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2.1 IMKGDUCIION

In this chapter, an attempt will be made to trace . 

the evolution of Centre-State relations in education-in 

India from the beginning of the acceptance of the responsi­

bility for education of the Indian people by the British 

Government in 1813 till_ the end of the British rule and 

upto 1950 when the era of educational planning began in 

post-independence India.

2.2 THE MOM®TOGS DECISION

(The year 1813 may be considered an important land­

mark in modern Indian history, for, it was in that year that 

the British first accepted education as a state respon­

sibility. When the charter of the East India Company came up 

for renewal, a clause was incorporated in it which made it
i

dawful for The Governor General in Council to spend a 

specified amount of money on education out of the funds of 

the company. The clause read ;

"It shall be lawful for the Governor General-in-Council 
to direct that out of any surplus which may 
remain of the rents, revenues, and profits arising 
from the said territorial acquisitions, after



defraying the expenses of the military, civil 
and commercial establishment and paying the 
interest of the debt, in manner hereinafter pro­
vided a sum of not less than one lac of rupees 
in each year shall be set apart and applied to 
the revival and improvement of literature and 
the encouragement of the learned natives of India, 
and for the introduction and promotion of a know­
ledge of the sciences among the inhabitants of the

1British territories in India”.

The significance of the clause does not lie in the 

material benefits it brought to education in India; such 

benefits were patently meagre. Its importance lies in the 

fact that it was this clause, that ultimately paved the way 

to the momentous decision of the British Raj, twenty two 

years hence, to introduce English education in this country. 

This decision constituted ’one of a series of acts which 

collectively opened the doors of the West to the East*.2

The educational clause of the Charter Act of 1813 may,
3in retrospect, appear 'faint, grudging and inadequate'.

But, it also marked a turning point in another respect which 

is closer to our present interest. The East India Company 

up till now had not paid any attention to education. The 

interest of the company lay primarily in consolidating and 

extending the political power it had gained. Diffused



efforts of individual officials of the company did indeed

lead to the establishment of educational institutions here
and the re, ^ hut there was no commitment of policy on the

part of the Raj to the support of education. The Charter

Act of 1813 made this commitment and in doing so, set the

ground for the beginnings of educational administration 
5in India. The provision In the Act was followed up, though

belatedly, with the establishment of a General Committee of

Public Instruction In -Bengal (1823), another in Madras (1826)

and a Board of Education In Bombay. The functions of the two

Committees and the Board varied with the presidency; and,

their effectiveness depended considerably on the interest

shown by the Governors Presiding over their destiny. In

other words, although the Pitts’ India Act of 1784 had

substantially increased the limited authority, and the

Governor-General had been initially vested with'by the

Regulating Act of 1773, he did little to control or direct

the educational policies of other parts of the British 
\

territory in India. The provinces and the presidents had 

considerable freedom to go their own way and in their own 

way they invariably went in matters of education. Thus, 

'education' during this period was in eifect a 'provincial' 

matxer, 'subject only to the distant coordinating authority

gof the Court of Directors in England' .
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2.3 INTRO DUC TI ON OF CENTRALIS ATI ON IN E3U CATION

The next definitive period in the history of 

Centre-Province relations in education during the Raj 

starts in 1833* In that year the Charter was again revised. 

The new Charter ushered in a highly centralised system of 

government. The Government of India Act of 1833, defined the 

new role of the Company's chief executive in India and pro­

vided that 'the superintendence, direction, and control of 

the civil and military government of all the said territories 

and revenues in India shall he and is hereby vested in the

Governor-General and Counsellors, to be styled "The Governer-
nGeneral of India in Council". The Governor-General in 

Council was generally empowered to 'make laws and regulations 

for repealing, amending, or altering any laws or regulations 

whatever now in force or hereafter to be in force in the 

said territories or any part thereof, and to make laws and 

regulations for all persons, whether British or native, 

foreigners or others, and for all counts of justice, whether 

estaolished by his Majesty's Charters or otherwise, and the 

jurisdictions thereof, and for all places and things what­

soever within and throughout the whole and every part of the 

said territories, and for all servants of the said company 

within the dominions of princes and states in alliance with 
the said company...^
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Thus, the new Act made the Governor General the supreme 

head of the British Government in India and the several 

presidencies were now subordinate to his council. She uni­

tary system of government that this meant, vested all exe­

cutive, financial and legislative authority in the central 

government and the provinces acted only as its agents. As 

may easily be imagined, education, under the new dispensa- 

j tion, became a purely ’central* subject. Educational autho- 
[Irity thus shifted to the centre where the responsibility for 

education came to be vested; and, it remained there till 

J 1870 when Lord Mayo introduced a system of decentralisation. 

