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INTRODUCTION 
 It was a long debate between the economists and educationists whether expenditure 

on education is consumption or investment. The educationists thought that education was for 

the sake of education – where the function of education was the development of personality, 

building up of character and sharpening of the intellect, and hence education is consumption. 

They had been ignoring, inadvertently, the economic implication of education. 

 Economists, on the contrary, considered education as an investment if it is understood 

that the underlying motive of individual and family in seeking education is to improve 

economic prospects through better job opportunities and higher wages. Similarly, from the 

social point of view, expenditure on education involves an economic choice as this means a 

reduction of investment in other productive heads. 

 Education as “consumption” or “Investment” was further debated by Schultz in a 

Presidential address to American Economic Association in 1960. As a result, the benefit of 

education can be divided into four components, that is, (i) Education for current 

consumption; (ii) Education for long period future consumption; (iii) Education as an 

intermediate good and (iv) Capital in education. The economists have difference of opinion 

regarding the relative importance of each one of these categories and summations of benefit 

present a problem when constituents occur over a period of time. The above thinking in the 

attitude of economists brought a change in the contemplation of economists who began to 

think about education in terms of economics and strengthened the discipline of economics of 

education. 

 Similarly, the attitudes of educationist towards the idea of education in terms of 

economics changed due to some recent happenings. One most important factor is the studies 

conducted in advanced countries like U.S.A, U.K, France and U.S.S.R. (the present day 

Russia) during the last five decades on the subject of relationship between education and 

investment. Secondly, the studies and thinking cultivated by UNESCO have contributed to 

this discipline by advocating that education is an investment in itself and as “goods” is as 

important as raw materials. Thirdly, due to explosion of education both in developing and 
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advanced  nations, where the level of compulsory education is raised and is being further 

raised along with its technology, the expenditure from public finances is encroaching upon 

the budgets by demanding more and more. These finances in democratic countries are raised 

from public who want justification of the investments. Fourthly, the doctrine of dialectic 

materialism has given so much importance to education that for an economic and social 

development, education is being considered as a pre-condition. 

 Now it has been increasingly recognized that expenditure on education is not only the 

character of consumption on education but also an investment no less important than in other 

traditional factors of production. It is because of the fact that education contributes to human 

capital formation by increasing human capital and skills and is also instrumental in giving a 

spurt to overall growth of economy and also to individual earning, besides ensuring more 

balanced income distribution. 

 Thus the era when education used to be only valuable in itself is no longer accepted 

either by educationists or by economists. ‘In the world of developmental activity and race for 

increase productivity, education will have to be so sharpened that it should first become a tool 
for developmental activities and then also prove to be a good investment in itself (Sodhi, T.S. 1994). 

 Since expenditure on education may be considered as human development investment 

or human capital formation, Cost–Benefit analysis of educational expenditure becomes an 

important issue in these days. 

 In actual practice, only those benefits and costs, which are measurable and which can 

be transformed into monetary terms, are considered in the calculation of the rate of return. 

This poses a limitation to the calculation of the rate of return in education. In fact, education 

gives rise to certain non-monetary returns such as improvement in quality of life, decency, 

higher standard of receptivity to new ideas and techniques, etc.  Some of those are non-

monetary as well as intangible. The evaluation techniques applied to machines to count 

production cannot be applied to it. Due to this we are not to decide as to whether the 

investment is to be made in men or machines, but rather to provide, at least , an aid to some 

of the educational investment decisions as to money is to be more profitably invested within 

different levels of educational ladder. This is to be done in the light of input-output analysis.  

In doing so unit costs of education will be calculated because unit costs are needed: 

1. To work out financial allocations and cost of educational schemes, 

2. To study the efficiency level of an institution, 

3. To improve the optimum utilization of resources and 

4. To evaluate the input-output design.    
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The present paper attempts to work out the cost effectiveness of Teacher Education colleges 

in Manipur during the period 2003-04 to 2009-10.  While doing so, we attempt to analyze 

about the taxonomy of costs used in the economics of education. Costs include the value of 

not only those inputs on which money is spent, but also those for which no expenditure is 

incurred. Thus, while expenditure is expressed only in monetary terms, cost can be expressed 

both in monetary as well as in real or physical terms.  

