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Abstract

This paper critically synthesizes multidisciplinary literature on the market dynamics, equity, and access
challenges within India’s supplemental education sector, with a focus on Maharashtra and Pune. Situating
coaching and tuition classes within human capital, social reproduction, and educational marketization theories,
it examines their historical evolution, structural drivers, and segmentation across K-12, competitive exams,
skills training, and EdTech platforms. The analysis highlights persistent urban—rural and class-based
disparities, where socioeconomic status, geography, and parental education strongly mediate access and
quality.

Market consolidation, branding, and commercialization strategies are contrasted with equity-oriented
interventions, including subsidies, scholarship programmes, and emerging regulatory frameworks. The paper
also considers global policy parallels, such as China’s “double reduction” reforms, to contextualize India’s
evolving governance approaches. Findings reveal that while supplemental education can enhance short-term
academic performance and support upward mobility for some, it often entrenches systemic inequalities
without targeted policy measures. Key research gaps include longitudinal evaluations of equity interventions,
the mental health impacts of competitive coaching, and scalable models for affordable quality provision.

The study concludes with policy recommendations aimed at balancing market vitality with equitable access,
informed by international best practices and tailored to India’s socioeconomic and cultural realities.

Keywords - Supplemental Education, Educational Equity, Coaching Industry, Market Dynamics, Policy
Implications

Introduction

The rapid expansion of supplemental education in India, comprising private coaching, tuition classes, and
emerging EdTech platforms, has transformed the educational landscape into a complex, multi-layered market.
This parallel system, often described as “shadow education” (Bray & Lykins, 2012), operates alongside formal
schooling, mirroring its curriculum while competing for learner time, family resources, and public attention.
In Maharashtra, and particularly in Pune, the coaching sector has become a significant economic and social
phenomenon, influencing not only academic trajectories but also patterns of equity, access, and opportunity
(Mukhopadhyay, 2019). The growth of branded coaching chains, competitive exam hubs, and hybrid learning
models highlights the need for a critical synthesis of existing literature to understand its implications for
educational policy and social justice (Chugh, 2022; Zhang & Bray, 2020).

The rationale for this study stems from the dual role of supplemental education as both a facilitator of academic
achievement and a potential amplifier of inequality. While it can serve as a lever for upward mobility,
especially in high-stakes examination contexts, it remains stratified along socioeconomic and geographic
lines, with access determined by income, parental education, and urban—rural location (Bourdieu, 1977; Dang
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& Rogers, 2020). These disparities raise urgent policy questions about regulation, affordability, quality
assurance, and the role of public intervention in a predominantly market-driven space (Bray, 2021; Gupta &
Bhandari, 2023).

The scope of the paper is geographically anchored in India, with an emphasis on Maharashtra and Pune as
representative microcosms of the broader national coaching industry. Substantively, it integrates three
analytical domains: (i) market dynamics, including historical evolution, segmentation, and commercialization
strategies; (ii) equity and access, framed through human capital, social reproduction, and educational
marketization theories; and (ii1) policy environments, drawing on both Indian regulations and international
comparative contexts such as China, South Korea, and the UK (Aurini et al., 2020; Zhang & Bray, 2020).

Methodologically, this paper adopts a critical synthesis of literature approach. Rather than providing a purely
chronological review, it engages in thematic integration across multidisciplinary sources spanning sociology,
economics, education policy, pedagogy, and digital learning (Nowell et al., 2017). Sources include peer-
reviewed journal articles, government reports, NSSO datasets, policy briefs, and relevant literature to capture
both academic and practice-oriented perspectives. Comparative cases from other countries are incorporated to
contextualize India’s trajectory within global debates on supplemental education governance (Bray, 2021;
Yamato & Bray, 2020).

The synthesis process follows a selective inclusion strategy, privileging works that directly inform the study’s
research questions on market structure, equity implications, and policy interventions. This enables the
identification of converging insights, contested interpretations, and under-researched areas, which together
form the basis for policy recommendations. By integrating empirical evidence with theoretical frameworks,
this study aims to inform both scholarly discourse and actionable policy design for equitable and sustainable
development of India’s supplemental education sector.

