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Abstract 

This study attempted to understand if at the national aggregate level Indian households’ 
preferences for their children’s school level education were shifting from Government to 
privately managed schools and whether such privatised schooling was scalable for mass 
education required for accelerated diffusion of elementary education across the country. 
Based on time series data on the numbers of schools and their enrolments over the period 
from 1993-94 to 2007-08, the study found both the number of schools and their enrolments 
increased abruptly around year 2000-01 when mission mode programme of “Sarva Shikhsa 
Abhiyan” was launched, indicating a change in environment and strong supply side impact 
On the growth of student enrolments in elementary schools. Analysis of student enrolments in 
Government and in privately managed schools indicated growing households’ preferences for 
privately managed schools. However, though in terms of households’ choices, demands for 
privately managed schools were growing yet for faster diffusion of elementary education 
across the country, privately managed elementary schools did not turn out a good substitute 
to low cost Government managed schools. At the total national aggregate level the market for 
elementary education showed the prospects of high growth with simultaneous presence of a 
collective learning environment for the population and a low private cost based learning 
system for the individual at household level. It appears faster progress towards raising the 
enrolment ratio of Indian children in elementary schools which has been abysmally low for so 
many years, could be achieved by adopting more innovative approach towards their finance 
and governance.  

Keywords: privatization; collective learning; mission mode programme; Sarva Shiksha 
Abhiyan; decentralization 
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1. Introduction 

In India, the Governments at the centre and the states have been the principal providers of 
education services for many years. However, though overtime the Government poured a lot 
of resources for increasing the enrolment of children in schools yet the difference between the 
potential and the actual enrolment was never insignificant. In year 2007-08, the estimated 
numbers of children in the age group of 6 years to 10 years were 119 millions (Selected 
Educational Statistics: 2007-08). However, according to 64th round of National Sample 
Survey, only 84% or 100 million of them were actually in school and the rest 19 millions 
were not enrolled in any school. Collectively the projected numbers of children and youths in 
the age group of 6 years to 17 years who were eligible to study in a school in one of the 
twelve grades from Grade I to Grade XII were 289 millions. Out of that huge number of 
potential learners only 176 millions were actually in school and the rest 113 millions were not 
enrolled in any school (Government of India, 2010).  

For bringing more number of children into the classrooms of elementary schools, in year 
2000-01 Government of India launched a very well publicized and well funded mission mode 
programme titled  “Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan”  (SSA) or “Education for all” (Government of 
India, New Delhi 2000). It was a ten years long target oriented education programme whose 
main goal was to take the elementary school level learning closer to the homes of the learners 
living in different parts of India by building lot more new Primary and Middle schools both 
by the states as well as in-cooperation with social non-Governmental organizations. Along 
with building of new schools lot many new teachers were also appointed to run those schools. 

In the present study we wanted to see if at the national aggregate level Indian households’ 
preferences for their children’s school level education were shifting from Government to 
privately managed schools and whether such privatised schooling was scalable for mass 
education required for accelerated diffusion of elementary education across the country.    

 

2. Decentralized Education: A Conceptual Framework 

During much of the last century, except in a few developed countries most countries followed 
a highly centralized state managed education system. A few of the important advantages of 
centralized delivery of education services are economy of scale in delivery cost, policy and 
programme uniformity and consistency in personnel management and administration across 
locations. A centralized program design and delivery also ensure uniformity in learning goal 
and curriculum structure across different locations when professional competencies of 
teachers and administrators are not very high (Winkler, 1993). 

Toward the end of last century both under increasing need for economic integration as well as 
for political reasons of getting more involvement of users of services and giving them more 
voices in the way those services are designed and delivered, many countries started 
liberalizing their education from the state control. Hanson (1998) suggested a country’s 
educational decentralization could be one of the following three forms or a mixture of them. 
viz. (1) de-concentration that involve transfer of tasks and works to other units but not the 
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authority; (2) delegation that involve transfer of decision making power to hierarchically 
lower levels; (3) devolution of authority to lower levels where staff in selected areas could 
take action without consulting the higher authority. In this classification of decentralization 
processes, privatisation of education is closer to devolution of authority to non-Governmental 
entities on certain areas.  

