Government and Private Schools
Trends in Enrolment and Retention

This paper examines disparities across government and private schools in two cities of
Uttar Pradesh — Firozabad and Deoria. The study considered varied parameters — enrolment
rates, retention rates, gender differentials — in an attempt to estimate out-of-school children

in these districts. While the proportion of students in private schools has been consistently
rising, the study found that government schools still score over private ones in
several aspects, for instance attendance rates and issues of gender sensitivity.
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Introduction and Motivation

education in the country, the Govern-

ment of India launched the District
Primary Education Programme (DPEP) in
1993. The objectives of the programme
were to: (i) increase enrolment and reten-
tion; (ii) raise the quality of primary edu-
cation in the country through district-
designed activities; and (iii) make perfor-
mance-based resourceallocation specialy
tailored to meet local needs.

DPEP objectives were thus consistent
withthegoalsfor primary educationinthe
country of increasing access, raising learn-
ing achievement and reducing inequalities
and gaps among states and various sub-
sections of the population.

Whilethegoal of educational inequality
among states and groups is addressed by
DPEP, there are growing differences in
quality within the Indian states between
government and private schools, which
has not received attention. Inreality, there
are substantial disparities between private
and government schools in various as-
pects. Inputs like teaching infrastructure,
student-teacher ratio, and performance
measures such as student attendance,
graduation rates are substantially better in
private than in government schools. Natu-
rally, rationality forces better-educated
parents to send their children to private
rather than government schools. This is
quite curious in light of the fact that
teachersin private schools are paid sub-
stantially lower than those in government
schools.

Thusthegovernment-privatedichotomy
in primary education isaquestion of open
debateespecially inlargeIndian stateslike
Uttar Pradesh (UP), whichisalow literary

I n an attempt to universalise primary

rate and by the poor quality of government
schools.

Objectives

In the light of this debate, this study
proposes to examine the differences be-
tween government and private schools.
The specific objectives of the study are as
follows:

(1) Examination of disparities across
government and private schools with re-
gard to various performance aspects. This
involves:

(i) Study of enrolment rates for the past
three years in government and private
schools;

(i) Examination of retention rates in
government and private schools and
(iii) To look at gender differentials
in (i) and (ii) above.

(2) Estimation of out of school children
in the selected districts, Deoria and
Firozabad in UP.

In this study, we make a comparative
analysi sof government and privateschools
with respect to enrolment and retention by
analysing the trends for three years, i e,
1997-98, 1998-99 and 1999-2000. Within
private schools we compare recognised
and unrecognised schools. We compare
attendance and drop out by type of school
and examine why children drop out of
school. Thisstudy isbased onanalysesand
description of primary data.

Literature Survey

The literature has looked at enrolment,
retention and out-of-school children in
various DPEP districts. The closest to this
study in the literature is a comparative
analysi sof government and privateschools
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in Gorakhpur and Saharanpur districts in
UP [Singh 1998]. This study found that
the enrolment rate was higher in govern-
ment (class 1) than in private schools.
However performance (measured by the
passrate) was found to be better in private
schools. The study attributed this to the
regular homework given to students in
private schoolswhichit found to be absent
in government schools.

Others [DRS 1999] have examined
enrolment of children in government and
private (recognised and unrecognised)
schools and out-of-school children in
villages in two districts of UP — Hardoi
and Moradabad. The study found that 86
per cent of villages in Hardoi and 63 per
cent of villagesin Moradabad had just one
school, with most of the villages having
only one government primary school. The
net enrolment rate was more or less the
same across the districts (80 and 73 per
cent in Hardoi and Moradabad). But the
study found an overwhelming majority
(75-79 per cent) of children enrolled in
primary schools to be in government
schools. However, different social groups
werefoundto participateindifferentways.
The participation of scheduled castes (a
socially oppressed group) in government
schools was higher compared to their
participation in private schools. The atten-
dancerateswereal soonly marginally lower
in government school s when compared to
private schoals.

Some studiesin the literature [Agarwal
1998] have used similar indicators as we
have, looking at accessand retention under
DPEP over 1995-98, focusing on enrol-
ment, equity and internal efficiency of the
school system, in the DPEP Phase | dis-
tricts. He found large interstate and inter-
district variationsinthe student-classroom
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ratio, with serious problemsin Assam. He
found that net enrolment was 9.4 per cent
between 1995-96 and 1996-97 and 6.5 per
cent between 1996-97 and 1997-98, with
the share of girls in 42 DPEP districts
increasing from 45 per cent in 1995-96 to
46.3 per cent in 1997-98. Over the period,
the study found a margina decline in
repetition rates from 8.39 per cent to 8.29
per cent, with Assam having the highest
repetition rates evenin class |, which was
largely due to admission of underage
children who could not be promoted to
class Il. He finaly found that the gross
enrolment ratio for all DPEP districtswas
83.9 per cent in 1995-96 which increased
t0 91.6 per cent in 1996-97, varying from
75 per cent in Haryanato 110 per cent for
Maharashtra.

Aninteresting study [Dreze and Gazdar
1996] reports the findings of an informal
field investigation of the functioning of
private and government primary schools
inrural Uttar Pradesh, covering 16 villages
infour different districts: Moradabad, Rae
Bareli, Pratapgarh and Banda. With re-
spect to enrolment and attendance, Dreze
and Gazdar noted only 50 per cent atten-
dance in the sample schools. High level
of absenteeism was found during periods
of high activity in the agricultural cycle.
Female enrolment and attendance was
about one-third of all children. In contrast,
private schools (only recognised) had high
attendance and low dropout rates,
characterised by significant dominance of
male students.