Administrative difficulties that inevitably arose under this 

highly centralised system led to occasional delegation of 

powers to the provinces. Any proposals from the provinces 

also'received the attention and respect appropriate to those 

coming from 'the authority on the spot'. But, these hardly 

changed the basic character of the system and education,

inspite-of them, continued to be a central subject in every
9'

sense of the term.

2.4 EOIMDATIOH OF THE ALMIHESTRATIYE 

STRUCTURE OF ELUCATIOM

The researcher's task in the present chapter does not



call for any detailing of achievements and failures and

nor indeed of educational developments in general. But,

a brief reference to two significant developments during

the period may be of some interest. Of these, a passing

reference has already been made to the decision of the Raj,
/ • - ' \

in,-1935, (to introduce English education in India. The
■ /
negative and alienating effects of this education are fairly

obvious and are well-knowni Yet, the decision was momentous,

for, it was to have a determinative influence on the subse-
1 0

quent history of the country.

The second development ‘ might not be as sweeping and 

pervasive as the first in its influence, but it certainly
i

marked a significant stage in the development of education 

in India. When the East India Company's Charter came up for 

renewal in 1853, sl committee of the House of Lords undertook 

a thorough enquiry into the educational policy of the British 

Government in India. This resulted in the famous Education 

Despatch (1854 ) of Sir Charles Wood. The Despatch imposed 

upon the government the task of creating a properly articu­

lated scheme of education from the primary school to the 

university. The document was, therefore, remarkable both for 

its extensive commitment of the state to education and for 

its comprehensiveness, covering as it did all levels of



11education. Of greater interest to students of educational 

administration is perhaps the fact that it laid the founda­

tion of the administrative structure for education in subs­

tantially the form in which we found it at the time of the
1 2transfer of power. It commended to the Government of 

India establishment of separate departments of education in 

each province, establishment of a university in each pre­

sidency town, institutions for the education of teachers, 

setting up of more high and middle schools, greater atten­

tion to primary education and introduction of grant-in-aid of 

education. That the adulatory epithet of the "Magna Charta of 

English education in India" that the document attracted from 

some quarters was not entirely unjustified is shown by the 

fact that, beginning with the Despatch, government subvention 
to education increased sillily from fis.21 .6 lakhs in 1856-57 

to Es.65.7 lakhs in 1870-71 .15

2.5 BEGIMIKO OB A TREED T Off ARDS jEC BIT RAD IS AT IQE

In The survey of the relations between the Central and 

Provincial governments in the field* of education during the 

Raj , one now enters a period when the country’s imperceptible 

march towards federalism begins. By this time Dalhausie had



completed the policy of territorial acquisitions; and, by 

1856, the map of British India had come to be the same as in
i

1947* It now became almost impossible to administer the

vast Indian Empire from ualcutta, or from any other centre,

for that matter. Administrative convenience and efficiency
14demanded decentralization.

In the field of education itself developments were taking 

place that made coneaatration of educational authority at the 

Centre impractical. In the course of the decade after the 

Despatch of 1854, Departments of Education had started 

functioning in all the provinces and a system of grant-in-aid 

had established itself. The expansion of education that 

followed the Despatch also, though disappointing in retros­

pect and from the Indian point of view, was impressive all
15the same, in the colonial context. In any case, it was 

large enough to make the Raj panick for a while immediately 

after 1857, thinking that it was the proliferation of educa- 

tion that had led to the events of that year.
i.

Political and other developments, therefore, forced 

the hands of the authorities in the direction of the reversal 

of the policy of centralisation begun with the Regulating 

Act 1773- the Act, it is said, that gave birth to the



'Government o'f India'.