Over the period from 1980 to 2000, different political regimes of Chile tried varieties of 
education systems including private schools with state distributed education voucher to 
parents (Schiefelbein & Schiefelbein, 2000). Since their coming to power in 1949 Chinese 
Governments tried various forms and mixtures of centralized and decentralized forms of 
education (Hawkins, 2000). Economic reform and market forces have influenced the 
education processes of mainland China very heavily and now privatised education plays quite 
an important role particularly in higher education (Mok, 1999). In late nineteenth century 
Japan had a highly centralized education system which went for fully deregulated system 
following Second World War. But after 1956, the Japanese Government re-established its 
control over the schools by prescribing standard education curriculum for all schools (Muta, 
2000). Tang & Bray (2000) described the evolution of education systems of Hong-Kong from 
a highly centralized system in early twentieth century to a completely decentralized system in 
late twentieth century. Mexican Government went for decentralized education system in late 
1980s when it found its existing centralized systems very inefficient, rigid and unresponsive 
to the needs of local schools (Ornelas, 2000).   

Lo & Gu (2008) compared the decentralization of school management in Taiwan and South 
Korea and found that decentralization processes of these two countries could be classified 
into two categories viz. managerial and societal. For Taiwan they found decentralization was 
well grounded with adequate empowerment of teachers and parents but that in South Korea 
the institutional structures for decentralization were far from satisfactory. 

There have been a number of studies on the efficiencies and effectiveness of state and 
privately managed school systems. Based on survey of teachers, principals and members of 
school boards in Nigeria, Ikoya (2008) found most respondents felt that decentralized 
management of school infrastructure was more efficient and effective as it ensured better 
accountability and reduced corruption in school management. In India much of the 
educational decentralization were more like the third type of Hanson’s classification where 
different types of private entities were allowed to run their own schools using the educational 
curriculum decided by a central authority called the education board. In 1993-94, out of 
570455 running primary schools, only 4.1% schools were run as pure privately managed 
schools which received no aid from anywhere. There have been a few studies on the 
comparative performance of privately and Government managed schools in India. And, most 
of them found overall academic performance of students from privately managed schools 
were better than those who studied in Government managed schools. Kingdon (1996) found 
the cost-efficiencies of Government managed schools in India were comparable with 
Government aided privately managed schools but their quality efficiencies were well below 
those of privately managed unaided schools. Goyal (2007) found the average performance of 
students from Government schools in Rajasthan state of India were well below those who 
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were studying in privately managed schools. However, there have been few studies to 
understand the scalability of existing privatised education models for faster diffusion of early 
education in a big, socially heterogeneous, and only moderately industrialized country like 
India where a large percentage of population still live a bare subsistence life. The main 
motive of the present study is to understand this scalability of the Indian privatized education 
processes.  

 

3. Environment of School Level Learning in India 

3.1 Academic Governance of Indian Schools 

Academic Governance of Indian school level education is highly centralized where the course 
curriculum and its sequences are set by different education boards operating either at central 
or at individual state level. Over and above the curriculum, every school board also set 
guidelines on a school’s physical and human infrastructural requirements. Though, in practice 
these rules on infrastructure are more often followed in breach than in compliance (Dixon & 
Tooley, 2005)!  

The total school level learning in India could be divided into four stages viz. a Primary stage 
from Grade I to Grade V, a Middle school or upper Primary stage of three years from Grade 
VI to Grade VIII followed by a Secondary stage of two years of Grade IX to Grade X. The 
final stage of school level learning has two years from Grade XI to Grade XII often called the 
Senior Secondary stage. Collectively the learning from Grade-I to Grade-VIII is sometime 
described as the elementary education level.  

