subjects increased to 26; 16 new 
indicators were added, 2 tweaked and 2 dropped 
to arrive at 82 total indicators for analysis under 
the broad frame work of 10 defined broad themes. 
Prioritising equity and inclusion as key governance 
aspects, the concept of inequality was revisited to 
emphasise the divergence between regions, states, 
and within communities. Based on the availability 
of data, the Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) 
and Arithmetic Mean (AM) was calculated with 
data from three consecutive years and used as data 
points for a scale of 0 to 1. The five top places in the 
overall PAI index (score) were occupied by Kerala, 
Tamil Nadu, Gujarat, Karnataka, and Maharashtra 
respectively. Himachal Pradesh was the first among 
small states followed by Goa, Mizoram, Sikkim and 
Uttarakhand. 

in the development trajectory and ended up at the 
bottom of the PAI index rankings.

After 2017, Sentiment Analysis was discontinued. 
While sentiment analysis does provide subjective 
perceptions, it was recognised that it runs counter 
to the empirical approach adopted for the PAI 
index. Though often touted as a useful analysis for 
business strategy, this quick tool to gauge popular 
perception based on the reports from the social 
media, is rooted in bias. Ideally gauging perceptions 
of an independent, apolitical, unbiased, uncensored 
media would help in assessing the mood of people 
regarding particular theme. But the social media is 
none of these. Rooted in bias, sentiment score may 
have been an unproductive exercise.

Comprehensive Study of Governance

Important pointers from the study in 2016 and 
2017 became a motivating factor for various states. 
Broadening the scope and improvising the study, 
with inputs from academicians and statisticians, 
fine-tuning methodology, PAI 2018 commenced 
an earnest analysis of 100 indicators with 30 focus 
subjects and 10 themes. PAI 2018 adopted the 
Four Capital Theory (FCT) as the cornerstone of 
governance and gave a special focus on the Children 
of India. 

The findings of the three consecutive years 
established a clear lead of Southern states in 
the overall PAI Index. Kerala and Tamil Nadu 
consistently occupied the first two positions with 
Telangana catapulting to third position in 2018. 
Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Jharkhand 
which ended up at the bottom of the table trig-
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health and women of the top five states which 
bettered themselves and the bottom five states 
with lowest growth rates to understand how they 
are catching up with others. Bihar and Jharkhand 
reportedly registered remarkable progress in full 
immunisation among children of 12-23 months age 
group compared to Tamil Nadu, Himachal Pradesh, 
Haryana, Maharashtra and Uttarakhand. Similarly, 
Infant Mortality Rates have dropped in almost all 
states except Mizoram. Interestingly, states with 
low growth rates like Bihar and Arunachal Pradesh 
showed increased investment in education while 
states like Karnataka and Delhi showed decreased 
public spending on education. In the case of 
institutional delivery, Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand 
registered the highest improvement despite poor 
performance in other social indicators. A clear 
pattern of laggard states demonstrating the will 
to achieve higher human development goals is a 
significant welcome change. The better performance 
of Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand strengthens the case 
for the division of larger states to provide for more 
equitable distribution of resources. Kerala, Tamil 
Nadu, Telangana, Karnataka and Gujarat occupied 
the first five positions in the 2018 aggregated PAI 
index. Among small states, Himachal Pradesh 
maintained its lead followed by Mizoram, Sikkim, 
Tripura and Chhattisgarh.

Constructing a Composite Index (CI) through 
the prism of Sustainable Development

In a paradigm shift from the plethora of indicators, 
PAI 2019 carried out a statistically rigorous 
scientific analysis of select indicators related to 
sustainable development. With the objective of 

meeting global standards, PAI 2019 subscribed 
to a prescriptive orientation for measurement of 
sub-national governance. 

The veracity of any analysis is contingent on the 
exactitude of data. Factoring in the constraints 
related to availability of quality data indicators 
which have statistically significant impact on 
governance were carefully chosen to construct a 
Composite Index (CI). Instead of assigning weights, 
data was subjected to Factor Analysis (FA) and 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Delta analysis 
was also used to analyse performance of a state 
over a period of time. 