60

1 7 A Bill embodying various measures 

of decentralisation was moved in the House of- Commons on 

6 June, 1861, by Sir Charles Wood.

At the time of the introduction of the Bill, all legis­

lative power, it may be recalled, was vested in the 

Governor-General and his Council. 1'he presidencies of Madras 

and Bombay had been deprived of their legislative powers in 

1833, by the Charter Act of that year which.we have had 

occasion to mention. The Act of 1861 created an enlarged 

legislature for the whole of India, by expanding the Council 

ox the Governor-General. It also restored to the presidencies 

of Madras and Bombay legislative powers which they had enjoyed 

as long as they were treated as Regulation Provinces, and 

empowered the Governor-General to create, by proclamation, 

legislative councils for the erstwhile non-Regulation 

provinces (namely, North West'Provinces and the Panjab), 

whenever he should deem it proper. Though the powers accorded

to the governments of the presidencies and provinces by the
18Act were greatly restricted, the decentralising character 

of the Act is obvious.
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2.6 DEVELOBfiEKPS IN FINANCIAL DEVOLUTION

The 1861 Act did not give the attention it deserved 

to the question of financial arrangements. These arrangements 

continued to he centralised, which, therefore, were not in 

keeping with ’the legislative' and administrative decentra­

lisation that had set in. It took another decade before the 

situation was rectified by Lord M^yo who, in 1870, introduced 

a system of financial decentralisation. The Government of 

India Resolution of December 14 that year made over to the 

provincial governments for administration several departments, 

including education, with a fixed grant and certain sources 

of revenue to support them. This devolution of authority was, 

according to the Resolution, based on the principle that as 

far as possible, the obligation to find the funds necessary 

for administrative improvements should rest upon the authority 

whose immediate duty it is to devise such measures'.

Obviously enough, the Government of India Resolution 

of 1870 did not go far enough in financial devolution. But, 

the Resolution constituted the first important step in the 

direction of financial federation. Speaking of the Resolution, 

Prof. K.T. Shah has said !



"Not a radical change in the principle of govern­
ment, this nevertheless made a considerable 
and welcome step forward.Once taken, there 
was no going back on the principle of dece­
ntralisation; and it was only a question of
time when it would be metamorphosed into a

20principle of federalism".

During 1870 to 1921 further faltering steps of finan­

cial devolution were taken to help the provinces meet the 

growing expenditure of departments made over to them. In 

1877 Lord Lytton transferred to the provinces stamp duties, 

alcoholic excises and income tax collected in the provinces. 

The Government of India Resolution of 1912 devided further 

sources of revenue betweoa the Government of India and the

provinces. But, the financial system still remained essen-
21tially unitary in character. A proposal for provincial 

■ taxation even-now required the sanction of the Government 

of India, the approval of the Secretary of State and the 

assent of the Finance Department before it could be consi­

dered by the provincial government. Ihere was similarly

strict control and supervision by the Central Government on
22provincial expenditure.

The above facts have a bearing on the position of 

education as a 'provincial subject' that it became in 1870.



The Government of India continued to have large powers over 

education. Financially, its approval was required to all 

expenditure aoove a certain level, and to the overall edu­

cational budget of the provinces. Administratively, the 

sanction of the Government of India was needed to all posts 

above a given salary. This administrative control was further 

tightened with the creation of the Indian Educational Service 

in 1896 when all important posts in the educational depart­

ments of the provinces were placed under its charge. Also, 

both the Central and Provincial Legislatures had concurrent 

powers to legislate on educational matters. It was because 

of this concurrent jurisdiction, as laik rightly points out, 

that the Covernment of India could pass the Indian Universi­

ties Act (19O4) and could also legislate for the establish­

ment of several universities during this period - Punjab 

(1882), Allahabad (1897), Benares (1915), Patna (1917),
p *2Aligarh (1920) and Dacca (1020). It was also because of 

this that Gopal Krishna Ookhale was able, in 1911, to 

introduce his ill-fated but historical private bill on primary 

education, modelled on the Compulsory Education Acts of 

England of 1870 and 1876 and on the Irish Education Act of 

1892, in the central legislature. The effect of all this 

was to make education, pro tanto, take on the character of



a 'concurrent* rather than a 'provincial' subject during
24 " ........-................

the period.

I’he interest of the Government of India in education 

during the period was, however, both uneven and ambivalent.

It may be recalled that the Despatch of 1854, while initiating 

a system of grant-in-aid, had looked forward to a time when the 

government would no longer have to maintain a system of edu­

cation. Dive years later, in 1859 and again in 1864 the 

Secretary of State reaffirmed the position that the aim of 

the system of grant-in-aid was to stimulate private initia­

tive in education. I’he recommendations of the Hunter Commi-
i '

ssion, in ! 1 ; 1881-82, further strengthened this line of 

argument. In its resolution appointing the Commission the 

government itself had said that it would s

"Offer every encouragement to native gentlemen to
come forward and aid, even more extensively than 
before, in the establishment of schools opened 
on grants-in-aid system. It is chiefly in this 
way that the native community will be able to 
secure that freedom and autonomy of education 
which is an essential condition of any sound and 
complete system. It is not, in the opinion of the 
Governor-General in Council a healthy symptom that 
all the youth of the country should be cast, as it were,



in the same government education mould.
Rather it is desirable that each section
of the people should be in a position to
secure that description of education which
is most consonant to its feelings and suited 

25to its wants.'1

The Commission in its report urg'ed the government once 

again gradually to withdraw from the direct support and 

management of education, especially secondary and higher 

education. During the years immediately following the 

Commission's report, therefore, the government of India 

'seemed to be busy divesting itself of power and control, 

and limitting its financial commitment to education' .