3.2 Administrative Governance of Indian Schools  

Educational regulations of India allowed the Central Government, various State Governments, 
local municipalities, social welfare organizations, religious trusts, business trusts, privately 
formed management committees, individual entrepreneurs as well as business corporations to 
build and operate schools. In India, most Government schools are actually built and managed 
by the various state Governments. At the state Government levels three forms of delegations 
of authorities were noted. Some schools are under direct control of the state Governments 
where a school’s principal and teachers are all part of the common Government 
administrative machinery. These are fully centralised schools with least authority given to the 
school principals beyond the daily operational matters of scheduling of classes. There are 
some schools which are overseen by municipalities, zilla parisads (District level elected 
bodies) and village panchayets (Village level elected bodies). These schools receive financial 
grants from the Government by way of budgetary allocation but the Government does not 
enquire or interfere on the way those monies are spent. These schools are known as local 
body managed schools. There are schools built by a group of socially oriented individuals 
called management committee. These are ad-hoc committees comprising of volunteers who 
decided to build and run a school as a non-profit organization. These schools receive 
occasional financial grants from the Government. But Government does not interfere in their 
day to day activities neither do they demand any record on how they spend the grant. These 
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are semi-private schools where local management committee has full control over both 
financial and operational matters. In Government documents these schools are described as 
privately managed aided schools. In addition to these three types of schools, there is a fourth 
category of schools called privately managed unaided schools which are built by private 
entrepreneurs or business corporations and run by teachers appointed by them. These schools 
are fully autonomous on administrative matters and have full authority to hire and fire 
teachers and staff to meet financial, administrative and academic goals. 

The private expenditure of a student varied widely from school to school depending on 
whether a school was a direct Government run, a local body managed, a privately managed 
Government aided or a pure privately managed school which received no financial support 
from the Government. In 2007 the average yearly private expenditure of a student was $9.46, 
$10.42, $62.74 and $83.5 for studying in a direct Government managed, in local body 
managed, in a privately managed Government aided schools and in a privately managed 
unaided Primary schools respectively (1$ equals Rs50 assumed). These private costs for 
education increase as one moves up from Primary stage to Middle, to Secondary and to 
Senior Secondary stages respectively (Government of India, 2010). 

 

4. Date Sources 

The present study was based on data collected by the Ministry of Human Resource 
Development, Government of India and by the National Institute of Educational Planning and 
Administration, Government of India.  

 

5. Results  

5.1 Launch of “SSA” Programme and change in Environment of Primary and Middle schools 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 showed the changing numbers of Primary and Middle schools and their 
total student enrolments over the period from 1993-94 to 2007-08 respectively. From Figure 
1 and Figure 2, it could be seen that both the number of schools and their enrolments jumped 
around the year 2000-01 when “SSA” programme was launched. It was to be noted from 
Figure 2 that enrolment in Primary schools jumped up from the trend line in 2001-02 while 
the number of Primary schools jumped up from the trend line one year later only in 2002-03. 
Such spurt in enrolment even before much actions happened in the supply side of school level 
learning was symptomatic of significant change in the learning environment of elementary 
schools heralded by the launch of mission mode programme of “SSA”.  
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Figure 1. Growth of Numbers of Primary and Middle Schools over time from 1993-94 to 
2007-08 

Data sources:  
Selected Educational Statistics: 2005-06, All India, Time-Series;  
Selected Educational Statistics: 2006-07 State-wise, All Tables; 

Selected Educational Statistics: 2007-08. 

 
Figure 2. Growth of Numbers of Enrolled Students in Primary and Middle Schools over time 

from 1993-94 to 2007-08 

Data sources:  
Selected Educational Statistics: 2005-06, All India, Time-Series;  
Selected Educational Statistics: 2006-07 State-wise, All Tables; 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