Market Evolution of Supplemental Education in India

The evolution of supplemental education in India is deeply intertwined with historical, cultural, and economic
transformations. Its roots trace back to pre-colonial traditions of individualized instruction in gurukuls and
home tutoring for elite learners, which functioned as preparatory systems for administrative and scholarly
roles (Kumar, 2010; Sarangapani, 2014). The colonial period marked the emergence of structured preparatory
coaching for civil service examinations, embedding a competitive and examination-oriented ethos into the
education system (Baker et al., 2001).

In the post-independence era, the expansion of formal schooling and national competitive examinations
created fertile ground for supplemental education. The liberalization of India’s economy in the 1990s catalysed
a sharp rise in private coaching enterprises, particularly in metropolitan hubs and specialized “coaching cities”
such as Kota, Delhi, and Pune (Chugh, 2022; Mukhopadhyay, 2019). This period witnessed the
institutionalization of coaching as both an economic sector and a socio-cultural phenomenon, driven by
middle-class aspirations for upward mobility and the perceived inadequacies of formal schooling in preparing
students for high-stakes assessments (Dang & Rogers, 2020).

The 2000s and 2010s marked the diversification of the sector through branded coaching chains, franchising
models, and the integration of EdTech platforms. Technology-enabled delivery models ranging from recorded
video lectures to adaptive learning analytics, allowed providers to scale beyond physical geographies,
expanding access to semi-urban and rural students while intensifying market competition (Aurini et al., 2020;
Zhang & Bray, 2020). Pune, as a growing education hub, exemplifies this hybridization, hosting both long-
standing offline institutes and emerging digital-first providers.
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Market segmentation evolved along distinct lines. Competitive exam preparation (IIT-JEE, NEET, UPSC etc.)
became a premium, high-revenue segment; K-12 tutoring and skill-based courses targeted broader learner
bases; and niche offerings such as language training for IELTS/TOEFL expanded with globalization trends
(Majumdar, 2019; Bray, 2021). Parallelly, coaching hubs developed localized ecosystems, comprising hostels,
mentorship services, and ancillary academic support, that reinforced their reputational dominance
(Mukhopadhyay, 2019).

Despite growth, structural disparities persisted. Urban concentration of reputable institutes, high costs of
premium services, and uneven internet infrastructure continued to limit equitable access, raising concerns over
the reproduction of social inequalities (Bourdieu, 1977; Liu, 2016). The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the
sector’s digital transformation, normalizing hybrid models but also exposing gaps in device access, digital
literacy, and pedagogical adaptation (Dhawan, 2020).

Policy responses, including the 2024 draft guidelines for regulating coaching center quality, infrastructure,
and student welfare, signal a recognition of the sector’s dual role, as a driver of educational advancement and
as a contributor to systemic inequities (Ministry of Education, GOI, 2024; Gupta & Bhandari, 2023). The
evolution of supplemental education in India thus reflects a dynamic interplay between historical legacies,
market forces, technological disruptions, and policy interventions, shaping its trajectory into a complex and
contested educational domain.

Equity and Access Frameworks — Theoretical Grounding

Understanding equity and access in India’s supplemental education sector requires a multidimensional
theoretical lens. Three interrelated frameworks viz. Human Capital Theory, Social Reproduction Theory, and
Educational Marketization Theory, offer critical insights into how private coaching both enables and
constrains educational opportunity.

Human Capital Theory (Becker, 1993) frames education as an investment in skills and knowledge that yields
future economic returns. Within this logic, supplemental education is perceived as a rational household
strategy to enhance exam performance, secure entry into prestigious institutions, and improve career
trajectories (Psacharopoulos & Patrinos, 2018). In contexts such as Pune, where competitive examination
success is a gateway to elite higher education, families allocate substantial financial resources toward
coaching, viewing it as a high-yield, future-oriented investment. However, this investment calculus assumes
that benefits are proportional to costs, a premise not always borne out for lower-income households facing
financial strain and uncertain returns (Dang & Rogers, 2020).

Social Reproduction Theory (Bourdieu, 1977) shifts the focus from individual economic returns to structural
inequalities. It posits that supplemental education often reinforces existing social hierarchies by granting
privileged access to families with greater economic, cultural, and social capital. For example, urban middle-
and upper-class students are more likely to afford premium coaching centers, leverage parental educational
networks, and navigate complex admissions systems effectively (Liu, 2016). In rural Maharashtra, where
access to quality coaching remains limited, socioeconomic constraints combine with geographic disadvantage,
perpetuating intergenerational inequities. Thus, while coaching may function as a tool for upward mobility for
some, it can deepen structural divides when access is uneven.

