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Abstract

The year 2000 saw the creation of
Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand as
separ ate states carved out of larger predecessors.
This paper provides a comprehensive analysis of
their economic development from 2000 to 2018.
Using an array of indicators — including Gross
State Domestic Product (GSDP) growth, per
capita income, sectoral composition, and human
development metrics. The study conducts a
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Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand showed moderate
growth with periodic fluctuations. All three states
achieved improvementsin indicatorslike literacy
and per capita income, yet stark differences
persist. Uttarakhand’s per capita income and
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and policy interventions and identifies common
challenges such asregional disparitiesand inclusivegrowth. It concludeswith policy recommendations
aimed at sustaining progress and addressing devel opment gaps in these states.
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I ntroduction

Background: Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand were all formed as new statesin the year
2000, emerging from thereorgani zation of MadhyaPradesh, Bihar, and Uttar Pradesh respectively. Chhattisgarh
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was carved out on November 1, 2000, bringing 16 predominantly tribal and mineral-rich districtsof eastern
M adhya Pradesh under anew administrative unit Jharkhand followed on November 15, 2000, comprising
the southern, resource-abundant plateau region of erstwhile Bihar. Uttarakhand (initially called Uttaranchd)
becamethe 27th state of Indiaon November 9, 2000, encompassing the Himal ayan hill districtsof northern
Uttar Pradesh. Thecrestion of these stateswas driven by long-standing regiond aspirationsfor self-governance
and better devel opment focus. Each region had felt rd atively neglected in governance and resource dlocation
when part of larger states, and it washoped that smaller stateswould facilitate more effective administration
and targeted development initiatives.

Pur poseand Relevance: Two decadeson, it ispertinent to examinewhether statehood hastrand ated
intofaster or more equitableeconomic devel opment in theseregions. Thecase of thesethreestatesisparticularly
relevant to the broader debate on India’s federal structure and regional disparities. Advocates of smaller
statesarguethat breaking up large, popul ous states can enhance administrative efficiency and spur economic
growth in previously lagging regions. Indeed, expectations were high that Jharkhand’s rich mineral resources,
Chhattisgarh’s abundant coal and forests, and Uttarakhand’s tourism and hydropower potential would be
better harnessed under separate state administrations. However, recent research providesanuanced picture.
A 2022 study by the IndiraGandhi Ingtitute of Devel opment Research found that theeconomic gainsfromthe
2000 reorganization did not universally live up to the “hype,” and that while the parent states did not suffer
greatly, the newly formed states saw mixed outcomes. Notably, Uttarakhand emerged asan outlier with
remarkably strong post-creation growth, whereas Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh did not dramatically
outperform their erstwhile parent regionsin themedium term. These findings underscorethe importance of
studying each state’s trajectory in detail, to discern the factors that enabled or constrained development.

Objectives
1. Todocument thegrowth trendsin Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP) and per capitaincomein
each statesincether inception.
2.  Tocomparethestructura changesinther economies, including theshifting sectora compaosition between
agriculture, industry, and services.
3. Toassessimprovementsin human development indicators such asliteracy, education, and poverty
reduction.

4. Toidentifythekey driversand congtraintsof growthineach sate, induding natura resourceendowments,
policy initiatives, and governance chalenges.

M ethodology

Data Sour ces. Thisandyd sdrawsentirely on secondary datafrom reliable Government andindtitutiona
publications. Key macroeconomicindicators such as Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP), sectord outpui,
and per capita income are taken from the Reserve Bank of India’s Handbook of Statistics on Indian States,
state Economic Survey reports, and datarel eased by the Ministry of Statisticsand Programme Implementation
(MOSP). Socia and demographicindicatorsincluding literacy, population, and enrolment comefrom the
Censusof India(2001 and 2011) and the National Sample Survey Office (NSSO) rounds. Poverty estimates
are based on the Planning Commission’s Tendulkar methodology, using household expenditure surveys, while
NITI Aayog reportsand state profil es provide supplementary insights on human devel opment and infrastructure.
Whenmultiplesourcesexigt, preferenceisgivento primary officid datato maintain congstency and reliability.