To measure governance, PAI 2019 identified 
three pillars - Growth, Equity and Sustainabil-
ity with five themes propounded in the World-
Wide Governance Indicators (WGI). Voice and 
Accountability, Government Effectiveness, Regu-
latory Quality, Rule of Law and Control of Corrup-
tion. (WGI has six dimensions, the theme of Polit-
ical Stability and Absence of violence/Terrorism 
was excluded from the purview of the 2019 study). 
Aligning the analysis to the global approach, PAI 
2019 was integrated with the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDG) agenda and focussed on 13 of the 
17 SDG in which the state governments play a ma-
jor role, and identified 49 indicators under them to 
measure governance. With the SDG framework, PAI 
2019 took a leap forward to revamp the analysis for 
generating an India-specific data-driven framework 
to help in making informed policy decisions in the 
pursuit of the UN development agenda, 2030.

gered the old debate of BIMARU states weighing 
down the progress of the country. North India 
states displayed poor performance in a variety 
of indicators without any real signs of progress. 
Significant divergences were observed between 
Southern States and BIMARU states in aspects of 
literacy, life expectancy and education. Small states 
with a steady improvement in performance of-
fered valuable lessons to the large states. Himachal 
Pradesh, Goa, Mizoram and Sikkim consistently 
topped the list in the small state category.

Exhaustive analysis of various indicators in PAI 
2018 offered crucial insights on the performances 
of various states. The outstanding performance of 
Himachal Pradesh a result of largely bipartisan long-
term strategies; and a rare political unanimity that 
education, health, women’s empowerment social 
justice be given highest priority contributed to its 
vibrant transformation. Also, the determination and 
aspirations displayed by small states to improve 
their performance and the great impact of social 
harmony in ensuring better reach of government 
policies made a case in point for the bifurcation of 
larger states like Uttar Pradesh and Bihar. 

Throughout the study, the importance of political 
stability and bipartisan support of the political 
parties have been left largely unexplored. Future 
studies can take this analysis forward. Since 
independence, Kerala has been by and large ruled 
by leftist or centre of left parties. PAI has indicated 
that this leftist slant might have been a driving factor 
for better performance in various social indicators. 

PAI 2018 conducted special analysis of data spanning 
2005-06 to 2015-16 on focus subjects of education, 
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Regression Analysis helped in identifying the 
magnitude to which particular indicators affected 
the overall PAI index. With regard to equity, aspects 
related to women, children, education, injustice 
faced by SC/ST and undertrial prisoners had a 
marked effect on the overall PAI. This analysis 
greatly enhanced the ability to identify the problem 
areas in particular states. Similarly, Delta Analysis 
performed for a period of time, besides nullifying the 
legacy issues helped in fathoming the performance 
of state in a particular aspect. 

The aforementioned three analyses provide a 
detailed account of the structural inadequacies 
which in turn can serve as a feed-back apparatus 
for policy makers to catalyse collaboration with 
regional stakeholders and accelerate development.

Twenty-one indicators were used to measure 
growth which included the themes of government 
effectiveness and regulatory quality. Growth is 
often discussed in terms of economic progress 
alone, but in fact, includes health, education and 
infrastructure. Indicators like number of buses, 
population with access to electricity and banking 
facilities, measures to promote business ventures 
and state spending on agriculture were found to 
enhance the growth prospects of the states. In the 
case of large states, the performance in growth 
significantly influenced overall performance. 
However, the correlation is not significant in small 
states. Growth analysis underscored a striking 
feature of jobless growth phenomenon in Guja-
rat, Madhya Pradesh and Himachal Pradesh which 
experienced simultaneous increase in both un-
employment rate and Net State Domestic Product 
(NSDP). Delta analysis between 2011-12 and 2017-

Unlike the previous three editions, espousing 
the objectives of enabling the states to identify 
problem areas of governance, providing support for 
optimisation solutions, and highlighting the need to 
strengthen institutions, PAI 2019 came a long way 
in streamlining its governance assessment exercise. 
Equity, Growth and Sustainability are the 
cornerstones for development. Using 23 
indicators, PAI 2019 measured equity across the 
three dimensions of social, economic and gender 
spanning the five themes. Tamil Nadu topped the 
rankings with an index value of 0.782 followed 
by Chhattisgarh and West Bengal. While Madhya 
Pradesh (-1.084), Haryana, Odisha, Karnataka and 
Telangana (-1.732) occupied the bottom rankings. 
In case of small states, Himachal Pradesh (1.889) 
ranked first, followed by Meghalaya, Nagaland, 
Manipur and Mizoram. While Jammu &Kashmir 
(0.460), Uttarakhand, Sikkim, Arunachal Pradesh 
and Delhi (-2.285) found place at the bottom of 
the rankings. The large differences in the scores of 
states showcased the differences in equity. 