Educational Marketization Theory (Ball, 2007) conceptualizes supplemental education as part of a
commodified education marketplace, shaped by neoliberal policy environments that emphasize privatization,
competition, and consumer choice. Under this framework, coaching is marketed not merely as academic
support but as a branded, premium service with measurable “success rates” and star faculty as selling points
(Watkins, 2017; Zhang & Bray, 2020). In cities like Pune, aggressive advertising, franchise expansion, and
performance-linked pricing illustrate how market logics influence both supply and demand. While
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marketization fosters innovation, such as hybrid delivery models and Al-driven adaptive learning, it also
incentivizes profit-maximizing strategies that may compromise affordability and inclusivity.

Integrating these perspectives provides a nuanced understanding of equity and access in supplemental
education. Human Capital Theory explains household investment behaviour; Social Reproduction Theory
reveals how advantage is preserved across generations; and Marketization Theory situates these dynamics
within broader neoliberal transformations of the education sector. Together, they underline a central tension :
the same mechanisms that drive growth and innovation in supplemental education can simultaneously
perpetuate or exacerbate inequities. Addressing this paradox requires policy interventions that balance market
vitality with equitable access, ensuring that the benefits of supplemental education are not confined to
socioeconomically advantaged groups.

Socioeconomic Drivers of Demand

The demand for supplemental education in India is shaped by a confluence of socioeconomic factors that
intersect with cultural norms, policy environments, and competitive academic structures. These drivers are
particularly visible in Maharashtra’s urban centers such as Pune, where coaching institutes have become
embedded in the educational and economic landscape.

One of the strongest determinants is household income and parental education, both of which influence the
capacity and willingness to invest in private coaching. Higher-income families are not only better able to
afford premium coaching centers but also more likely to access a wider array of value-added services such as
personalized tutoring, advanced test-preparation modules, and counselling for higher education admissions
(Bourdieu, 1977; Dang & Rogers, 2020). Parents with higher educational attainment tend to possess greater
awareness of competitive exam systems, enabling them to navigate the coaching market more strategically
(Lareau, 2011).

The perceived inadequacy of formal schooling also fuels demand. Overcrowded classrooms, inconsistent
teaching quality, and limited alignment between school curricula and competitive exam requirements
encourage families to seek supplementary instruction (Bray, 2021; Chugh, 2022). In urban Maharashtra, this
perception is compounded by the proliferation of high-stakes examinations such as I[IT-JEE, NEET, and MPSC
etc., which position coaching as a near-essential step toward success.

Urban-rural disparities play a critical role. Urban centers like Pune concentrate high-quality coaching
providers, creating geographic advantages for residents while requiring rural students to either migrate or rely
on lower-cost, locally available tutors (NSSO, 2019; Liu, 2016). Although online platforms have begun to
reduce spatial barriers, infrastructural gaps in internet access, device ownership, and digital literacy continue
to limit their impact (Aurini et al., 2020).

Cultural aspirations and social mobility narratives further amplify demand. In many Indian families,
educational success is closely tied to upward mobility and social status, making investment in coaching a form
of “future-proofing” against uncertain job markets (Becker, 1993; Psacharopoulos & Patrinos, 2018). This is
particularly evident among middle-class households, which view coaching not merely as academic support
but as a strategic investment in competitive positioning.

Market strategies by coaching providers, including aggressive advertising, publicizing top-rank achievers, and
offering tiered pricing, shape consumer perceptions and stimulate demand even among families with limited
resources (Watkins, 2017; Zhang & Bray, 2020). Scholarship schemes and instalment payment plans widen
reach but also create financial commitments that may strain household budgets.
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Overall, the socioeconomic drivers of supplemental education demand in India reveal a complex interplay
between material resources, perceived educational deficiencies, cultural values, and market influences. While
these factors collectively sustain the sector’s growth, they also reinforce patterns of unequal access, identifying
the need for policy interventions that address affordability, geographic disparities, and quality assurance.

Urban-Rural and Class-Based Disparities

Urban-rural and class-based disparities are among the most persistent challenges in India’s supplemental
education landscape. These inequities are shaped by intersecting structural, geographic, and socioeconomic
factors that influence both access to and outcomes from private coaching. Urban students in Pune access
reputed institutes, advanced teaching, and diverse formats, while rural learners face limited quality and
technology access. Class-based disparities persist, with affluent families affording premium services and
value-added features, whereas lower-income households often compromise on quality due to affordability
constraints.