2.7 DEVEIOBIEMT 03T FEDERAL EDICTIOHS

With the turn of the century, the pendulum swung

on the other direction. In December‘18y8 Curzon landed in'

Bombay as the twenty-fourth Governor -General of British India.

Curzon, 'the one masterful figure' to whom the nation was

constantly to turn for the coming ' sevtoi xong years now in

; admiration, now in astonishment,' more often in anger and 
27pain’ declared that if he could frame 'a good education

28policy, it would not be a bad season's work'. He was 

convinced that the system of education in India under the Raj
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had become 'strangely deficient in Central authority and

government control'. The doctrine of state withdrawal from

education was soon forsaken and there followed a determined

effort to regain for the Government of India a commanding
29position in the direction of educational policy. In 1900, 

the Secretary of State urged on the Government of India the 

need for continuing government control ard guidance of 

higher education. Financial support by the Central Govern­

ment to education was increased. A post of Director General

of Education was created at the Centre to advise the govern-
30meat on educational matters. In a resolution in 1900,

the Government of India declared that 'it cannot divest

itself of the responsibility that attaches both to its

interests and its pre-rogatives. If it is to lend the

resources of the State to the support of certain schools,

it cannot abrogate its right to a powerful voice in the

determination of the course which is thus imparted’ . iTiis

position was re-asserted in less strident terms in another
31resolution in March, 1904. In 1910, a separate Department

32of Education was created in the Government of India.

The significance of this period for a student of 

Centre-State relations in education, however, lies in the fact 

that, in between its waverings in policy, the Government of
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India managed to identify for itself roles that, in the 

course of the country's march towards a federal polity, 

were to develop as full-fledged federal functions in 

education - functions'^uc’ta"''aS^colI'^ctldH'"aifd;‘'idissemlnation 

of information, coordination and grant-in-aid.

The first recognition of the 'clearing house function* 

(collection and dissemination of information) can perhaps 

he traced back to the recommendation of the Indian Educa­

tion Commission (1882) that the Government of India should 

bring out quinquennial reviews on the progress of education 

in India. Later, at the turn of the century, in his address 

to the Simla Conference of Directors of Public Instruction
'2'Z

in'India (1901), ^ Curzon, putting in a strong plea for 

the creation of the post of a Director-General of Education 

with the Government of India, said in part :

"Let me point to another anomaly. Under the system
of decentralisation that has necessarily and, on 
the whole, rightly been pursued, we have little 
idea of what is happening in the provinces, 
until, once every five years, a gentleman comes 
round, Writes for the Government of India the 
quinquennial Xeview, makes all sorts of discoveries 
of which we know nothing and discloses short­
comings which in hot haste we then proceed to 
redress".^ (Emphasis added)



The first Quinquennial Review of education had been 

published'as early as 1886-87* But, with the creation of 

the post of Director-General of Education and the separa­

tion of Education from Home making it an independent depart­

ment and the establishment, in 1915, of a Central Bureau of 

Education, collection of information from the provinces and 

their dissemination was firmly set on its way of becoming 

a continuous process.

The coordinating function of the Central Government 

was also recognised during this period. Curzon, in his Simla 

speech had made a reference to this function also.

"It is for consideration", he said, "whether such an 
official in India as 1 have suggested (Director- 
General of Education) should, from time to time, 
summon a representative Committee or Conference, 
as to keep in touch with the local jurisdictions, 
and to harmonise our policy as a whole".
(Emphasis added).

Curzon, while making these remarks, was in fact 

addressing the first conference of the kind he had in mind. 

This started a regular practice of convening such conferences 

for taking a periodical review of educational developments in 

the country. One such conference was held at Allahabad in



1911 and another in 19^7 • But, with the need for greater 

coordination, the in-adequacy of this arrangement was 

realised and, in 1 920, the Central Advisory Board of Educa­

tion (CABB) was Brought into Being, with the primary view of 

•keeping touch with local jurisdictions' and assisting the 

provincial governments with expert advice.