Indicatorsand Analysis: Thestudy focusesonfivemaindimensions:.
a.  Economic Growth: Annua and compound GSDPgrowth at constant prices;
Per Capitalncome: Trendsin Net State Domestic Product per person;
Sectoral Sructure: Shiftsamong agriculture, industry, and services, showing structurd transformation;
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d. Human Development: Literacy, education, hedth, poverty, and HDI indicators,
e. Employment: Workforce participation and sectoral employment where data permit.

Analytical Approach: The methodology integrates time-series trend analysis (2000-01 to 2017-18)
with comparative eva uation acrossthe three states. Growth phasesareidentified and interpreted in context,
relating quantitative trendsto policy shifts, governancequality, and externa factors such ascommodity cycles
or insurgency impacts. By benchmarking against nationd averagesand parent-state performance, thegpproach
situates each state’s development within India’s broader economic trajectory. This mixed-methods framework
ensuresthefindings are both data-driven and contextual ly grounded.

Economic Overview of the Sates

ThethreeIndian states- Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand formed around 2000, reflect distinct
developmental paths shaped by their natural endowments, geography, and policy environments.

Chhattisgarh liesin central Indiaand isrichinforestsand mineralssuch ascod, iron ore, and bauxite.
Sinceitsformation, the state hasevolved into amajor industrial hub, with theindustrial sector (including
mining, manufacturing, and utilities) accounting for nearly 40% of its Gross ValueAdded by the late 2010s.
TheBhila Sted Plant remainsitsindustrial backbone, and abundant coa reserveshave enabled significant
thermal power generation, turning the stateinto apower-surplus producer. Agriculture, mainly ricecultivetion,
playsasmaller rolein GSDPthoughit remainsvital for rural livelihoods. Social progress has been steady
literacy and food security improved through wel farereforms such asthe revamped Public Distribution System.
Yet, poverty reduction has been s ow, and disparitiespersistintriba and rura regions. The Maoi st insurgency
insouthern didtrictscontinuesto disrupt deve opment initiatives. Moreover, over-reianceon extractiveindustries
posesenvironmentd risksand underscorestheneed for diversification.

Jharkhand, created from southern Bihar, sharesasmilar industria base. It possessesvast reserves of
coal, iron ore, copper, and uranium, and hosts mgjor industries such as Tata Stedl in Jamshedpur and mining
operations in Dhanbad and Bokaro. However, it began its journey with some of India’s lowest human
devel opment indi cators. Frequent political instability duringitsearly yearshindered cons stent policymaking,
though economic performanceimproved after themid-2000s. Industria expansion and infrastructure projects
fueled growth, with GSDPincreasing at rates comparabl e to national trends. Literacy rosefrom 53.6%in
2001t066.4%in 2011, and poverty declined from nearly 45% to 37%. Nonethel ess, inequality remainshigh,
andrurd andtriba populationscontinueto facelimited accessto qudity hedlth care, education, and employment.
The state’s long-term challenge is to convert mineral wealth into sustainable, inclusive growth. Although left-
wing extremism hasreceded, governanceand ingtitutiond capacity remain critica issues.

Uttarakhand, in contrast, emerged from the Himaayan districts of Uttar Pradesh with astronger social
base. Higher literacy, steady remittancesfrom out-migration, and tourism potential gaveit aunique advantage.
The 2003 Concessional Industrial Package spurred industrialization in the plainsespecialy in Haridwar,
Dehradun, and Udham Singh Nagar |eading to double-digit growth during the 2000s. M anufacturing and
services expanded rapidly, lifting per capitaincomeand transforming the economy. Literacy reached nearly
79% by 2011, and socid indicatorslikelife expectancy and infant mortality surpassed national averages.
However, uneven devel opment between prosperous plainsand lagging hill districtsremainsamajor concern.
The state al so facesenvironmental vul nerability; unplanned construction and deforestation haveintensified
natural disasterssuch asthe 2013 Kedarnath floods.