As may be noted from the brief review,
thisstudy isacontributiontotheliterature.
It proposes to examine enrolment and
retention (taking into account attendance
and dropout) for three consecutive years
in two DPEP Il districts in UP based on
primary data and estimates out-of-school
children in these two districts based on
secondary data. We aso examine differ-
encesacrossvarious schoolsin school and
classroom infrastructure, teacher quality
andtheir instructional methods, sincethese
factors are explanations of enrolment and
retention [Sridhar and Singh 1999].

Data Collection

We collect primary datathrough survey
at the school-level from a sample of gov-
ernment and private schoolsin the chosen
districtsof thestate, Deoriaand Firozabad.!
Consistent withtheobjectivesof thestudy,
we collect data regarding schools' enrol-
ment, attendance, and dropout. In addition,
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we also collect primary data on teacher
quality (their academic and professional
qualifications), teachers’ classroom prac-
tices such as giving exercises, teaching
time, maintenance of discipline, providing
feedback, and supervision of students, and
teachers' use of various instructional
methods and processes. We collect these
additional data because we believe that
these are the explanations of enrolment
and retention. In addition to these quan-
titative data, we collect qualitative infor-
mation on the reasons for children to
dropout of school.

Sampling

We choose a sample of 54 government
and 48 private (recognised and un-
recognised) schools in random blocks of
Deoriaand Firozabad districtsin the state
(U P) for our study. We expect the schools
to be varied within each group (govern-
ment and private). This stratified random
sampling strategy removes any bias that
could arise from selection of just well-
performing private schools or only poor-
performing government schools. We ex-
pect such sampling to give us relatively
realistic results. Within the blocks, the
schools are chosen randomly either ac-
cording to the alphabetical order in which
they are listed with the state education
department, or in order of their proximity
toeachother. Sincewestudy school swithin
a single state (UP), we also effectively
control for all factorslikefiscal resources,
socia and political culture that determine
the quality of education across states.
Since government schools to be chosen
indistricts are under the DPEP I

Table 1: Sample of Schools by Type
and District

Deoria Firozabad All

Government 26 28 54
Private 24 24 48
Private recognised 13 14 27
Private unrecognised 11 10 21
All schools 50 52 102

programme they are somewhat com-
parableto private schools in terms of
amenities.

In Deoria, schools are chosen in the
following blocks: Baital pur and Rampur
Karkhana. The blocks chosen in
Firozabad are: Shikohabad and Tundla.
Table 1 provides information regarding
the schools that participated in the
study. As the table shows, there are
50 schools in the sample from Deoria,
and 52 schools from Firozabad. Thus out
of the total of 102 schools we survey, 54
aregovernment, and 48 areprivate schools
of which, 27 are recognised and 21
unrecognised.

Findings from the Study

Demographic Patterns of
Enrolment in Class |

If we examine the change in class |
enrolment over 1997-98/1998-99 and
1998-99/1999-2000 by type of school
(Table 2), weobserve declinesfor govern-
ment school swhereas privaterecognised
schools experienced growth over the
period. If we observe the trend in the
enrolment of class | for all types of
schools, it has by and large decreased,
suggesting that population of the age
of six years could be decreasing or
stagnating.

Based on the demographic pattern in-
cluding gender differentials for class |
enrolment over theyears(Table2), wefind
a clear trend that enrolment has consis-
tently declined. This trend is consistent
withearlier analysisinother states[ Agarwal
1999]. The declining trend has been ob-
servedinDPEPI| aswell asDPEPI | districts.

The decline in class | enrolment could
be attributed to two reasons, one due to
decline in the intake and another due to
decline in the number of children in the
age group 6-11 years. In terms of the
proportion of female enrolment, we ob-
serve aslow but rising trend. The propor-
tion of minority enrolment has aso wit-

Table 2: Trends in Class Enrolment for Government and Private Schools

All Classes: Percentage Change in Enrolment  Class I: Percentage Change in Enrolment

1997-98 to 1998-99 to 1997-98 to 1998-99 to

1998-99 1999-2000 1998-99 1999-2000
Government 0.51 -3.78 -12.23 -16.30
All private 10.68 10.00 14.98 -2.22
Private recognised 3.90 10.86 10.43 3.29
Private unrecognised 23.67 8.63 22.81 -10.76
All schools 4.30 1.66 -3.86 -11.11
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nessed growthover thestudy period, which
is consistent with social objectives.

Enrolment in All Classes

When we studied enrolment in all pri-
mary classes by gender and caste for all
the schools in our sample over the study
period, we found that there was a greater
increase in the total enrolment in over
1997-98/1998-99, compared to that over
1998-99/1999-2000 (Tables3 and 4). The
enrolment of OBC male students has seen
a declining trend. The enrolment of SC/
ST and minorities has increased over the
period of our study. This could be due to
many reasons. First, thetrend could reflect
an increase in the self-interest of these
groups for upliftment. Secondly, incen-
tives like scholarship have induced their
enrolment. Femal eenrolment haswitnessed
an upward trend, but is lower than male
enrolmentinall theyearsof our study period.
One explanation of the trend may be that
parents of girls choose better schools that
arenotcoveredby thesurvey. Alternatively,
due to higher literacy rate and the conse-
guent low birth rate, female population in
the school-going age could be declining.

When we examine enrolment trends by
gender differentials and school type, it is
encouragingtonotethat government schools
are more responsive to gender equity is-
sues than private schools. We have found
that government schools have higher fe-
maleenrol ment than private schoolsfor all
theyearsin our study period. Private recog-
nised school shavelower female enrolment
as compared to unrecognised schools.