19
93

-9
4

19
95

-9
6

19
97

-9
8

19
99

-0
0

20
01

-0
2

20
03

-0
4

20
05

-0
6

20
07

-0
8

L
n

 o
f 

n
u

m
b

er
s 

o
f 

sc
h

o
o

ls
 i

n
 t

h
o

u
sa

n
d

s

Ln Number of
Primary schools in
thousands

Ln Number of Middle
schools in thousands

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

19
93

-9
4

19
95

-9
6

19
97

-9
8

19
99

-0
0

20
01

-0
2

20
03

-0
4

20
05

-0
6

20
07

-0
8

L
n

 o
f 

st
u

d
en

t 
en

ro
lm

en
t 

in
 t

en
 m

il
li

o
n

s

Ln Primary school
enrolment in ten
millions

Ln Middle school
enrolment in ten
millions



 International Journal of Education 
ISSN 1948-5476 

2014, Vol. 6, No. 1 

www.macrothink.org/ije 134

Selected Educational Statistics: 2007-08. 

5.2 Launch of “SSA” Programme and Change in Average Annual Growth Rates of Numbers 
of Primary and Middle Schools and their Student Enrolments 

Table 1 showed the estimated growth equations of numbers of Primary and Middle schools 
and their student enrolments over the period from 1993-94 to 2007-08. To capture the effects 
of launch of “SSA"  programme on the shift of the growth curves a dummy (0-1) variable 
where 1 corresponded with the period after the launch of “SSA” programme and “0” 
otherwise was used as an additional regressor. Equation (1) of Table 1 showed that over the 
period from 1993-94 to 2000-01 i.e. the period before the launch of “SSA” programme, the 
number of Primary schools in the country grew at an average annual rate of 2.07%. And, 
from 2000-01 to 2007-08 i.e. after the launch of “SSA” programme the number of Primary 
schools grew at an average annual rate of 3.44%. On the other hand, Equation (2) of Table 1 
showed that from 1993-94 to 2000-01 i.e. the period before the launch of “SSA” programme, 
the number of enrolled students in Primary schools grew at an average rate of 2.2% per 
annum. And, there was no significant change in this growth rate of enrolled students of 
Primary schools even after the launch of the “SSA” programme.   

Equations (3) and (4) of Table 1 showed the estimated growth equations of numbers of 
Middle schools and their student enrolments over the period from 1993-94 to 2007-08 
respectively. From these equations it could be seen that from 1993-94 to 2000-01 i.e. the 
period before the launch of “SSA” programme number of Middle schools grew at an average 
annual rate of 3.53% which jumped to an average annual rate of 6.39% after the launch of 
“SSA” programme. On the other hand before the launch of “SSA” programme the student 
enrolments in Middle schools grew at an average annual rate of 3% which increased to an 
average annual rate  of 4% after the launch of the “SSA” programme i.e. the  period from 
2000-01 to 2007-08. This showed that the number of Middle schools grew at a much faster 
rate than that of the number of students both before and after the launch of “SSA” 
programme.  
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Table 1. Estimated growth equations of total numbers of Primary and Middle schools and 
their enrolments over the period from 1993-94 to 2007-08 

Independent 
Variables 

Primary schools Middle schools 

Dependent 
variable: Log of 
numbers of 
Primary schools 

Dependent 
variable: Log of 
Primary school 
Enrolment in 
millions 

Dependent 
variable: Log of 
numbers of 
Middle schools   

Dependent 
variable: Log 
of Middle 
school 
enrolment in 
millions 

No (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 

Intercept 13.254 4.61 11.998 3.551 
 

Time in 
years 

0.0207 
(4.66)**** 

0.022 
(5.138)**** 

0.0353 
(11.64)**** 

0.030 
(14.49)*** 

Dummy 
variable 
(0-1) 

-0.1289 
(3.05)*** 

-0.058 
(1.38)* 

-0.189 
(6.59)**** 

-0.07 
(3.6)*** 

Dummy 
variable x 
Time in 
years 

0.0137 
(2.39)** 

0.005 
(0.838) 

0.0286 
(7.33)**** 

0.01 
(3.92)**** 

R2 0.965 0.96 0.996 0.996 
 

Number of 
observations 

15 15 15 15 

*  Statistically significant at 0.10% level;  ** Statistically significant at 0.05% level; *** 
Statistically significant at 0.01% level; **** Statistically significant at 0.005 level 

Data sources:  

Selected Educational Statistics: 2005-06, All India, Time-Series;  

Selected Educational Statistics: 2006-07 State-wise, All Tables; 

Selected Educational Statistics: 2007-08. 