Another function of the Central Government to Be 

recognised during this period and has now, in the federal 

context, Become almost crucial to centre-state relations in

education, 35 was that of financial assistance to the pro­

vinces. A reference has already Been made to the financial
36 .decentralisation yin -i-t - ia ted by Mayo, lake's reforms were

only the Beginning political and administrative necessity
(

forced the hands of the government in’^he^dlrdcfTpn of 

further financial decentralisation. A series of measures 

were, therefore, introduced Between 1870 and the first decade 

of the twentieth century so that, By the end of that decade, 

a system of •Central', •Provincial' and 'Divided' revenues 

had come into existence. But, simultaneous with financial 

decentralisation, a process of administrative decentralisa­

tion also had Been going on and as a result, the financial 

commitments of the provinces had grown considerably, i’he 

growing demands of the educational juggernaunt were exacting,



and within the rather inelastic source of provincial

revenues, the provinces found it diificult to meet them 

entirely on their own. The Government of India, therefore, 

started the practice of central subvention to educational . 

developments in the provinces. Happily, the period of the- 

first two decades of the twentieth century was one of finan­

cial buoyancy and with large surpluses in the central fisc,

the central government found it easy to share the financial
37burden of educational expansion in the provinces.

But, the most important function that the central

government 'discovered' for itself and almost relentlessly

pursued during the latter part of this period was what Naik
38rather euphemistically calls ' policy -making' . Curzon’s

viceroyaltiy marks the beginning and perhaps also the high

water-mark of the pursuit of the function. The researcher

had occasion to refer to the importance Curzon attached to

education in India. Among the ten questions to whichethe viceroy

wanted to give immediate attention, education was only second 
39in importance. And, as soon as he looked about him, he 

needed, in his own words, ’but little investigation to show... 

that there was something rotten in the state of Denmark, 

i'or years education in India had been muudling along with no 

one to look after ix at headquarters or to observe its
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40 Deensymptoms*. Thus, as 11 has already/seen, Curzon formally

abandoned the prevailing doctrine that the State should

not interfere in education and inaugurated a period of

state intervention and active 'policy-making*, resulting in

a system almost controlled by the government at the centre.

It is not necessary here to go into the political motivations

behind this interesting change in the educational policy of 
41the Raj . For our purposes, it need only be pointed cut 

that in reasserting 'that responsibility which there had been 

a tendency to abdicate', it made the central govenment 

the supreme policy-maker in education.

of India
(a) The Government/Act of 1919

The Government of India Act of 1919 makes the next 

turning point in centre-province relations in education 

during the Raj. The Act provided for two lists of subjects- 

central and provincial. The principle underlying this divi­

sion was that matters in regard to which uniformity in 

legislation was necessary or desirable for the whole of India 

or, more than one province should be regarded as central 

while others in which only a particular province was interest­

ed, should be treated as provincial. Education, with the 

following exceptions, then became, under the Act, a
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43provincial subject.

(i) The Benaras Hindu University and such other new 

universities as may be declared to be all-India by 

the Governor-General-in~Council.

(ii) Colleges for Indian chiefs and educational institutions 

maintained by the Govemor-General-in-Council for the 

benefit of members of His Majesty's forces or other 

public servants or their children.

The authority to legislate on the following subjects 

was also reserved by the Act for the central legislature, 

mainly with a view to leave the Government of India free to- 

take suitaole action on the report of the Calcutta Univer­

sity Commission:

(i) Questions regarding the estaulishment, constitution 

and functions of new universities.

(ii) Questions aifecting the jurisdiction of any 

University outside its province.

(iii) Questions regarding the Calcutta University and the 

reorganisation of secondary education in Bengal (for 

a period of five years).

The designation of education as a provincial subject 

by the Act of 1919 did not materially change the constitu-
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tional position, for, education had been a provincial

responsibility for nearly half a century now. Wbat did make

such a change was another provision in the Act. The Act

did not only provide for a central and a provincial list

of subjects; it also introduced the system generally known

as 'dyarchy' and divided the provincial subjects themselves
. 44into two categories! the 'reserved* and the 'transferred.

The reserved subjects were to be administered by the Governor 

with the help of the Executive Council and the transferred 

subjects, with the help of a minister on ministers. While the 

members of the Executive Council were nominated by the 

Governor, the ministers were chosen by him from amongst the 

members of the legislature. The guiding principle in the 

division of the provincial subjects into 'reserved' and 

'transferred* was j

"to include in the transferred list those departments
which offered most opportunity for local knowledge
and social service, those in which Indians have
shown themselves to be keenly interested, those
in which mistakes which may occur, though serious,
would not be irremediable and those which stand

45most in need of development".