Table 3 reports trends in change in
enrolments by gender differentials and by
school type, over 1997-98/1998-99.2 The
total enrolment over 1997-98/1998-99
increased by asmall amount in government
schools. Particularly, enrolment of male
SC/ST and minorities increased over the
period. However wefindthat minority enrol -
ment declinedin private schools. Thistesti-
fiesto the fact that private schools do not
provide incentives to their minority stu-
dents. Alternatively, minority childrenmay
not findit easy to adjust withalargenumber
of peerswith diverse background. In some
cases, practicesin the school may be such
that minority community studentsmay feel
repelled. OBC girls have shown large
increase in enrolment in private schools.
Private unrecognised schools are quite
popular to children from al communities.

Table4 presentsenrolment changefrom
1998-99 to 1999-2000 by school type. In

government schools the total enrolment
declined. OBC children consistently
showed their preference for private un-
recognised schools ascompared to private
recognised schools. Theincreasein enrol -
ment in private schools explains why
government schools are witnessing a de-
clining trend in OBC enrolment. The
reasons are simple. Now schools are run
like companies. Parents and their children
are customers who prefer high product
quality and customer service. Private
unrecognised schools equipped with
better infrastructure/or using better class-
room processes to teach children attract
more students than their government
counterparts.

Private schools witnessed a decline in
minorities and SC/ST enrolment over
1998-99/1999-00, with this decline acc-
ounted for by recognised schools. Interms
of quality of education these schools are
probably likegovernment school sbut they
may be charging higher fees. Related
research [Singh and Sridhar 2000] has
found that enrolment responds negatively
to fees, as one would expect. The SC/ST
enrolment has also declined marginaly
suggesting that the economic or social
burden on the families of SC/ST children
and families because of joining private
schools may be high and so SC/ST prefer
to enroll in the government schools
where fees are nominal. Even in the year
1999-2000, enrolment of minorities in
private unrecognised schools increased

considerably suggesting their continuing
popularity.

Table 5 presents the trend of enrolment
over thethreeyearsinthegovernment and
private schools. The table indicates a
declining trend in enrolment in govern-
ment schools. The proportion of enrol-
ment in private schools is rising, with
private recognised school saccounting for
10 per cent more enrolment than
unrecognised schools. Whenweasked the
teachersof government schoolsregarding
children going to private schools, they
were of the view that desire of English
taught in private schools were making
these children turn away from govern-
ment schools.

Retention: Attendance

The attendance rate is an indicator of
retention in school. However, data on
attendancesuffer frominadequacy asquite
often teachers have tendency to mark a
large proportion of students present even
if they havenot actually attended theschool .
Certainincentiveslikescholarshipandmid
day mealsare dependent on the proportion
of attendance, thus there frequently exist
parental pressurestomark children present,
even if they are actually absent. Therefore
we assumed the day of our visit to the
school asatypical day andtook thenumber
of students present in class on that day as
the number regularly attending school of
thosethat were enrolled. Thismeasure has

Table 3: Trends in Class Enrolment by Gender Differentials and by School Type,
1997-98 to 1998-99

(Percentage)
Government  Private  Private Recognised  Private Unrecognised  All Schools
Total enrolment 0.51 10.68 3.90 23.67 4.30
Male -4.15 9.29 2.45 23.83 1.26
OBC -5.78 10.24 5.57 20.99 0.42
SC/ST 4.21 13.84 4.48 27.21 8.00
Minorities 7.62 -06 -11.38 15.84 2.91
Female 5.92 12.85 6.39 23.45 8.23
OBC 3.87 19.02 22.22 13.42 8.34
SC/ST 78 16.78 3.68 33.41 9.66
Minorities 29.35 -2.59 -7.83 16.13 15.46

Table 4: Trends in Class Enrolment by Gender Differentials and by School Type,
1998-99 to 1999-2000

(Percentage)
Government ~ Private  Private Recognised  Private Unrecognised  All Schools
Total enrolment -3.78 10.00 10.86 8.63 1.66
Male -4.14 7.72 9.23 5.05 1.01
OBC -14.62 6.57 0.89 17.98 -5.62
SC/ST 8.40 -0.56 151 -3.00 4.68
Minorities 9.48 -5.57 -18.24 26.50 4.32
Female -3.41 13.46 13.53 13.36 2.45
OBC -13.51 12.57 2.09 32.35 -5.07
SC/ST 11.34 4.54 4.91 4.17 8.78
Minorities 11.34 -24.88 -45.10 32.41 -1.95
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the following advantages: first, given that
our visit to schools was chosen randomly,
thishastheadvantagethat it representsany
working day in the year and second, this
measure overcame the problem of false
reporting by teachersregarding attendance
for reasons mentioned above.

Tables 6 and 7 present the summary of
attendance data by gender differentials.3
Out of the total enrolment of 22,433 stu-
dents in our sample schools during 1999-
2000, 17,384 (75 per cent ) were attending
classes on the day of our field visit. If we
disaggregate the pattern of attendance for
government and privateschool sseparately,
wefind that greater number of studentsin
government schoolsattended school when
compared to their counterparts in private
schools where only 73 per cent of those
enrolledwerefoundtobeattending school.
Thisfinding is peculiar given that parents
pay more in private schools.

If we compare gender differential by
type of school on attendance data, wefind
that thereisvery low gender differential in
government schools when compared to
their privatecounterparts. Inprivaterecog-
nised schools, thisdifferentia isvery high.
Thelow gender differential in government
schools could be due to encouragement of
female teachers in government schools.

Table 8 presents trends of change in
attendance by school type. The percentage
increasein attendanceover 1997-98/1998-
99 was 5.51 per cent for all schools. It
increased by 1.89 per cent for government
schools suggesting that the attendance
pattern has more or less stabilised. In the
private schools, attendance increased by
12 per cent over the same period with a
major part of the increase being due to
privateunrecognised schoolsinthesample.
This is consistent with the finding that
enrolment in the private unrecognised
school shasal so beenincreasing compared
to government and private recognised
schools. This trend suggests that private
unrecognised schools make their school
environment more attractive for children
to goto school. In our concluding section,
wehighlight what government schoolscan
do to function more effectively.