5.3 Launch of “SSA” programme and change in numbers of Primary schools run by different 
managements and their student enrolments 

Due to non-availability of good time series data on numbers of Primary and Middle schools 
run by different managements and their student enrolments, regression estimation of growth 
equations for numbers of schools under different managements and their student enrolments 
were not attempted. Instead, we compared the numbers of new schools launched by different 
managements and the corresponding change in student enrolments over two periods of three 
years each from 2001-02 to 2004-05 and 2004-05 to 2007-08 respectively. The year 2004-05 
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was chosen as an intervening year to understand the effects if any of the change of political 
set up in Indian central Government following the national election on the tempo of “SSA” 
implementation. Though, officially the newly elected Government of India which came to 
power in 2004-05 did not abandon the “SSA” programme completely but for increasing 
student enrolments in Primary and Middle schools of the country, the priorities and approach 
of the new Government were significantly different from the political party that was there in 
power before them.  

Table 2 showed the numbers of Primary schools run by different managements and their 
student enrolments in years 2001-02, 2004-05 and 2007-08 respectively (Data related to 
direct Government and local body managed schools were combined to make one common 
category of direct Government managed schools). From this table it could be seen that 
between 2001-02 and 2004-05, total number of Primary schools in the country increased by 
103479 schools or 15.6% over their numbers in 2001-02. Out of the 103479 new schools, 
88634 new Primary schools were due to increasing number of new Primary schools launched 
and managed as direct Government managed schools and the rest 14845 schools were due to 
increase in the number of privately managed schools. This showed that between year 2001-02 
and 2004-05, the Government managed schools dominated the market for providing Primary 
school facilities to most of the new Primary school students who joined the school level 
learning process after 2001-02. The student enrolment of year 2004-05 indicated, as much as 
80.9% of the Primary school students of year 2004-05 were enrolled in direct Government 
managed schools. 

In contrast to the period from years 2001-02 and 2004-05 when as many as 103479 new 
Primary schools were launched, over the period from 2004-05 to 2007-08 the number of such 
new Primary schools dropped to just 20307 or just the 2.6% of their numbers in 2004-05. 
Further, unlike the period from 2001-02 to 2004-05 when much of the new Primary schools 
were due to launch of new schools by the Government directly, the entire growth of the 
number of Primary schools in the period from 2004-05 to 2007-08 was due to launching and 
managing the new Primary schools by the private managements. Between years of 2004-05 
and 2007-08, the number of privately managed Primary schools increased by 29405 of which 
25807 or 87.8% were on account of increase in number of privately managed aided Primary 
schools.  

On the effect of growth of number of schools on the enrolment of students, Table 2 showed 
that from 2001-02 to 2004-05, the number of enrolled students in Primary schools increased 
by 16.9 millions. In contrast during the next three years of 2004-05 to 2007-08, the number of 
enrolled students increased only by 4.7 millions. This showed that significant growth and 
decline in enrolment of students in Primary schools over the periods from 2001-2 to 2004-05 
and from 2004-05 to 2007-08 coincided with the periods of high and low growth of number 
of Primary schools. This was indicative of strong supply side effects on student enrolments in 
Primary schools. 

Further, over the period from 2004-05 to 2007-08, it was not just the decline in absolute 
number of students that was significant, the distribution of students between Government and 
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privately managed schools also changed. In 2004-05, out of 130.8 millions enrolled students 
of Primary schools about 81% were in Government managed schools while the rest 19% were 
in privately managed schools. But in 2007-08, this distribution changed to 75.4% in 
Government managed schools and 24.6% in privately managed schools. This distribution was 
more skewed in favour of privately managed schools among those who joined the primary 
schools after 2004-05. All the 100% of the 4.7 millions increased student enrolments of 
Primary schools of year 2007-08, was on account of increased enrolment in privately 
managed Primary schools. This showed over time households’ preferences for privately 
managed schools were rising fast.  