These disparities are compounded by migration patterns. Many rural and small-town students relocate to urban
coaching hubs like Pune or Kota to access reputed institutes, incurring substantial living expenses that further
exacerbate inequality (Majumdar, 2019). This migration-driven market concentration intensifies competition
for urban resources while draining talent and aspirations from rural areas.

Class and geography also intersect with linguistic and cultural barriers. Students from marginalized castes or
minority language backgrounds often face additional challenges in urban coaching environments that
primarily operate in English or dominant regional languages, creating subtle forms of exclusion despite formal
access (Kumar, 2010; Sarangapani, 2014).

Ultimately, the urban-rural and class-based disparities in supplemental education are not merely about
geographic location or income levels. They reflect deeper systemic patterns of educational inequality. Without
targeted interventions to expand high-quality, affordable coaching options in underserved areas, and without
bridging the digital divide, the benefits of supplemental education will remain unevenly distributed,
reinforcing rather than reducing existing social hierarchies.

Market Segmentation Analysis

India’s supplemental education sector has evolved into a highly segmented market, reflecting diverse learner
needs, socioeconomic profiles, and competitive landscapes. Segmentation is primarily structured around exam
orientation, grade levels, delivery formats, and specialized skills, with each segment exhibiting distinct market
dynamics.

The competitive examination preparation segment constitutes the sector’s premium and most visible domain.
It targets high-stakes national and state-level exams such as I[IT-JEE, NEET, UPSC, and MPSC etc., offering
intensive, curriculum-aligned training through reputed brands and local leaders in cities such as Pune (Chugh,
2022; Mukhopadhyay, 2019). These programs often feature specialized faculty, rigorous testing regimes, and
curated study material, positioning themselves as essential gateways to elite educational institutions and
professional careers. The segment commands high tuition fees and typically attracts upper-middle-class
families willing to invest heavily in perceived pathways to upward mobility (Bourdieu, 1977; Dang & Rogers,
2020).

The K-12 academic tutoring segment serves a broader audience, spanning primary to senior secondary levels,

and addresses both remedial and enrichment needs. Services range from one-on-one home tutoring to group
sessions at local coaching centers, with increasing integration of EdTech platforms (Aurini et al., 2020). While
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urban centers benefit from a wide range of offerings, rural markets remain underserved, relying on informal
tutoring networks with limited pedagogical resources (NSSO, 2019).

The EdTech-enabled segment represents the fastest-growing category, leveraging digital platforms, adaptive
learning tools, and Al-based analytics to deliver scalable, personalized instruction (Zhang & Bray, 2020).
Hybrid models, combining online lectures with in-person mentoring, are increasingly popular in Pune and
other metropolitan hubs, especially in the post-pandemic era (Dhawan, 2020). Although these innovations
have expanded reach, they remain constrained by the digital divide in device access and broadband
availability.

Niche and skill-based training segments cater to specialized needs, including language proficiency tests
(IELTS, TOEFL), professional certifications (CA, CFA), and vocational upskilling. This segment has grown
alongside globalization and evolving labor market demands, attracting both working professionals and
students seeking competitive differentiation (Watkins, 2017; Majumdar, 2019).

Market segmentation also reflects price-tier differentiation. Premium urban institutes market themselves on
brand prestige and past results, while mid-tier providers compete on affordability and local reputation. Low-
cost providers often in semi-urban and rural areas, target price-sensitive customers but face challenges in
maintaining instructional quality and retaining skilled faculty (Gupta & Bhandari, 2023).

In sum, India’s supplemental education market operates as a multi-layered ecosystem, where each segment
responds to specific academic, economic, and technological drivers. In Pune and Maharashtra, the coexistence
of premium competitive exam hubs, mid-range K-12 centers, and emerging EdTech platforms exemplifies
how segmentation strategies adapt to diverse learner demographics, while also perpetuating structural
disparities in access and outcomes.

Policy and Regulatory Environment — Indian and Global Contexts

The supplemental education sector in India has historically operated in a lightly regulated environment, with
policy attention focusing primarily on the formal schooling system. Until recently, coaching centers were
governed indirectly through municipal bylaws, commercial licensing, and consumer protection frameworks,
with no dedicated national policy (Gupta & Bhandari, 2023). However, concerns over student well-being,
rising costs, misleading advertising, and exploitative practices have driven calls for sector-specific regulation.