Retention: Dropout

Retention has two components to it —
attendance and dropout. Long-run absen-
teeismfrequently resultsindropout. Inthis
study, wehavelooked at dropout by school
type and have examined the causes under-
lying dropouts.

Table 9 summarises drop out data for
class| and other primary classesby school
typefor 1999-2000. Ingovernment schools
drop out as per cent of enrolmentinclass |
is5.23 per cent . This meansfive students
out of every 100 leave school in the first
year of entry. Perhapsthese children were
not ready for aschool environment andthe
load of curriculum. These children may
not havedevel oped evenbasicliteracy and
numeracy. Thus this part may be treated
as a drain on the school system. If moti-
vation is the problem, then preprimary
schooling, which exposes children to a
school environment without the burden of
curricular load may be helpful to reduce
this drop out.

When compared to government schools,
theincidenceof drop outin privateschools
isvery low. It isalittle more than half per
cent in private schools showing that chil-
dren studying in private schools persist
longer, and arelesslikely to drop out. The
cause for this may be that student socio-
economic characteristics and family edu-
cation systematically vary with thetype of
school they attend. Thus parental motiva
tionmay alsobeareasonfor suchafinding
apart from children’s own interest. In
private unrecognised schools, the propor-
tionof dropoutisalmost negligiblereflect-
ing these factors.

The extent of drop out in other primary
classesis7 per centin government schools
asof 1999-2000. Againaswithclassl, this
ismuch higher comparedto privateschools.
The finding, as expected, is that private
schools are able to retain their children
evenwhenthefeestructureismuch higher
when compared to government schools.

Further analysis suggests that alarge pro-
portion of drop out in private schools is
accounted for by private recognised
schools, suggesting that retention rate of
private unrecognised schools are better
than private recognised and government
schools. The proportion of drop out in

Table 7: Attendance as a Proportion of
Enrolment by School Type,1999-2000

School Type Attendance as Percentage of
Enrolment

Government 80.82

All private 73.04

Private recognised 72.35

Private unrecognised 74.16

All schools 77.49

Table 8: Trends in Attendance
by School Type

All Classes: Percentage Change
in Attendance

1997-98 to 1998-99 to

1998-99 1999-2000
Government 1.89 -0.86
All private 11.98 8.07
Private recognised 3.40 5.98
Private unrecognised  30.23 11.61
All schools 5.51 3.54

Table 9: Dropout as a Proportion of
Enrolment by School Type, 1999-2000

Dropout Percentage of Enrolment

Class | Other

Primary Classes
Government 5.23 7.22
All private 0.59 2.26
Private recognised 0.85 3.65
Private unrecognised  0.13 0.04
All schools 3.35 5.05

Table 5: Total Enrolment in Government and Private Schools by Year

1997-98 Percentage

1998-99 Percentage  1999-00 Percentage

Government 13280 62.77
All private (recognised and

unrecognised) 7877 37.23
Private recognised 5177 24.47
Private unrecognised 2700 12.76
All schools 21157

13348 60.49 12843 57.25
8718 39.51 9590 42.75
5379 24.38 5963 26.58
3339 15.13 3627 16.17

22066 22433

Table 6: Attendance by School Type and Gender Differentials, 1999-2000

Government  Private  Private Recognised Private Unrecognised All
Total attendance 10380 7004 4314 2690 17384
Male (per cent) 51.55 58.79 61.48 54.47 54.47
OBC (per cent) 22.28 26.98 29.04 23.66 24.17
SC/ST (per cent) 18.17 17.20 102 20.70 17.78
Minorities (per cent) 7.17 4.50 4.66 4.24 6.09
Female (per cent) 48.45 41.21 38.52 4553 45.53
OBC (per cent) 22.39 19.19 20.04 17.82 21.10
SC/ST (per cent) 16.45 14.32 11.78 18.40 15.60
Minorities (per cent) 7.09 3.43 3.47 3.36 5.61
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private unrecognised schools is almost
negligible.

Table10presentsdrop out by gender and
demographic categories for 1999-2000.
The biggest group dropping out of al
schools is OBC (both male and female)
followed by SC/ST and minorities. It is
somewhat curious that in private schools
male drop out is significantly higher than
female dropout. Again, as we expect, the
distribution of dropoutisconcentrated only
in recognised private schools, indicating
higher retention in private unrecognised
schoals.

Percentage changesin drop out over the
study period are summarised in Table 11.
Thetable suggeststhat the rate of drop out
reduced in government schools by 2.5 per
cent over 1997-98/1998-99. However,
dropout isparticularly very highin private
recognised schools over thisperiod,# thus
overal drop out for al schools in the
sample is 11.46 per cent . In 1999-2000,
the overall trend of dropout for all schools
is negative (with the largest decline in
dropout being in private unrecognised
schools) suggesting an increase in reten-
tion over thisperiod. Private unrecognised
schools are running their schools as a
business thus they are trying to serve the
students well in order to retain them till
the completion of their primary school life

cycle.
Reasons for Drop Out

We explored reasons for drop out from
schools through a structured survey. Re-
spondents were primarily parents or close
relatives of dropped out students. When
parents and close relatives were not avail-
able, informationwascollected fromteach-
ersof dropped out students or from public
representatives (pradhan, BDC member,
or village education committee (VEC)
member). In many cases we were unable
to find responses, because of lack of
adequate of knowledge about the dropout
and hig’her background.

Thedataweobtained havebeenanalysed
by school type (Table 12). Our survey
guestion related to why the child dropped
out, with aseriesof reasonslisted. A large
proportion of children in government
schools dropped out for doing household
work. This is a mgor cause of drop out
even in private schools. Other major rea-
sons for dropping out from schools was
the child’s own motivation. That the chil-
drenlacked motivationwascited asacause
of dropout by dlightly less than half of the
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respondents in government schools.
Strangely, morethan 55 per cent of respon-
dents from private recognised schools
reported low motivation as a cause of
dropout.