Another interesting aspect of PAI 2019 was the 
use of correlation analysis, regression analysis 
and delta analysis. Correlation analysis signals the 
relationship between the variable under study to 
the overall PAI index. A weak correlation exists 
between equity and overall PAI in case of large 
states. However, a strong positive correlation is 
found between equity and PAI index in case of 
small states. By consequence, new policy initiatives 
with a potential impact on equity indices can be 
implemented on a pilot basis in small states. If the 
desired change is achieved, these policies can be 
scaled to larger states.

18 of unemployment indicated an overall increase 
in unemployment in all states except Tripura. 

Sustainability is often sacrificed for economic 
progress. Consequently, nature’s fury manifests 
in the form of extreme climate events that 
have an impact on the environment, economy 
and the future of humankind, are a common 
occurrence now. The burden of striking a right 
balance to the Malthusian-Darwinian dynamic 
through implementation of right policies is on 
state governments. The top performing states in 
sustainability pillar were the five southern states. 
Karnataka with an index score of 1.45 led the 
table followed by Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Telangana 
and Andhra Pradesh. Sustainability and overall 
performance were strongly correlated both in large 
and small states. Interestingly, all the five indicators 
of sustainability-renewable energy, proportion of 
forest area, proportion of degraded area, solid waste 
generation and processing, PM10 particulate mat-
ter was found to have significant impact on the sus-
tainability index. While the use of renewable energy 
has increased in all states, seven states witnessed 
decline of which five are North-Eastern states of 
Nagaland, Manipur, Meghalaya, Tripura and Sikkim. 
West Bengal showed the highest increase in forest 
cover from 2007 to 2017.

Four South Indian states were among the top five 
in the CI rankings - Kerala with a score of 1.011 
was ahead of Tamil Nadu (0.823), Andhra Pradesh, 
Karnataka and Punjab. Among small states, Goa 
with a score of 1.1 led the CI rankings followed 
by Himachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Arunachal 
Pradesh and Mizoram. PAI 2019 made a significant 
contribution in providing a Pan-India perspective 
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through cluster-analysis. The analysis identified 
a cluster with moderate equity performance but 
below average in growth and sustainability pillars 
and included the bottom five large states - Uttar 
Pradesh, Bihar, Jharkhand, Odisha, Assam. 96 of the 
100 aspirational districts are concentrated in these 
regions which remained underdeveloped despite 
vast amounts of public investments.  

Delta Analysis tracks a state’s performance for 
a particular variable across a time period and 
can be an effective tool in assessing the impact of 
government policies like affirmative action, social 
security schemes etc. Unlike the static analysis, 
delta analysis is dynamic, factoring in changes over 
of time to reflect a trend, but any climate or health 
emergency of pandemic proportions can an anom-
alous change in a pattern. 

PAI 2016, 2017, 2018 can be reckoned as 
formative years where attempts were made 
to present a comprehensive or 360 view of 
sub-national governance. Use of indicators with 
auto-co-relationships changed the outcomes. By 
culling the indicators and integrating the measures 
with global themes, PAI 2019 has fine-tuned its study 
and raised the bar. Unfortunately, comparative anal-
ysis of PAI 2019 with previous studies is not pos-
sible due to the differences in the methodologies 
used. By displaying an intent to provide a reliable, 
credible and comparable data-driven framework, 
PAC has certainly elevated itself as a premier think-
tank in policy making.
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STATE FACT SHEETS

Each state is economically, socially, politically and culturally different from one another. Thus, 
policies and reforms need to be context and region specific so that it benefits the marginalised 
section of the population, thus ‘leaving no one behind’. The state fact sheets provide an 
insightful analysis on the progress made by the states towards the three dimensions of 
sustainable development - Equity, Growth and Sustainability.