In 2024, the Ministry of Education issued draft guidelines for regulation of coaching centers, proposing
standards for faculty qualifications, infrastructure, fee transparency, and advertising ethics, alongside
provisions for grievance redressal and psychological support for students (Ministry of Education, GOI, 2024).

These guidelines reflect an acknowledgment of the sector’s dual role, as a driver of academic achievement
and as a potential source of inequity and stress. State-level initiatives, such as Maharashtra’s regulatory
proposals for limiting working hours and capping class sizes, indicate growing policy interest in safeguarding
student welfare.

Despite these steps, implementation challenges persist. Regulatory oversight is complicated by the sector’s
diversity, ranging from informal neighborhood tutors to multinational EdTech platforms, and by jurisdictional
overlaps between education, commerce, and consumer protection authorities (Mukhopadhyay, 2019).
Enforcement gaps risk creating a compliance burden for smaller operators while leaving larger players
relatively insulated.

Internationally, several countries offer instructive models for balancing market vitality with equity. South
Korea’s hagwon industry is subject to strict licensing, fee caps, and operating-hour restrictions to reduce
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academic pressure and curb excessive spending (Byun & Kim, 2010). China’s 2021 “Double Reduction”
policy mandated a structural overhaul of the private tutoring sector, banning for-profit K-12 tutoring in core
subjects and heavily regulating online platforms (Zhang & Bray, 2020). While these measures aim to promote
equity and reduce academic burden, they have also triggered market disruptions and raised questions about
unintended consequences, such as the growth of unregulated underground tutoring.

In contrast, the United Kingdom has adopted a softer regulatory approach, focusing on voluntary accreditation
schemes (e.g., The Tutors’ Association) and consumer transparency rather than direct control over prices or
operations (Hollows, 2016). This model emphasizes quality assurance without stifling entrepreneurial growth,
though it relies heavily on informed parental choice.

For India, an effective policy framework must navigate between overregulation, which risks driving the sector
underground, and laissez-faire approaches, which can perpetuate inequity. A hybrid model combining
enforceable standards for transparency, safety, and quality with targeted subsidies and digital infrastructure
investments for underserved communities, offers a promising path. Such an approach would align market
efficiency with the equity goals central to national education policy.

Commercialization and Brand Strategies

The commercialization of India’s supplemental education sector has intensified over the past two decades,
transforming coaching from a localized service to a sophisticated, brand-driven industry. Market leaders have
adopted corporate-style strategies viz. integrating branding, franchising, marketing analytics, and service
diversification, to capture market share and command price premiums (Watkins, 2017; Chugh, 2022).

Brand positioning has become a critical differentiator. Reputed coaching institutes in Pune and across India
actively cultivate brand equity through high-visibility advertising campaigns, prominently displaying “topper”
success stories, faculty credentials, and historic pass rates (Mukhopadhyay, 2019). This creates a perception
of exclusivity and quality, encouraging aspirational enrolment among middle and upper-middle-class
households (Bourdieu, 1977). For many families, choosing a branded coaching provider is not merely a
functional decision but a social signal of commitment to academic success.

Franchise expansion is a key growth strategy, enabling established brands to penetrate Tier-II and Tier-111
cities while maintaining brand consistency (Gupta & Bhandari, 2023). Franchising offers scalability and local
market adaptation but also risks diluting quality if oversight is weak. In Maharashtra, this model has allowed
metropolitan brands to establish a presence in semi-urban areas, often at higher price points than local
competitors.

Product diversification is another hallmark of commercialization. Institutes have expanded beyond core
coaching to offer test-series subscriptions, mentorship programs, career counselling, and integrated school-
coaching tie-ups. EdTech integration has become central, with hybrid learning models offering on-demand
lectures, Al-driven performance analytics, and mobile app-based practice modules (Aurini et al., 2020). These
additions both enhance perceived value and create new revenue streams.

Pricing strategies increasingly reflect market segmentation. Premium brands adopt tiered fee structures,
offering flagship “elite” batches with smaller class sizes, extended faculty access, and personalized mentorship
at higher rates, while retaining larger, lower-cost batches to widen market reach (Zhang & Bray, 2020).
Instalment plans, scholarships for high-performing but low-income students, and early-bird discounts serve as
both marketing tools and enrolment drivers.