Our findings suggest that whilethechild
is not motivated to go to school, there
could be more reasons for him/her to stay
back home. The most important implica-
tion arising out of this is for schools to
explorewhat motivates childrentoremain
in school. Antecedentsto child motivation
could be lack of teaching in the schools,
and the perceived need towork hardinthe
school, and irrelevant and boring curricu-
lum. We need to acknowledge that chil-
drenarenot thebest judgesof what isgood
for them. But if the phenomenon seems
to be occurring at an aggregate level for
certain types of school, it is probably time
we start taking these trends seriously.

The trend in government and private
recognised schools are similar, but in
private unrecognised schools, there are no
reasons related to child motivation, that
are attributed to dropout. In private
unrecognised school s, reasonsfor drop out
appear to berelated to parental motivation
andirrelevant curriculum. Factorsrelating
to parental motivation reflect in parental
interest in education, participation of
children in household work, care of sib-
lings or helping them in their work/voca-
tion. This suggests that parents may be
targeted through training/counselling for
encouragement to send their children to
school. Alternatively, government and
private recognised schools need to make
the pedagogy of teaching more appealing
to the students. This need not mean dilu-
tion of the content or rigour of the cur-
riculum, but moreinnovativewaysof com-
munication that do not pressure children
at ayoung age. Additionally, other forms
of remedy could be to institute some vo-
cational forms of training after the basic
needs of reading, writing and counting
have been attained. Thisis aso consistent

with findings from studies on informal
training and entrepreneurship.

Teachers

Teachers are the most critical resource
in the education system. Thusunderstand-
ing teacher requirements is critical to
meeting increasing enrolment in govern-
ment and private schools. In order to
optimise the use of teachers for teaching
learning process, state governments have
fixed certain norms. Ideally, one teacher
per class should be the norm. A pupil
teacher ratio of 40:1, implying a teacher
for every 40 students, is considered ideal.
We report how these resources are avail-
able in our sample (Table 13).

In the schools in our sample, student-
teacher ratioin government schoolsis64:1
whereas private school s have ateacher for
every 36 students. In private recognised
schools, this ratio is 35:1 and in un-
recognised privateschool sthereisateacher
for every 38 students. Thusprivateschools
meet requirements for the student-teacher
ratio. If government schools have to meet
the target of 40:1 they have to raisethe
existing teachers’ strength by 50 per cent.

The student-classroom ratio is another
indicator of school infrastructure. For
government schools in our sample, this
ratio is 87:1, and for private schools, it is
43:1. Private unrecognised schools have
one classroom for every 47 students, but
they need to augment the infrastructure.

Theavailableteacher-classroomratioin
Table 13 also suggests that teachers are

Table 11: Trends in Dropout
by School Type

All Classes: Percentage Change

in Dropout

1997-98to  1998-99 to

1998-99 1999-2000
Government -2.50 -7.80
All private 169.33 -10.89
Private recognised 180.88 -6.81
Private unrecognised 57.14 -81.82
All schools 11.46 -8.61

Table 10: Dropout by School Type and Gender Differentials (All Classes), 1999-2000

Government  Private  Private Recognised Private Unrecognised All
Total dropout 863 180 178 2 1040
Male (per cent) 50.98 58.33 57.87 100.00 52.12
OBC (per cent) 29.90 21.67 21.35 50.00 28.56
SC/ST (per cent) 12.98 21.11 20.79 50.00 14.42
Minorities (per cent)  6.49 15.56 15.73 0.00 8.08
Female (per cent) 49.02 41.67 42.13 0.00 47.88
OBC (per cent) 29.32 16.11 16.29 0.00 27.12
SC/ST (per cent) 12.28 8.33 8.43 0.00 11.63
Minorities (per cent)  5.91 9.44 9.55 0.00 6.54
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numerous relative to classrooms. The
World Bank stipulates that there has to be
aclassroom availablefor every teacher. In
our survey we did not collect information
on class sections. But the evidence is that
in amgjority of UP schools, the section-
teacher ratio islessthan 1, suggesting that
oneteacher hastolook after morethan one
section.

Thus while the differences between
government and private schools are not
significant forteacher-classroomresources,
government schools lag behind private
schools significantly in terms of their
teachers and classroom infrastructure.

School Infrastructure

The effort to enhance enrolment has
stimulated parental interest in schooling,
and enrolment resultantly increased so
much so that school infrastructure has
become inadequate. This can negatively
impact learning achievement resulting in
dropout. Because of their potential impli-
cations, weexamined basic necessitieslike
number of classrooms, blackboards, edu-
cational infrastructure, toilet, water supply
and el ectricity inthe sample school s of our
study.

Table 14 presents summary of school
infrastructure for 1999-2000 by type of
school. Most (94 per cent ) of the govern-
ment schoolsin our sample had their own
buildingwhen comparedto privateschools.
Schools not having their own building
were using rented premises. Government
schools have poor library infrastructure,
with only 9 per cent of them having librar-
ies, whereas one-fourth of private schools
have libraries. Thisis afinding that cals
for earmarked funds for school libraries
in government schools, so that their stu-
dents are encouraged to read beyond the
prescribed curriculum.

Open fields in front of the school are
used for playing and other school activity.
Sixty-three per cent of the government
schools and 60 per cent of the private
schools in our sample had playground
with only 58 per cent of the private
unrecogni sed school shaving such an open
field. Schools must be given incentivesto
obtain land at attractive leasing rates as
play isanintegral part of education. More
government schools have hand pumps (89
per cent) in their premises than private
schools(82 per cent). Privateunrecognised
schools could be using other sources of
drinking water as only 74 per cent of the
school have their own hand pumps.