It was to be noted in Table 2 that average enrolment per school of privately managed Primary 
schools was much higher than that of the Government managed schools. In year 2007-08, the 
average enrolment per school of Government managed Primary schools was about 149 
students per school while that of privately managed Primary schools it was 318 students per 
school. This was indicative of higher efficiencies of using   physical and human 
infrastructures by the privately managed schools than that by the Government managed 
schools.  

Table 2. Numbers of Primary schools under different management and their student 
enrolments in 2001-02, 2004-05 and 2007-08 and their changes over the periods of 2001-02 
to 2004-05 and 2004-05 to 2007-08 

Number of Schools/ 
Number of Enrolled 

students 

Management types Numbers in years Change 
over the 

period from 
2001-02 to 

2004-05 

Change over 
the period 

from 
2004-05 to 

2007-08 

2001-04 2004-05 2007-08 

Number of schools 
 
 

All 664041 767520 787827 103479 20307 
Direct Government 
managed schools  

603746 
(90.9) 

692380 
(90.2) 

683282 
(86.7) 

88634 
(85.6) 

-8998 

Privately managed 
aided and unaided 
schools together 

60295 
(9.08) 

75140 
(9.78) 

104545 
(13.3) 

14845 
(14.4) 

29405 
(145) 

Privately managed 
aided schools 

20386 
(33.8) 

19572 
(26.1) 

45379 
(43.4) 

-814 25807 
(87.8) 

Privately managed 
unaided schools 

39909 
(66.2) 

55568 
(73.9) 

59166 
(56.6) 

15660 
(105.5) 

3597 
(12.2) 

Number of Enrolled 
students in millions 

All 113.9 
{171} 

 

130.8 
{170} 

135.5 
{172} 

16.9 
{163} 

4.7 
{231} 

Direct Government 
managed schools 

 105.8 
(80.9) 
{153} 

102.18 
(75.4) 
{149} 

 -3.64 

Privately managed 
aided and unaided 
schools together 

 24.9 
(19.1) 
{332} 

33.32 
(24.6) 
{318} 

 8.38 
(178) 
{285} 

(  ) Percentage of total;  {   }  Average number of students per school 
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Data sources:  

Selected Educational Statistics: MHRD, 2004-05; 

Selected Educational Statistics: 2005-06, All India, Time-Series;  

Selected Educational Statistics: 2006-07 State-wise, All Tables; 

Selected Educational Statistics: 2007-08; 

Analytical Tables 2004-05; 

Analytical Tables 2007-08.  

5.4 Launch of “SSA” programme and change in numbers of Middle schools run by different 
managements and their student enrolments 

Table 3 showed the total numbers of Middle schools under different managements and their 
student enrolments in years of 2001-02, 2004-05 and 2007-08 respectively. From this table it 
could be seen that from 2001-02 to 2004-05, the number of Middle schools increased by 
55105. Out of the increase of 55105 Middle schools for the period from 2001-02 to 2004-05, 
30518 or 55.4% Middle schools were launched and managed by Governments directly while 
the rest 24587 or 44.6% were run as privately managed Middle schools. Again among the 
newly launched privately managed Middle schools of the period from 2001-02 to 2004-05, 
24130 or 98% schools were launched and managed as privately managed unaided Middle 
schools. 

From years 2004-05 to 2007-08, the number of Middle schools increased by 50443 schools of 
which  40986 or 81.2% were due to launching of new Middle schools as direct Government 
managed schools while the rest 9457 or 18.7% were due to increase in number of privately 
managed Middle schools. Between years 2004-05 to 2007-08, a total 12631 new Middle 
schools were launched as privately managed aided schools while the number of Privately 
managed unaided schools went down by 3174. This showed unlike the virtual withdrawal of 
the state administrations in launching and managing new schools in Primary school space 
after year 2004-05, there was no sign of reduced tempo of the Governments for launching and 
managing schools in the Middle school space.    