Review of Literature

Theliteratureonregiona economic deve opment and statereorganizationin Indiahighlightsthe complex
rel ationship between governance, resources, and human devel opment. Scholarsand indtitutionshave examined
how smaller states perform after reorgani zation, therole of governancein growth, and thestructurd chalenges

September to November 2025 www.amoghvarta.com mpact Factor 68
A Double-blind, Peer-reviewed & Referred, Quarterly, Multidiciplinary and SJIF (2025): 7.842

Bilingual Research Journal




Pracheta Shukla, Radha Pandey,

ISSN : 2583-3189 (E), 2583-0775 (F) | ANMOGHVARTA  |RavindraK Brahmee PageNo. 66- 72

Year-05, Volume-05, |ssue-02

of resource-driven economies. Thefollowing review synthesizeskey contributionsrd evant to the devel opment
trgectoriesof Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand.

The Indira Gandhi Institute of Development Research (2022) analyzed India’s 2000 state bifurcations
and concluded that the outcomeswere mixed. Uttarakhand achieved strong economic growth through targeted
industrid policiesand effective administrativefocus, while Jharkhand and Chhatti sgarh recorded moderate
progress shaped by governance quality and dependence on natural resources. The study emphasi zed that the
creetion of smaler statesa one does not ensure success; indtitutiona strength and consistent policy application
aredecigvefor inclusive and sustai nabl e devel opment.

Mundle, Chowdhury, and Sikdar (2016) explored the link between governance and devel opment
through a state-level performance index. Their research demonstrated that strong fiscal management,
trangparency, and efficient public servicesare closdy associ ated with higher growth and human devel opment.
Thestudy suggeststhat stateswith stable governance structures are better ableto convert economic expansion
into socid progress. For Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh, thefindings highlight theimportance of strengthening
ingtitutionsto transformindustria output into broad-based welfaregains.

Sachs and Warner (2001) introduced the concept of the “resource curse,” explaining how over-reliance
on natura resourcescan limit long-term economic progress. They argued that commodity dependence often
leadsto volatility and week ingtitutiond incentives. Thisinsight directly appliesto Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand,
wheregrowth driven by mining and heavy industry has not trand ated into significant improvementsinliving
standards. Their framework underscoresthe need for economic diversification and effective governanceto
mitigatetherisksof resource dependency.

Dréze and Sen (2013), inAn Uncertain Glory: Indiaand Its Contradictions, focused on how public
investment in education, hedlthcare, and welfare underpins equitable devel opment. They argued that human
development must betreated as acore component of economic policy, not an afterthought. Their findings
imply that while Uttarakhand’s growth has been driven by industrial expansion, states like Jharkhand and
Chhattisgarh must prioritize socia spending to enhance education, health, and nutrition outcomesamong
margindized andtriba populations.

TheNITI Aayog (2018) Sustainable Devel opment GoasIndex compared states on socia and economic
indicators, reveding that good governance often mattersmorethan size or natural endowments. Uttarakhand
ranked relatively highin education and health outcomes, while Jharkhand and Chhattisgarhlagged behindin
socid incluson and environmenta sustainability. Thestudy reinforcesthat aigning statebudgetsand planning
frameworkswith Sustainable Development Goas (SDGs) iscritical for achieving baanced regiona progress
andreducinginternd disparities.

Hausmann, Hwang, and Rodrik (2007) examined how the sophistication of a state’s production and
export structure affectslong-term growth. They found that economies producing complex, high-value goods
expand faster due to stronger learning effects and capability building. For India’s newly created states, the
study suggestsreducing dependence on mining and promoting advanced manufacturing and services. Such
divergfication, supported by skillsdeve opment andinfrastructure, can generateemployment andfosterinclusive,
reslient growth.

Despite severa studieson state reorgani zation and regional growth, limited research directly compares
the post-2000 devel opment trgjectories of Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand using both economic
and human devel opment indicators. Existing literature often examinesindividua statesinisolation, leavinga
gap in understanding how governance quality, resource dependence, and policy frameworks collectively
shapelong-termregional disparities.
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Compar ative Economic Development: Chhattisgar h, Jhar khand, and Uttar akhand
(2000-2018)

Thethreestates created in 2000 - Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand followed distinct economic
trg ectories shaped by their resource base, governance, and geography. A comparison across the period
2000-2018 reveals sharp contrasts in their economic growth, sectoral transformation, income trends, and
human devel opment outcomes.