Marketing has also embraced digital engagement. Institutes leverage social media influencers, YouTube demo
lectures, targeted Facebook ads, and student testimonial campaigns to reach tech-savvy youth. In Pune’s
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competitive market, brands often livestream motivational talks or publish free preparatory content to attract
prospective students into paid programs.

While commercialization has spurred innovation and expanded consumer choice, it also reinforces inequality.
Branding and premium services tend to concentrate in urban, affluent markets, leaving rural and lower-income
students reliant on lesser-known or unbranded providers. Thus, commercialization strategies, while effective
for growth, raise important policy questions about balancing competitive market practices with equitable
access to quality education.

Equity-Oriented Interventions — What Has Worked, What Hasn’t

Efforts to improve equity in India’s supplemental education sector have emerged at the intersection of
government initiatives, market-based solutions, and civil society programs. These interventions aim to address
financial, geographic, and informational barriers that limit access for disadvantaged students. However, their
effectiveness has been uneven, often constrained by structural and implementation challenges.

Scholarships and fee waivers are among the most common interventions. Many coaching institutes,
particularly in competitive exam preparation, offer merit-based scholarships or need-sensitive discounts
(Mukhopadhyay, 2019). While these schemes have enabled some high-potential students from low-income
backgrounds to access premium coaching, their reach is limited by eligibility criteria that often privilege prior
academic achievement, thereby excluding those who may benefit most from additional learning support
(Watkins, 2017).

Government-backed residential coaching programs, such as Maharashtra’s initiatives for Scheduled Caste,
Scheduled Tribe, and Other Backward Class students, have shown promise in combining free coaching with
boarding facilities and mentoring (Government of Maharashtra, 2022). Similar models under the Ministry of
Social Justice’s UPSC coaching scheme have improved access for marginalized groups. However, program
capacity is small relative to demand, and rural outreach remains inadequate (Gupta & Bhandari, 2023).

Digital platforms have been promoted as equity-enhancing tools, particularly during and after the COVID-19
pandemic. Government initiatives like SWAYAM and DIKSHA provide free or low-cost online learning
resources, while private EdTech companies offer subsidized packages for underprivileged students (Aurini et
al., 2020). Yet, persistent digital divides, in device availability, internet connectivity, and digital literacy, limit
these programs’ equity impact, especially in rural Maharashtra (Dhawan, 2020).

Community-based tutoring models, often run by NGOs, have demonstrated success in delivering localized,
culturally relevant instruction at low cost (Bray, 2021). Programs such as Pratham’s Read India initiative
highlight the potential of volunteer-driven and peer-assisted learning. However, these models typically focus
on foundational skills rather than competitive exam preparation, leaving a gap in access to higher-level
supplemental education.

What has not worked effectively are unregulated subsidy and voucher schemes without robust monitoring. In
some cases, public funds intended to support coaching access have been diverted to low-quality providers,
resulting in negligible educational gains (Majumdar, 2019). Similarly, voluntary self-regulation among large
coaching brands has not produced significant fee transparency or quality standardization.

Overall, the most impactful equity-oriented interventions combine financial support with structured
mentoring, infrastructure provision, and localized delivery models. Initiatives that focus narrowly on fee
reduction without addressing academic preparedness, socio-cultural barriers, and geographic access are
unlikely to produce sustainable equity gains. Scaling effective models will require coordinated policy
frameworks, multi-stakeholder partnerships, and investment in both physical and digital infrastructure.
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Synthesis of Findings and Research Gaps

The analysis of India’s supplemental education sector, focusing on Pune, Maharashtra, within the national and
global contexts, reveals a complex interplay between market forces, equity considerations, and policy
frameworks. Over the past two decades, supplemental education has evolved from a peripheral academic
support mechanism into a highly commercialized, brand-driven industry with significant socioeconomic
implications (Chugh, 2022; Watkins, 2017).

Market evolution has been propelled by rising academic competition, perceived inadequacies in formal
schooling, and aspirational middle-class investments in education (Mukhopadhyay, 2019). However, this
growth has deepened inequities along urban—rural and class lines, with premium coaching and EdTech
innovations disproportionately benefiting higher-income urban households (Bourdieu, 1977; Zhang & Bray,
2020).