In economic usage, cost means the amount of expenditure incurred in obtaining the services 

of a factor of production. In the economics of education, the educational costs refer to that 

expenditure incurred in obtaining the services of factor labour as an educated or a trained one 

in a particular field of production. In other word, educational costs mean the expenses on 

education which consist mainly of social costs, private costs and opportunity costs. 

Different educational economists have coined different terms of educational costs. Becker has 

classified educational costs as 1) Private Direct costs; 2) Private Indirect Costs; 3) Social 

Direct Costs; and 4) Social Indirect Costs. 

Private Direct Costs: 

Becker estimated private direct costs by subtracting from the gross tuition and fees, 

contributions made by the federal government on account of the tuition and fees of the 

veterans. He then made correction from the tuition and fees paid for extension courses and 

public services, because enrolment figures include such students. He also made certain 

correction for part time students and scholarships from colleges and other sources. 

He also calculated the costs on books, supplies, travel between home and school and capital. 

In short, he assumed private direct costs as the payments made by the students in terms of 

tuition fees and other expenses incurred for study purposes less the receipts from the 

government and other sources in terms of scholarships etc. 

 

Private Indirect Costs: 

These are constituted by the earnings foregone by the students during their studies. 

Social Direct Costs: 

Social Direct Costs equal to the sum of current educational expenditure & capital used upon 

education and property taxes that would have been levied, if schools were not tax-exempt. 
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Social Indirect Costs: 

The social indirect costs were obtained by Becker by adding the values of the property tax 

foregone on the property owned by educational institutions and the opportunity cost of capital 

used in education The latter measures the rate of return on other capital plus the depreciation 

on educational capital. 

Sharma calculated the social indirect cost of teacher education by imputing  the value of 

property tax exempted, assuming that it was a linear function of the replacement value of the 

real estate used by colleges and universities. He also took into account other taxes from 

which school were exempted. 

The calculation of social direct costs and social indirect costs in terms of property taxes 

foregone and the opportunity cost of capital (in terms of rate of return of other capital plus the 

depreciation education capital) as adopted by Becker would be somewhat very difficult to 

employ in the Indian system since such taxes are not imposed and the required information 

regarding depreciation and rate of return on investment etc. are not maintained. 

  We have examined the different concepts of costs coined by different economists and 

educationists. It is almost impossible to calculate the effective unit cost by taking into 

account all the types of costs since some of the costs are subjective and cannot be expressed 

or measured in monetary terms. Also, the non-availability of appropriate data further 

aggravates the problem. The non-availability of data was mainly due to improper/ill 

maintenance of records by the institutions and deliberate concealment of facts for reasons 

unknown to us. Despite these limitations/constraints, maximum efforts have been made to 

find out reasonably reliable result of the analysis of relative comparison of effective unit cost 

of Teacher Education in Manipur during the last decade or so.  

 The main objective of our analysis is to examine how far the existing Teacher Education 
colleges in Manipur have utilized their potentialities/resources and extended benefits so far by  

1. working out the unit cost per student on recurring and non-recurring expenditure; 

2. determining cost effectiveness. 

3. formulating a concrete policy framework so as to obtain maximum benefit with 

minimum unit cost per student. 

The present study is based on the data for five colleges of Teacher Education in Manipur viz: 

1. D. M. College of Teacher Education (DMCTE), Imphal West. 

2. Kanan Devi Memorial College of Education (KDMCE), Imphal East. 

3. R.K. Sanatombi Devi College of Education (RKSDCE), Imphal East. 
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4. Thokchom Ibotombi Institute of Teacher Education and Training (TIITET), 

Bishnupur. 

5. Trinity Teacher Training College (TTTC), Imphal East. 

 

Calculation of unit cost 

 The above mentioned colleges are of the heterogeneous characteristics in the sense that 

DMCTE is a full fledged government college, whereas RKSDCE and TIITET are aided 

colleges and the remaining ones are purely private colleges. Because of the heterogeneity in 

their characteristics, a common unit of measurement of cost of each college cannot 

employed/used to make in absolute terms. Hence the comparison is made in relative terms. 