The fact sheets provide the rankings and scores for each state while giving a brief description 
on the performance of the state at the Pillar level. In addition, the fact sheets highlight those 
specific indicators where the state’s ranking is among the Top 3 and Bottom 3. Each fact 
sheet also calls attention to the indicators where the state is an outlier in the hope that policy 
reform is directed towards that specific sector.

Given the pace of growth and the development paradigm of the country, it is believed that 
focus must be given primarily to the pillars of Human Development – Education, Health & 
Livelihoods. Hence, the state fact sheets include actionable policy recommendations in the 
ambit of Human Development. 
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Abstract

This technical note provides a detailed explanation 
and the justification of the model used for 
computing the Public Affairs Index (PAI) 2020. 
While most composite indices use the weighted 
average method for measuring overall governance 
from a variety of individual indicators, PAI 2020 
model uses a variation of the Principal Components 
Analysis (PCA) technique to arrive at the composite 
index. This technique effectively pronounces small 
variations amongst states and eliminates bias owing 
to outliers. The 50 indicators used in PAI 2020 
are grouped at various levels namely Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDG), Themes and Pillars. 
PAI 2020 uses the principal components effective-
ly to sys- tematically compute the index scores at 
each level without the use of subjective or uniform 
weights.

Keywords

Principal Component Analysis, Variance, Index, Factors

Introduction

Composite indicators provide a common ground 
to compare multiple entities measured on a wide 
range of individ- ual indicators, each representing 
a unique dimension of the entity. PAI 2020 uses a 
total of 50 indicators covering di- verse domains of 
Growth, Sustainability and Equity spread across the 
themes of Voice and Accountability, Government 
Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law and 
Control of Corruption. Further the 50 indicators 
covers 13 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 
The entities here are the 30 states of India grouped 
into large and small states.

A common technique for calculating the composite 
index for each of the 30 states is to compute the 
weighted average of the indicators rolling up at 
each level using uniform or subjective weights. 
Subjective weights are allocated using do- main 
knowledge and careful analysis using appropriate 
justifications. These justifications, however sound 
are subject to debate. [ 1 ], [ 2 ] discuss various 
methods of computing composite indices and a crit-
ical assessment of each technique. In the PAI 2020 
model, the 50 indicators at the bottom most layer 
are mapped to the respective SDG in a manner such 
that each indicator maps to exactly one SDG. Each 
of the SDG maps to one of the Themes and likewise 
each of the Themes map to the respective Pillars in 
the top most layer. Each indicator can be tied to a 
Pillar, Theme and the SDG that it maps to.A pictorial 
representation of the PAI 2020 model constituting 
the three levels namely - Pillars, Themes and SDGs 
is presented below:

Figure 1: PAI 2020 Model illustrating the three levels - 
Pillars, Themes and SDGs

An index score is computed at every node in each 
of the levels namely Pillars, Themes and SDG us-
ing a variation of the Principal Components Anal-
ysis technique. Finally the index scores at the top 
most level constituting the pillars namely Equity, 
Growth and Sustainability are averaged to arrive at 
the composite score for each state. The rest of the 
sections in this note explains the detailed process 
of generating the index scores at the various levels 
and the composite index for each state. The note is 
concluded with a summary section and references 
to related literature.

COMPUTING PAI 2020

Let xq,s denote the raw value of the individual in-
dicator q for state s where q = 1 . . . 50 and s = 1 . . . 
30. The raw scores were converted into normalised 
Z scores to ensure appropriate scaling of data. The 
direction of the scores were re- versed appropriately 
during the process of scaling to ensure a standard 
alignment of values for each indicator wherein a 
high value indicates better performance and vice 
versa. Let iq,s denote the normalised values of the 
individual indicator q for state s.
	  	

            Equation 1

The above was preferred over scaling using the 
Min-Max method namely:
	  	

            Equation 2
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Scaling using Z score (Equation 1) maintains the dis-
persion in the data when compared to scaling using 
the Min-Max method (Equation 2).