Economic Growth Performance

Among thethree, Uttarakhand consistently achieved the strongest growth after statehood. Duringits
first decade, the state recorded double-digit expansion, drivenlargely by the 2003 Concessiona Industria
Packagethat attracted significant privateinvestment in manufacturing and services. Between 2000 and 2011,
Uttarakhand’s Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP) grew at roughly 11% annually - one of the fastest in
India. Growth moderated slightly too about 5-7% in the 2012—-2018 period as fiscal incentives ended and the
base effect emerged, yet the stateremained ahead of the national average.

Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand displayed slower and more uneven growth patterns. Both statesfaced
early administrative and political disruptionsfollowingtheir separation from MadhyaPradesh and Bihar,
respectively. Chhattisgarh’s economy recovered quickly in the mid-2000s with rising mining and power
investments, averaging about 5—6% growth over the 2000-2018 period. Jharkhand’s performance was weaker
initidly dueto frequent changesin Government, but the stateimproved after 2005 as mining and manufacturing
activity expanded. Over time, Jharkhand’s growth rate approached the national level, though it still lagged
behind Uttarakhand. Importantly, all three states generally matched or exceeded the growth performance of
their parent states, indicating that statehood provided some administrative and policy advantages. However,
the sharp contrast between Uttarakhand’s dynamic growth and the more resource-dependent expansion of
Chhatti sgarh and Jharkhand underscorestheinfluence of governance and policy stability in shaping outcomes.

Sectoral Composition and Structural Change

All three states experienced notabl e structura shifts, but to differing extents. Uttarakhand underwent
the most pronounced transformation. Industrial output multiplied nearly tenfold inthefirst 15 years, with
industry’s share in GSDP rising from around 20% before 2000 to nearly 45% by 2010. Manufacturing and
construction grew rapidly, while services especialy tourism, education, and I T expanded around urban hubs
such as Dehradun and Haridwar. Agriculture’s contribution fell below 15% by 2018, mirroring the transition
of amaturing economy.

Chhattisgarh, by contrast, remained heavily rdiant on mining and energy-intensiveindudtries. Theindudtria
sector consistently contributed around 40-45% of GSDP, supported by coal, steel, and power generation.
Servicesgained someground (roughly one-third of GSDPby 2018), but sectorslikelT, finance, and tourism
remai ned underdevel oped. Agriculture continuesto employ amgjority of the population but contributes only
about one-fifth of state output, reflecting persistent productivity constraints.

Jharkhand exhibits a structure similar to Chhattisgarh’s, dominated by extractive and heavy industries.
Mining, steel, and engineering account for alarge share of output, while serviceshave grown sowly. Urban
centers such as Ranchi and Jamshedpur have seen someexpansioninretail, banking, and telecom services,
but the broader economy remains dependent on minerals. Agriculture’s share has declined but still represents
a sizable portion due to the state’s large rural population. Compared to Uttarakhand, both Jharkhand and
Chhattisgarh remain more vul nerableto fluctuationsin commodity pricesand lessdiversfied industridly.

Per Capita Income and Living Sandards

The divergence in growth is reflected clearly in per capita incomes. Uttarakhand’s per capita Net State
Domestic Product (NSDP) rose sharply after 2000, climbing from slightly above Uttar Pradesh’s level to

September to November 2025 www.amoghvarta.com mpact Factor 70
A Double-blind, Peer-reviewed & Referred, Quarterly, Multidiciplinary and SJIF (2025): 7.842

Bilingual Research Journal




Pracheta Shukla, Radha Pandey,

ISSN : 2583-3189 (E), 2583-0775 (F) | ANMOGHVARTA  |RavindraK Brahmee PageNo. 66- 72

Year-05, Volume-05, |ssue-02

about! 1.5-1.7 lakh by 2017-18, well above the national average. Chhattisgarh’s per capita income increased
steadily but remained moderate, around * 90,000-1,00,000 in 2018—about 20% below the national figure.
Jharkhand continues to trail with per capita income between 1 60,000—70,000, among the lowest in India.
Poverty reduction followed similar trends: by 2011-12, Uttarakhand’s poverty ratio had fallen below 15%,
while Chhattisgarh (39.9%) and Jharkhand (37%6) remained among the poorest states. Thus, economic growth
intheminera stateshasnot trand ated evenly into improved living standards, largely dueto rura-urban and
regiond disparities.