 In the light of the above facts, Unit Cost of each type of college cannot be calculated by 

using a common formula. However, for the sake of simplicity and convenience of our 

analysis, for the two purely private colleges – Trinity Teacher Training College and Kanan 

Devi Memorial College of Teacher Education, we will take into account only the recurring 
expenses incurred by the students in terms of admission fees, tuition fees, examination fees etc. 

 In the case of D. M. College of Teacher Education, while calculating Unit Cost, we will take 

into account fees paid by students and other recurring expenses incurred by the government 

and UGC during the period of completion of the course, that is, one year. 

 On the other hand, in the case of Thokchom Ibotombi Institute of Teacher Education and 

Training and R.K. Sanatombi Devi College of Education, Unit Cost will be calculated by 

taking into account the total fees paid by the students for the course and also other recurring 

assistance received from the state government from time to time.  

Therefore, Unit Cost will be calculated in two ways:   

i) without pay components  

ii) with pay components  

In the case of the purely private colleges, the Unit Cost with pay components and without pay 

components will remain identical as the institutions are run exclusively by the funds collected 

from the students only.  

Whereas in the case of Government Colleges, the two figures will not be identical and there 

will be marked difference between the two since the government employees are paid much 

higher.  

In our analysis, in order to maintain uniformity, the unit cost will be calculated by taking into 

account the pay components also. However differences in unit cost cannot be compared in 

absolute terms since it will be too high in the case of Government colleges as the salaries for 
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the teachers are too high. Therefore comparison is to be made in relative terms by expressing 

Effective Unit Cost and Average Wastage into percentages. 

While calculating the effective unit cost, we take into account the total expenditure incurred 

by the institution as recurring and non-recurring expenses. Then the unit cost is calculated by 

dividing the total expenses by the number of students. Now we arrive at Effective Unit Cost 

by dividing the total expenditure by the number of students passed, Wastage is calculated by 

multiplying the unit cost by the number of failed and dropout students in the particular 

academic year. In this way, we have calculated for the period from 2003-04 to 2009-10. Then 

the Percentage Average Effective Unit Cost and Percentage Average Wastage are worked out 

for every institution in two ways, that is, the calculation has been made taking into account 

the pay component as well as without pay component. A consolidated statement for easy 

comparison for all colleges taken together is presented in Table No.1. 

Table No - 1 Table showing the relative comparison of effective unit cost and wastage 

SL. 
No. College 

With salary component Without salary component 

Effective Unit 
Cost (%) 

Wastage 
(%) 

Effective Unit 
Cost (%) Wastage 

1 D.M.C.T.E. 265.20 42.23 270.61 41.92 

2 K.D.M.C.E. 131.28 21.30 131.15 21.17 

3 R.K.S.D.C.E. 141.87 29.91 142.48 29.40 

4 T.I.I.T.E.T. 220.35 51.68 225.09 52.50 

5 T.T.T.C. 158.40 36.28 158.41 36.29 

Average 183.42 36.28 185.54 36.27 

Source: Compiled from the college records 

 

As seen from the above table, the Effective Unit Costs without salary component are also 

worked out to be 270.61% in DMCTE which is the highest out of the five colleges followed 

by 225.09% in TIITET, 158.41% in TTTC, 142.48% in RKSDCE and 131.15% in KDMCE 

being the lowest. In case of wastage, TIITET has the highest amount which is 52.50% and 

KDMCE has the lowest that is 21.17%. Again the average effective unit cost for 5 colleges 

with salary component is worked out to be 183.42% and the average wastage is 36.28%. The 

average effective unit cost without salary component is worked out to be 185.54% and the 

average wastage with 36.27%. 
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This shows that the potentialities of the colleges are not fully utilized as it has been pointed 

out earlier and the management of the colleges needs to be improved for better effective 

management. 

In order to determine the most economical/optimal point of operation of the institution, we 

have also made an in-depth input-output analysis as shown in the Table below. 