It appeared that government schools in
our sample faced acute shortage of elec-
tricity. Thisisonereason that explainsthe
lack of use of aids such as overhead pro-
jector and video in government schools
that facilitate effective learning. We aso
found that the government schools were
highly inadequate in terms of health care
services offered to students. Only 2 per
cent of the government schools in the
sample had access to a first-aid kit when
compared to more than 30 per cent of
private schools that had a first aid kit.

Thus government schools need to ini-
tiate action to augment their library re-
sources, sports facility, electricity and

health carefacilities. Thereisconsiderable
scope for improvement in these areas in
private schools also.
Classroominfrastructureincludesbl ack-
board, table, chairs for teachers and stu-
dents, science kit, math kit, maps, among
others. Table15 presentsasummary of this
infrastructure for 1999-2000 by school
type. Government schools, it seems, have
better classroom infrastructure than pri-
vate schools. The only areawhere private
schools are better equipped is the propor-
tionof classroomswithmaps, globe, teach-
ing chart, science kit and math kits. Com-
pared to private recognised schools, pri-
vate unrecogni sed school s need to augment

Table 12: Reasons for Dropout by School Type,

(Percentage)
Government All Private Private All
Private  Recognised Unrecognised Schools

Doing household work 49.38 42.11 50.00 20.00 48.00
Taking care of siblings 32.10 31.58 42.86 0.00 32.00
Parents not interested 32.10 36.84 50.00 0.00 33.00
Parents not educated 16.05 31.58 42.86 0.00 19.00
Has to be married 7.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.06
Help parents with their work 30.86 36.84 28.57 60.00 32.00
Cannot afford to send him/her to school 19.75 15.79 14.29 20.00 19.00
No female teachers in school 0.00 10.53 14.29 0.00 2.00
School timings not suitable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Irrelevant curriculum 8.64 5.26 0.00 20.00 8.00
No separate school for girls 1.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Teachers’ unethical practices 3.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00
No teaching goes on in school 9.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00
School located very far 6.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
Not safe 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other responsibilities at home 15.00 36.84 28.57 60.00 19.19
Child not keeping good health 1.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Teachers get their personal work done

by students 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Has to work hard 7.41 31.58 371 20.00 12.00
Child not motivated 48.15 42.11 57.14 0.00 47.00

Table 13: Availability and Requirements of Classrooms, Students and Teachers
by School Type, 1999-2000

Indicator Requirements

Student-teacher ratio
Student-classroom ratio
Teacher-classroomratio

42:1 (Assumption)

40:1 (World Bank estimate)
1:1 (World Bank estimate)

Availability
Government Private Private (R) Private (U) All
64:1 36:1 35:1 38:1 48:1
87:1 43:1 41:1 47:1 61:1
1.4:1 121 121 1.2:1 131

Table 14: Availability of Infrastructure by School Type, 1999-2000

(Percentage)

Item Government Private Private (R) Private (U)  All

School have own building 94.44 80.00 88.46 68.42 87.88
Library 9.26 26.09 22.22 31.58 17.00
Playground 62.96 60.00 61.54 57.89 61.62
Facility for sports 11.11 33.33 38.46 26.32 21.21
Infrastructure for cultural activity (piano, tabla,etc) 9.26 20.00 26.92 10.53 14.14
Ringing bell 74.07 75.56 76.92 73.68 74.75
Own hand pump in premises 88.89 82.22 88.46 73.68 85.86
Electricity 1.85 40.00 46.15 31.58 19.19
Separate toilets for boys and girls 42.59 28.89 38.46 179 36.36
First-aid kit in school 1.85 33.33 34.62 31.58 16.16
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their classroominfrastructuremore, asthey
need to increase infrastructure for seating
as well as for teaching in terms of varied
teaching-learning material.

Teacher Quality

Teacher quality and motivation have a
significantimpact onthelearning achieve-
ment of students and hence on enrolment
and retention. We examine the qualitative
implicationsof teacher resourcesavailable
by school type. For this, we examine the
academic and professiona qualifications
and the salary of teachers across various
types of schools.

Teachers of private schools have higher
average educational qualifications as the
proportion of graduates is higher among
private schools (Table 16). The findings
are consistent with those in Singh and
Y adav (1995) suggesting that the average
educational attainment has been increas-
ing. This pattern may be due to older
teachers in government schools as com-
pared to younger ones in private schools.
However, as far as teacher training is
concerned, private schools lag behind
drastically. Table 16 shows that only 36
per cent of the teachers are trained teach-
ers, with the remaining 64 per cent not
having any kind of professional training.
Quite contrary tothis, most of theteachers
ingovernment schoolsaregiventwoyears
pre-service training and government
schools insist on pre-service training.
Consistent with this, 89 per cent of the
government teachers in our sample have
somekind of training to become alearned
teacher. Themost popular trainingisBTC,
which is completed by 70 per cent of
teachers, with 19 per cent of the govern-
ment schools’ teachers having other train-
ing. Thus the supply of trained teachers
in government schoolsismuch better than
their private counter parts. Private school
teachersareyoungandusually joinschools
as a temporary arrangement while they
look for better alternativesand other careers.
Thisprobably explainsthelack of training
for many private school teachers.

Table 17 suggests a huge salary differ-
ential between government and private
school teachers. Teachersof privateschools
aregrossly under paid. Onaverage, private
school teachers get only 20 per cent of
government teachers' salary. Even worse,
theaveragesalary of theteachersof private
unrecognised schools is only 14 per cent
the government teacher’s average saary.
This condition reflects unemployment
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among educated youth and lack of suffi-
cient employment opportunitiesinthetwo
districtsof the state. We may surmisethen
that private school teachers are more
qualified educationaly, but less trained
for taking up primary school teaching job
and grossly under paid.