Principal Components Analysis as the 
Aggregation Technique

Composite index can be calculated at each node 
using the weighted average method wherein, suit-
able weights (subjective or uniform) are applied to 
the individual indicators aggregating into a node 
at each level. In Figure 1, the blue, pink and green 
circles depict nodes at each level namely the Pil-
lars, Themes and SDGs. PAI 2020 uses the Principal 
Components Analysis (PCA) technique to compute 
the index scores at each node. PCA explains the var-
iance in the observed data using a few linear combi-
nations of the original data. These few linear com-
binations reduce the original data to a smaller set 
of variables called the principal components (PCs) 
in a manner that the PCs hold a high amount of the 
cumulative variance in the original data. These PCs 
are orthogonal to each other or ”uncorrelated”. The 
PCs are calculated using the respective factor load-
ings αi,q such that:
	
PCi,q = Xαi,q.iq,s	 where Xαi,q2	 Equation 3

The cutoff for the PCs is taken at 0.8. In other words, 
the the model selects as many PCs that explain a 
cumulative variance of 80principal component as 
the
 
q 2 , 3) Manhattan     aggregated score, 2) Euclidean 
Distance of the PCs - PPCj

Distance of the PCs - PPCj ,4) Weighted average of 
the PCs, using the variance explained by the PCs as 
the respective weights – Pwj.PCj .

PAI 2020 uses the following technique to aggregate 
the PCs into an index score at the respective node.
	  	
				    Equation 4

where Vj is the variance explained by the Principal 
Component PCj . This aggregation technique en-
sures that states performing exceedingly well on 
one off indicators and hence accounting for large 
dispersion in the PC scores do not bias the index 
scores at a node when compared to states that per-
form well on most of the indicators and hence ac-
count for smaller dispersion in the PC scores. Fur-
ther, the use of a variation of Manhattan Distance 
over Euclidean Distance ensures that small differ-
ences in PC scores across states are pronounced 
during aggregation.

The above process of calculating the index scores is 
repeated at each level until the index scores at the 
top most level are calculated namely the scores for 
the pillars (Equity, Growth and Sustainability). The 
three index scores for the pil- lars are then aver-
aged to calculate the composite index for each state.

Summary

PAI 2020 uses the variance in the data to derive 
the index scores at each level using a variation of 
the PCA technique. This eliminates the use of sub-
jective weights to calculate the composite index. 
Further, the model ensures any bias in- troduced 

owing to outliers is eliminated while computing 
the composite index for each state. Finally the 
composite index can be decomposed to individual 
index scores at the Pillar, Themes and SDG level 
for granular analysis of each state from various 
perspectives.

References

1.	 Freudenberg, M. (2003), ”Composite 		
	 Indicators of Country Performance: A Critical 	
	 Assessment”, OECD Science, Technology and 	
	 Industry Working Papers, No. 2003/16, OECD 	
	 Publishing, Paris.
	 https://doi.org/10.1787/405566708255

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



118

Annexures

PAI 2020 State Codes



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 Pillar Wise State & UT Rankings



120

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 Theme Wise State Rankings



122

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 Theme Wise UT Rankings



124

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 List Of Pillars, Themes, SDGs & Indicators



126

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 List Of Pillars, Themes, SDGs & Indicators



128

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 List Of Pillars, Themes, SDGs & Indicators



130

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 Notes/Adjustments



132

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2020 Notes/Adjustments



134

Annexures



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAI 2019 - Media Coverage 



136

Annexures

Public Affairs Index 

2017

Public Affairs Index 

2016

Public Affairs Index 

2019

Public Affairs Index 

2018



Public Affairs Index 2020

PAC Key Publications

Enhancing School 
Management Outcomes, 

Community Ownership and 
Social Accountability

Assessment of Karnataka - 
German Technical Training 

Institute (KGTTI)

Will Women be a Part of India’s 
Future Workforce? 

A Quest for Inclusive and Sustainable 
Growth in India



Measuring governance is a challenge. This issue becomes increasingly complex especially in a diverse country like India, where each state is 
socially, culturally, economically and politically different. PAC thus identified three broad pillars namely Growth, Equity and Sustainability 
that encapsulate governance. From a development perspective, it is axiomatic that there must be synergies between all the three pillars.  
It is impossible to believe that two of the three pillars are enough, growth and sustainability without equity; growth and equity without 
sustainability; equity and sustainability without growth.  PAI 2020 is an amalgamation of 3 Pillars, 5 Themes, 13 SDGs and 50 indicators.

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