On the student enrolment front, Table 3 showed that from years 2001-02 to 2004-05, the 
Middle school student enrolments increased by 6.4 millions while that over the period from 
2004-05 to 2007-08, the Middle schools enrolments increased only by 6 millions. This 
showed that unhindered growth of number of Middle schools over the period from 2004-05 to 
2007-08 ensured the pace of growth of student enrolments of Middle schools undisturbed. 
Further out of the 6 millions of increased student enrolments of Middle schools, 1.8 millions 
or 29.8% were enrolled in Government managed schools while the rest 4.2 millions or 69.2% 
were in privately managed Middle schools. Though, out of all the newly launched Middle 
schools of the period from 2004-05 and 2007-08 only 18.74% of the newly launched Middle 
schools were privately managed schools. This showed like in the Primary school stage, 
households’ preferences for placing their children in privately managed Middle schools were 
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also rising with time.  

It was to be noted from Table 3 that like in Primary schools, over the period from 2001-02 to 
2007-08 the average enrolment per school of privately managed Middle schools was much 
higher than that of the Government managed Middle schools. Further, over time this average 
number of students per schools for privately managed Middle schools was rising while that of 
the Government managed Middle schools it was falling. From 2004-05 to 2007-8, the 
average student enrolment per school of Government managed Middle schools dropped from 
173 to 152 while that of privately managed Middle schools it rose from 222 to 246.   

Table 3. Numbers of Middle schools under different management and their student 
enrolments in 2001-02, 2004-05 and 2007-08 and their changes over the periods of 2001-02 
to 2004-05 and 2004-05 to 2007-08 

Number 
of 

Schools/ 
Number 

of 
Enrolled 
students 

 
 

Management types Numbers in years Change 
over the 
period 
from 

2001-02 
to 

2004-05 

Change 
over the 
period 
from 

2004-05 
to 

2007-08

2001-04 2004-05 2007-08

Number 
of 

schools 
 
 

All 219626
 

274731 325174 55105 50443 

Direct Government   
managed schools 

167838
(76.4) 

198356
(72.2) 

239342
(73.6) 

30518 
(55.4) 

40986 
(81.2) 

Privately managed 
aided and unaided 
schools together 

51788 
(23.58) 

76375 
(27.8) 

85832 
(26.4) 

24587 
(44.6) 

9457 
(18.7) 

Privately managed 
aided schools 

17153 
(33.1) 

17610 
(23.1) 

30241 
(35.2) 

457 
(1.87) 

12631 
(133.5)

Privately managed 
unaided schools 

34635 
(66.9) 

58765 
(76.9) 

55591 
(64.8) 

24130 
(98.1) 

-3174 

Number 
of 

Enrolled 
students 

in 
millions 

All 44.8 
{204} 

 

51.2 
{186} 

57.2 
{176} 

6.4 
{116} 

6 
{119} 

Direct Government   
managed schools 

 34.3 
(67.0) 
{173} 

36.1 
(63.06) 
{152} 

 1.8 
(29.8) 
{51} 

Privately managed 
aided and unaided 
schools together 

 16.9 
(33.1) 
{222} 

21.1 
(36.9) 
[246} 

 4.2 
(69.2) 
{441} 

(  ) Percentage of total;  {   }  Average number of students per school 
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Data sources:  

Selected Educational Statistics: MHRD, 2004-05; 

Selected Educational Statistics: 2005-06, All India, Time-Series;  

Selected Educational Statistics: 2006-07 State-wise, All Tables; 

Selected Educational Statistics: 2007-08; 

Analytical Tables 2004-05; 

Analytical Tables 2007-08.  