There are no significant differences
across government and private schoolsin
theworking days per year or teacher atten-
dance per week suggesting no significant
differences in teacher motivation levels.

Classroom Practices

Apart from their academic and profes-
sional training, we also compared teach-
ers classroom practicesand use of various
instructional methods by school type, to
examine their quality.

Classroom practiceshavebeencompared
across school type (Table 18). Table 18
shows no magjor differencein government
and private schools regarding time de-
voted to various activities and the number
of exercises given to the students. Thisis
surprising given the varied learning

achievement levels of government and
private school students that we found in
related research [ Sridhar and Singh 2000].

Instructional Methods

The teacher's preference/skill largely
determine the method and pedagogy used
by him/her. Weexaminedin our study how
often teachers used various instructional
methods by school type.

We questioned teachers in various
schoolsregardingtheuseof demonstration,
field trips, game-type activity, peer teach-
ing, self-evaluation, discussion, use of
observation, discovering principles, and
use of guest/outside speakers in their
teaching. We found that demonstration,
field trips, films, peer-teaching, discus-
sion and game-type activities are rarely
used by either typeof school inour sample.
Thisimpliesthat classroom sessionsinany
of theseschoolsareusually notinteractive.
We find only the use of questioning as an
instructional process in both government
and private schools (Table 19). Perhaps
thisis one of the most popular and widely

Table 15: Availability of Classroom Infrastructure by School Type, 1999-2000

Item Government  Private Private (R) Private (U) Al
Total number of classrooms 148 221 144 77 369
Proportion of classrooms with blackboards (per cent)  93.24 84.62 88.89 76.62 88.08
Proportion of classrooms with table/chair for

teachers (per cent) 89.19 85.97 94.44 70.13 87.26
Proportion of classrooms with table/chair/jute

mat/carpet for students (per cent) 97.97 77.38 79.17 74.03 85.64
Proportion of classrooms with maps, globe,

teaching chart, science, and maths kit (per cent) 381 48.42 57.64 31.17 43.36

Table 16: Proportion of Teachers with Academic and Professional
Qualification by School Type
Govern- Private  Private Private All

ment Recognised Unrecognised Schools
Total teachers, 1999-00 200 267 171 96 467
Proportion of teachers with
Academic qualification (per cent)
10th Standard 98.51 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.65
12th Standard 89.35 98.59 98.13 98.94 96.57
Bachelor's degree 51.92 60.24 57.21 68.08 56.99
Master’s degree 29.17 2295 23.70 24.66 23.28
Professional Qualification (per cent)
BTC 70 9 12 4 35
BEd 13 24 23 25 19
Other (JTC, HTC,CT,Min exam, Bped, IGD)(per cent) 6 3 5 1 4

Table 17: Average Salary, Working Days and Teacher Attendance by School Type

Private Private All
Recognised Unrecognised Schools

Government Private

Average salary 5,529 1,123.9 1,394.2 7725 3,480.5
Average working days per year 221.4 221.1 219.4 223.3 221.2
Average teacher attendance per week 3 3 3 4 3
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used techniques to elicit the response of
students and know what they havelearned
andretained. Both government and private
school teachers use questioning with high
frequency. Reading isthe next most popu-
lar pedagogy used in morethan 80 per cent
government and privateschools(Table 20).

Finaly, display andexhibition(Table 21)
as a teaching method have not got the
attentionthey deservefrom primary school
teachers. Despite the training given by
DPEP, display and exhibition arerarely or
are never used by morethan 80 per cent of
schools. Only asmall proportion (lessthan
10 per cent) of government and private
(13 per cent) schools used this method
sometimes.

Thesefindingsimply that teachersin al
theschools, primarily government schools
in our sample, rely on primitive methods
of teaching that do not display or demon-
strate principles, with little peer-teaching
or newspapersand/or magazines. Theonly
exceptions are game-type activity, quest-
ioning and reading that testify to the tra-
ditional pedagogical methods of teaching
that go on in these schools.

Estimation of Out-of-School
Children

Traditionally, statistics on enrolment
and out-of-school children arerequired to
assess need for resources like classrooms,
teachers, textbooksand other instructional
material. However, these statistics are
fraught with underestimation because of
several reasons:

(2) It isbased only on recognised govern-
ment schools. A sizeable number of stu-
dentsenrolledinprivateschool sisnot recog-
nised by their concerned stategovernments.
(2) The other problem with government
dtatistics is that under age children also
get-enrolled, increasing enrolment.

(3) PROBE (1999) observed additional
problems in enrolment figures as teachers
used the following meansto inflate enrol -
ments; (i) under-age enrolment; (ii) nomi-
nal enrolment; (iii) duplicate enrolment
and (iv) fake enrolment.

Our field experience suggested that
under-age enrolment and duplicate enrol -
ment were prevalent. In some government
schools, when we examined student atten-
dance in the presence of teachers, the
children themselves admitted that their
friendsregisteredin that particular school,
were actually studying in montessori
schoolsnearby. Similarly privateunrecog-
nised school smaintained rel ationshipwith

government schools so that their class V
children could get school transfer certifi-
catesfromarecognised school at theend of
primary school education. Dreze and Sen
(1997) dso report similar findings based
on their study of two other districtsin UP.

Due to these difficulties, it is really
problematictomakean accurateestimate of
out-of-school children. Effortsto estimate
out-of-school children have been madein
the National Sample Survey and through
household surveys quoted in Agarwal
(1999) and by PROBE survey team. The
Table 23 below summarises the various
estimates that have been made regarding
out-of-school children.