Theoretical frameworks including Human Capital Theory, Social Reproduction Theory, and Marketization
Theory, illuminate the sector’s dual nature: as a vehicle for skill enhancement and social mobility, and as a
mechanism for reinforcing existing hierarchies (Becker, 1993; Bourdieu, 1977). The segmentation of the
market into competitive exam preparation, K-12 tutoring, EdTech-based learning, and niche skill training
reflects varied consumer demands but also entrenches disparities in quality and access (Aurini et al., 2020).

Policy analysis indicates a shift toward greater regulatory engagement, with recent Indian government
guidelines seeking to ensure transparency, student welfare, and quality assurance (Ministry of Education, GOI,
2024). Comparative international models from South Korea’s stringent controls to the UK’s voluntary
accreditation, highlight the need for context-specific policy design. However, implementation challenges,
especially in informal and rural segments, remain significant (Gupta & Bhandari, 2023).

Equity-oriented interventions have had mixed success. While targeted scholarships, government-run
residential programs, and NGO-led community tutoring have improved access for some marginalized groups,
scalability and sustainability remain limited. Digital solutions have shown potential but are constrained by
persistent infrastructure and literacy gaps (Dhawan, 2020; Bray, 2021).

Research gaps emerge across several domains

1. Impact assessment — There is limited empirical evidence on the long-term learning outcomes and career
trajectories of students accessing different types of supplemental education, particularly for rural and low-
income groups.

2. Policy effectiveness — Systematic evaluations of emerging regulatory frameworks and equity-oriented
interventions are scarce.

3. EdTech equity — More research is needed on whether digital platforms can sustainably bridge geographic
and socioeconomic divides in the Indian context.

4. Well-being dimensions — Psychological impacts, such as stress and burnout from intensive coaching,
remain underexplored.

5. Intersectional inequalities — How caste, gender, language, and disability intersect with supplemental
education access and outcomes warrants deeper investigation.

In sum, while the sector’s expansion reflects powerful educational and economic drivers, addressing its

inequities will require evidence-based, multi-level strategies grounded in rigorous research. Bridging these

gaps is essential for designing policies that align market growth with inclusive educational outcomes.

Policy Recommendations
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The synthesis of market dynamics, equity considerations, and policy analysis in India’s supplemental
education sector highlights the need for a balanced framework that supports innovation while ensuring
equitable access. The following recommendations are grounded in the preceding findings and adapted to the
socio-economic realities of Maharashtra, Pune, and similar contexts.

1.

Establish a National Regulatory Framework with State-Level Adaptations — A unified but flexible
regulatory model should set baseline standards for transparency in fees, advertising ethics, faculty
qualifications, and infrastructure. State governments, such as Maharashtra’s, can adapt these norms to
local contexts, ensuring that rural and semi-urban markets are effectively covered (Gupta & Bhandari,
2023; Ministry of Education, GOI, 2024).

Integrate Equity Mandates into Regulation — Licensing requirements should include equity provisions such
as mandatory scholarships for underrepresented groups, quotas for rural students, or community outreach
programs. These measures should be monitored through annual audits to prevent token compliance.

. Public-Private Partnerships for Rural and Low-Income Outreach — Government bodies should collaborate

with established coaching brands, EdTech firms, and NGOs to establish subsidized learning hubs in
underserved areas. These centers could combine in-person tutoring with digital content delivery, supported
by infrastructure grants for internet connectivity and devices (Dhawan, 2020; Bray, 2021).

EdTech Accessibility and Digital Literacy Programs — To reduce the digital divide, targeted subsidies for
low-cost devices, free data plans for educational use, and community-based digital literacy workshops
should be introduced. Partnerships with telecom providers could scale these efforts efficiently.
Outcome-Oriented Funding Models — Government funding for coaching access, whether through vouchers
or subsidies, should be tied to measurable learning outcomes rather than enrolment figures alone.
Independent third-party evaluations can ensure that public investments yield demonstrable improvements
in academic performance.

Mental Health and Well-being Framework — Given the psychological strain of competitive exam
preparation, mandatory provision of counselling services, stress-management workshops, and limits on
daily instructional hours should be integrated into policy guidelines (Mukhopadhyay, 2019).

Data-Driven Policy Monitoring — A centralized data repository should track enrolment, fees, student
demographics, learning outcomes, and equity impacts across the sector. This will enable evidence-based
policy adjustments and targeted interventions over time.

By implementing these recommendations, India can foster a supplemental education ecosystem that balances
commercial viability with social responsibility.
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