Human Development Outcomes

Human devel opment indi catorsreinforce the same pattern. Uttarakhand |eadswith aliteracy rate of
nearly 79%in 2011, universd primary enrollment, and better health outcomes such aslower infant mortality
and higher life expectancy. Chhattisgarh (70%literacy) and Jharkhand (66%) haveimproved but continueto
lag. Both face high mal nutrition, inadequate healthcareaccess, and gender disparities, especialy amongtriba
and rural populations. Female literacy in Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh (around 50%) is far below Uttarakhand’s
70%. Despite progressin e ectrification, sanitation, and drinking water access, structural inequalitiespersis.

Major Findings

The comparativereview of Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand reveal s clear differencesin how
each date utilized the opportunity of reorganization. Uttarakhand emerged asthemost successful insustaining
high economic growth, especialy during itsfirst decade. Itsdoubl e-digit expans on was supported by targeted
industrid policies, fisca incentives, and effective management of specia-category statusfunds. In contrat,
Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand di splayed more moderate and uneven progress. Both states experienced early
adminigtrative challengesand d ower take-off, but later achieved stability once governance and investment
frameworks improved. While Jharkhand’s recovery was gradual due to political volatility, Chhattisgarh’s
steady |eadership and resource-based industries provided afirmer growth path.

Structural changea so diverged sharply. Uttarakhand underwent rapid industridization and expanded
manufacturing and services, transforming from an agrarian baseto amorediversified economy. Chhattisgarh
and Jharkhand, however, remained reliant on mining and heavy industry, which generated output but limited
employment and linkageswith other sectors. Thisdependence on extractiveactivitiesmadethem vulnerable
to commodity pricecycles. Governance stability, infrastructure devel opment, and policy coherence proved
decisive: Chhattisgarh’s continuity of leadership and PDS reform contrast with Jharkhand’s policy disruptions
initsfirst decade.

On the social front, economic growth did not translate evenly into human development. Uttarakhand’s
plains prospered whileitshill regionslagged, and both Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand continueto face high
poverty, low literacy, and persistent rural deprivation. Insurgency and weak administrative capacity have
congtrained progressin severd digtricts.

Each state’s trajectory reflects its own comparative advantages and limits - Uttarakhand’s human capital
and tourism base, Chhattisgarh’s energy resources, and Jharkhand’s mineral wealth. Overall, the evidence
showsthat smaller states do not inherently perform better; success depends on governance quality, policy
stability, and the ability to convert growthinto inclusive devel opment.

Conclusion

Eighteen yearsafter their formation, Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, and Uttarakhand have charted distinct
economic trajectories, reflecting both their initial conditions and the policies adopted. Uttarakhand’s experience
demongtratesthat anewly formed state can achieve accel erated growth and devel opment given aconducive
policy environment and investmentsininfrastructureand industry. In contrast, Chhatti sgarh and Jharkhand
illustrate that abundant natural resources, while providing agrowth engine, are not sufficient by themsel vesto
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ensure rapid human development — governance, political stability, and inclusive policies are critical. The
hypothesis that smaller states inherently grow faster finds only partial support: Uttarakhand’s remarkable
performance lends credence to it, but the other two states’ more tempered outcomes suggest that
reorganization’s benefits are not automatic. Overall, the creation of these states did succeed in bringing focus
to previously neglected regions, resulting inimproved infrastructure and some socia progress. However,
sgnificant chalengesremainfor Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand to reach the devel opmentd level sof moreadvanced
states. The lessons from 2000-2018 indicate that while statehood can empower regions with administrative
autonomy, it must be complemented by sound economic management and inclusivegovernanceto fulfill its
promise,

Recommendations

»  Promoteinclusivegrowth through targeted investmentsin education, healthcare, and livelihoodsfor
rura andtribal populations.

»  Encourageeconomic diversfication by expanding beyond mininginto manufacturing, agro-processing,
and service sectorsto generate sustainable empl oyment.

»  Strengtheninfrastructure and governance by improving connectivity, transparency, and institutional
efficiency to support balanced regiona development.

»  Adopt sustainable and participatory development model sthat protect the environment and involve
local communitiesin planning and resource management.
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