Study Estimate
(Per Cent)

Government of India (MHRD)

(6-11 years) 39

42nd round of NSSO, 1986 (6-11 years) 55

52nd round of NSSO, 1995-96 (6-11 years) 26.3

PROBE report, 1995-96 (6-14 years) 19

We find from our secondary data that
the * School Chalo Abhiyan’ in Firozabad
district of the state was successful. They
report 1,137 childrenasbeing out of school.
But we think that this is underestimated.
Thuswe have decided to depend on EMIS
data and our own primary data on esti-
mates of school-going population and
dropout, to arrive at the estimate of out-
of-school children in the two districts of
our study.

The net enrolment ratio has been taken
as the base for calculating out of school
children. We have used the following
formula to arrive at our estimate of out-
of-school children:

Out-of-school children (in percentage)
=Estimated out-of-school children
[(100 — Net enrolment ratio (secondary
data for district)] + [ percentage dropout
based on primary data for government
schools in districts] — [Estimated pro-
portion of school-going children enrolled

Table 18: Teachers’ Classroom Practices by School Type

Government Private

Private Private All
Recognised Unrecognised Schools

Average time (in minutes) teacher spends

in school everyday 198.9 195 197.0 193.6 197.3
Time/day spent in teaching (per cent) 65 64 63 65 64
Time/day spent in academic activity
(Reading, Correction, Supervision) (per cent) 25 28 29 27 27
Time/day spent in administrative activity

(Meetings) (per cent) 6 6 5 6 6
Time/day spent in other activity (per cent) 4 2 3 1 3
Average exercises/week given to students 34 3.2 31 33 33

Table 19: Use of Questioning as an Instructional Process by School Type
(in percentage)

Government  Private  Private Recognised  Private Unrecognised  All Schools
Never 12.96 6.25 11.11 5.00 9.80
Rare 3.70 10.42 11.11 9.52 6.86
Sometimes 31.48 10.42 14.81 4.76 21.57
Often 44.44 50.00 44.44 57.14 47.06
Very Often 7.41 22.92 18.52 28.57 14.71

Table 20: Use of Reading as an Instructional Process by School Type
(in percentage)

Government Private  Private Recognised Private Unrecognised All
Never 9.26 6.25 7.41 4.76 7.84
Rare 9.26 6.25 7.41 4.76 7.84
Sometimes 18.52 8.33 11.11 4.76 13.73
Often 35.19 43.75 37.04 52.38 39.22
Very Often 27.78 35.42 37.04 33.33 31.37

Table 21: Display and Exhibition as an Instructional Process by School Type
(in percentage)

Government Private  Private Recognised Private Unrecognised All
Never 81.48 79.17 77.78 80.95 80.39
Rare 5.56 4.17 3.70 4.76 4.90
Sometimes 9.26 12.50 11.11 14.29 10.78
Often 3.70 4.17 7.41 .00 3.92
Very Often .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
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in private schools (based on primary data
for the districts)].

Inthe above equation, one may notethat
weareadjusting theestimated out of school
children published by the government, by
taking into account the following:

(2) Theproportiondroppingout of govern-
ment schools (based on primary data
collected by us and secondary datafor the
two districts);

(2) Thoseenrolledinprivateschools, since
private school enrolment does not get
accounted in the net enrolment ratio pub-
lished by the government.

Table 22 shows values substituted for
the equation above. Thuswe estimate that
8 per cent of children in the school-going
age-group are out of school in Firozabad
and 24 per cent of children in Deoria.

At the al India level, the estimated
population in the school-going age group
(6-14) as of March 1995 was 205 million
out of whichonly 146 million (71 per cent)
were attending school, with the remaining
59 million (29 per cent) being out of
school. Thus we believe that Deoria is
more representative of the nation.

Implications

It is important for us to understand the
magnitude of out-of-school children be-
cause this has implications for how much
it would cost to educate all the children
including those that do not currently go
toschool. Itisestimated that about2million
classrooms are required to educate these
59 million uneducated children. Table 23
from India Human Development Report/
NCAER shows a synopsis of how much

Table 22: Estimation of Out-of-
School Children

Firozabad Deoria

Net enrolment ratio 88.09 72.38
Estimated out of government

school from secondary data 1191 27.62
Percentage dropout from

primary data 4.00 8.2
Percentage enrolmentin

private schools

from primary data 7.54 11.00
Out of school children
(for entire system) 8.37 24.82

itwouldcost Indiatoeducateall thechildren
who do not go to school.

Table 23 implies that we have to spend
about 3.5 per cent of our GDP on primary
education, which is a constitutional com-
mitment. However, according to the India
Human Development Report, the current
expenditure is only 1.7 per cent of GDP
which leaves agap of 1.8 per cent of GDP
that still needs to be spent on elementary
education to meet our constitutional com-
mitments. The spirit of economic
liberaisation started a decade ago in the
country can be retained only if the gov-
ernment reduces wasteful expenditure on
the current account and increases expen-
diture on socid infrastructure sectors like
education. Otherwise we would only be
sacrificing socia freedom for the sake of
economic freedom. El

Address for correspondence:
shail@iiml.ac.in.

Notes

[Financial support for this research was provided
by the State I nstitute for Educational Management
and Training (SIEMAT), Allahabad, India.
However, the interpretations and views in the
paper are of the authors, not of SIEMAT.]

1 A copy of thesurvey questionsisavailablefrom
the authors upon request.
2 This ratio was calculated as follows:

Enrolment - Enrolment

1998-99

Enrolment o, o

1997-98

3 It may be noted that in this and other tables,
the proportion of male and female attendance
adds to hundred. But the break-up within the
male and female categories may not add to
hundred because we have not included the
general category inthedemographic categories.

4 Thistrend is dueto the fact that in the previous
yearsthereisvery low dropout, and any number
in the current year translates as very high
proportion of the original year.
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