Predictably enough, education, under, the provisions of

the Act, was placed in the transferred list, with the



n
exception of the education of Anglo-Indians and Europeans 

which was made a 'reserved' subject.

The educational arrangements in the Government of

India Act, 1919, led to two broad results. Firstly, educa-
46tion became a highly fragmented subject of administration.

It was partly all-India, partly reserved, partly transferred
47with limitations and partly transferred without limitations'. 

Secondly, it led to what the Hartog Committee (1929) has 

rightly described as the 'divorce1 of the Government of 

India from education. The Central government almost made a 

volte face on the 'federal functions' that it had developed 

during the earlier period. The Central Advisory Board of 

Education was dismantled; the Central Bureau of Education was 

closed down; Recruitment to the Indian Education Service was 

discontinued; and finally, the Department of Education was 

deprived of its independent existence. Most important of 

all, financial support for education from the centre to the 

provinces dwindled to a nothing. The only function that was 

suffered to survive to some extent was the 'clearing house1 

function and the quinquennial reports on the progress of
. ■ 4Q

education, happily, continued to be published.

The stage of history we now enter upon constitutes the 

epilogue, as It were, to the British Raj in India and,



the prologue to the period with which the substantive part 

of this study is concerned.

(b) The Government of India Act, 1935

The non-cooperation movement and the growing strength 

of the struggle for freedom ended the plan of the British

for the progressive award of responsible government to India
49in a fiasco. This resulted in the Simon Commission Report 

and finally the Government of India Act, 1935* The Act which 

proposed a limited federation, installed provincial autonomy 

(though restricted by the large powers vested in the governor 

and made the provincial governments practically independent 

of the Government of India.

The division of legislative power in the 1935 Act was 

similar to the one in the Indian '-Constitution. It also, like 

the latter, provided for three legislative lists - the 

federal, the provincial and the concurrent. As far as educa­

tion was concerned, there was no concurrent jurisdiction; 

education figured only in^the federal and provincial lists._

The division of legislative jurisdiction in education was
50as follows :

List I: federal Legislative List
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11. The Imperial Library, the Indian Museum, the Imperial 

War Museum, the Victoria Memorial, and ary similar 

institution controlled or financed by the Federation,

12. Federal agencies and institutes for the following 

purposes, that is to say, for research, for profes­

sional or technical training, or for promotion of 

special studies.

13. The Benaras Hindu University and the Aligarh Muslim 

University.

List II ; Provincial Legislative List

10. Libraries, museums and other similar institutions 

controlled dr financed by the Province.

17- Education.'’"*

As can be seen from the above, the Government of 

India Act, 1935, put an end to the distinction between 

•reserved’ and ’transferred’ subjects.With this the frag­

mentation of education was also largely rectified.

But, as it would hayp, ue Second World War intervened 

and the federal scheme envisaged in the Government of India 

Act did not fructify till 1947- Luring this period of twelve



years between 1935 and. 1947, however, there was a revival in 

Central interest in education. The Central Advisory Board of 

Education was resuscitated in 1935 and with this the 

* coordinating' function of the central government was resumed 

with some vigour. The Board addressed itself to the study and 

discussion of a wide variety of educational issues; it formu­

lated and presented before the nation, on the verge of 

freedom, the long-term plan of educational reconstruction

generally known as the Report on Post-War Education Develop-
52meat in India (1944). The reconstituted Central Bureau 

of Education also became active and brought out a large 

number of publications on various educational problems of 

the country.

2.8 COlGLUSIQSr

The first few years of independence was a period of 

anxiety and struggle. The afterjnath of partition was vast 

misery. The amelioration 01 this itself was a task that 

took all the emergy and attention of the ^ascent government 

at the centre. Then there were other, equally challenging 

political, economic and administrative problems. As a result, 

education could not, during the years between 1946-47 and 

1950-51, get the attention it deserved or the attention the



?s

government wanted to give it. One of the first acts of the 

government in the field of education, however, was the 

creation, in 1947 of a Ministry of Education and Scientific 

Research. This was followed by the appointment of a high- 

power Education Commission, under the chai^j^nship of Dr. 

Radhakris hnan, in 1948. This was noti^e€\ enough that the 

new government at the centre accorded high priority to 

education and intended to pl^y no mean role in its future 

development.
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