Table no.- 2 Table showing input-output analysis of the five colleges 

Name of the institution Average % passed out Optimum teacher student ratio 

D.M.C.T.E. 56 1:11 

K.D.M.C.E. 78 1:10 

R.K.S.D.C.E. 71 1:11 

T.I.I.T.E.T. 48 1:10 

T.T.T.C. 64 1:10 

Source: Compiled from the college reports 

 

CONCLUSION                    

From the above analysis, we can come to the conclusion that keeping the other factors such 

as cost of buildings, library and other infrastructure facilities of the institution fixed and also 

the intake capacity (number of student enrolled) of the institution being fully met, optimum 

output for most of the institutions can be met when the teacher-student ratio is 1:10 except in 

the case of RKSDCE under which the optimum level is achieved at 1:11. 

            From the analysis of this particular institution it will not be exaggerated to conclude 

that increase in the number of teachers alone keeping other factors fixed does not lead to the 

increase in the performance of the institution. If the performance of the institution is to be 

improved, not only the increase in the number of teachers, the other factors such as laboratory 

facilities, classroom, library facilities and other basic needs of both the teachers and the 

students are to be increased simultaneously. In fact, the present system of fixing the intake 

capacity of the institution (number of students) at random without taking into account the 

appropriate size of other factors would lead to wastage of precious resources. 

           Amongst the five colleges under study, TIITET is the most inefficient college since 

the average percentage passed out during the period of study (2003-04 to 2009-10) is only 

48% indicating wastage of 52%. The best institution turns out to be KDMCE since the 

average passed out for this college during the same period works out to be 78% indicating a 

wastage of only 22%. Then it is followed by RKSDCE with an average passed out of 71% 



JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL ACADEMIC RESEARCH FOR MULTIDISCIPLINARY 
Impact Factor 1.393, ISSN: 2320-5083, Volume 1, Issue 11, December 2013 

 

210 
www.jiarm.com 

having a wastage of 29%. The average passed out for TTTC is worked out to be 64% thereby 

leaving 36% of the resources unutilized. DMCTE stands on the midst by having an average 

percentage of 56%. Taking all the Teachers Educational colleges together during the period 

of our analysis, the average passed out works out to be 61.8%. Though the figure is above 

average, still there is a big scope for optimum utilization of the existing resources. 

 

Suggestions 

 In the light of the above discussion, certain suggestions can be made to reduce cost 

ineffectiveness and wastage incurred by the institutions. 

1. Efforts should be made to reduce the unit cost by changing the intake capacity of the 

students and the number of teachers employed given the infrastructural positions. This 

should be done on trial basis by changing the ratio in certain course of time. Then we 

should try to find out the particular combination of all the factors of production such 

as fixed factors like buildings, other infrastructural facilities and favorable factors like 

the number of teachers employed, the intake capacity of the students etc. 

2. Attempts must also be made to explore the factors responsible for causes of wastage 

and accordingly necessary measures should be taken up from different angles. For 

example, in order to reduce the drop-out rate and number of failed students, the 

college authority must take up steps to check the absence of both teachers and 

students from the regular classes. Extra/tutorial classes should be provided so as to 

cover the prescribed syllabus as well as to give proper feedbacks to those students 

who are not at par with above-average students.  

3. The existing intake capacity of all these institutions taken together is quite inadequate 

to meet the growing demand to undergo such course. In these days, the possession of 

B.Ed. degree becomes an essential qualification for becoming a school teacher. So it 

becomes imperative either to open more such colleges or to increase the intake 

capacity of the existing colleges. 

4. In order to reduce the cost-ineffectiveness and drop-out rate in these colleges, proper 

science laboratories should be developed and make the facilities available to all the 

teacher-students during the course of their training. 

5. As we have investigated physically, most of the facilities available in these 

institutions such as science laboratories, essential instruments and equipments, 

chemicals and other related materials are almost inadequate. And many of the 
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students had very little chance to learn these practical classes by themselves. 

Therefore, after the completion of the training, they are unlikely to be the most 

efficient teacher acquainted with enough knowledge and skills. 

6. The state government must also make maximum effort to provide basic training of 

education to all primary and graduate teachers. Also this basic training should be 

made compulsory to all the teachers and aspiring teachers as well. Besides this, 

orientation and refresher courses should be organized from time to time so as to 

refresh and update their knowledge. 
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