 

6. Discussion and Implications  

Our analysis of changing numbers of Primary and Middle schools and their student 
enrolments over the period from 1993-94 to 2007-08 indicated a sign of significant change in 
elementary school level learning environment in India immediately after the launch of “SSA” 
programme. This was indicative of presence of high level latent demands for elementary 
education in India even before the “SSA” programme was launched. “SSA” programme and 
its various administrative initiatives including a nationwide state sponsored media campaign 
and ground level actions for involving volunteers and non-Governmental organizations for 
building more number of schools across villages and towns brought those latent demands on 
the surface. These were the demands by those households who could not turn their wishes 
and aspirations for their children’s schooling into economic transactions due to 
non-availability of any school near their homes and also due to lack of prior experience of 
formal schooling. An external formal schooling based child development demands 
considerable adjustment and replacement of many well tested household routines which a 
family with no prior experience may find extremely risky and costly. Nationwide action for 
implementation of “SSA” programme possibly worked as a collective low cost learning 
system for many households who hitherto remained on the periphery of mainstream learning 
and economic systems. It was not an individual household evaluation based behaviour but a 
collective acceptance of a new behaviour at societal level. Most such users rely on 
community based knowledge to make their decisions (Gherardi, & Nicolini, 2000). Collective 
nature of this learning was one of the reasons for its fast diffusion. 

Analysis of increase in the numbers of Primary and Middle schools and their enrolments over 
the two periods from 2001-02 to 2004-05 and from 2004-05 to 2007-08 indicated supply side 
push worked well for raising the enrolments in both the Primary and Middle schools in the 
first period from 2001-02 to 2004-05, but that for the second period from 2004-05 to 2007-08, 
the growth in enrolment of Primary schools dropped drastically because of significant cut 
back in growth of number of new Primary schools particularly the numbers of new Primary 
schools managed by the Government directly. It appeared quick harvest of a market coming 
out of conversion of latent demand into tangible transaction, required simultaneous macro 
level provisions for collective learning of users and micro level actions for prompt delivery of 
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the promised services at low private cost to the users. Further, slow growth of privately 
managed Primary schools over the period from 2004-05 to 2007-08,  even when number of 
Government managed schools were not growing fast, was indicative of non-scalability of 
privately managed schools for faster diffusion of elementary education. This showed in terms 
of speed of building new Primary schools, private management was a poor substitute to 
publicly managed school. Though, in terms of households’ preference there was evidence of 
growing preference for privately managed Primary schools. The following three inter-related 
factors could be advanced as possible reasons for their slow growth.   

Firstly, a privately managed Primary or a Middle school works like any other economic 
organization and its viability depends on availability of certain minimum number of students 
with capacity to bear its high tuition cost. Even a privately managed aided school has to raise 
a part of its operating budget from among its students. This potential for getting the required 
number of students is relatively high in urban areas but is quite low in rural areas and in states 
with poorly developed industrial economy. In many parts of India, social infrastructures like 
all weather road connectivity and transport facilities for commuting between different 
villages are very poor. Lack of all weather road connectivity and transport facilities could 
have worked against fast entry of private capital in Primary education space (Pal, 2010). 

Apart from the entry barrier due to absence of social infrastructure, high price sensitivity of 
the households’ demands for Primary school services could have played a role in affecting 
the growth of privately managed Primary schools. After the launch of “SSA” programme, 
much of the demands for class room space in Primary schools were induced demands from 
those segments of population who have had no or little participation in organized economic 
activities of the country where employments prospects were relatively stable and wage rates 
were high. Majority of these people worked either as agricultural labours or as marginal 
workers in rural informal sectors with highly unstable employment and wage. Most of these 
people lead a subsistence life. Such low level living make them highly sensitive to prices of 
all goods and services that they buy. As such their demands for Primary school services are 
expected to be very price elastic. A private entrepreneur planning to enter the business of 
offering education services may not find very many takers of her/ his services if the asking 
prices of such services are high. Only a low cost Government managed school could harvest 
such price sensitive demands. Similar high price sensitivities towards elementary education 
were found by Sabates, et al. (2013) in Bangladesh and by Geo-Jaja (2006) in Nigeria.  

A third factor that possibly affected the growth of privately managed Government aided 
schools was the absence of manpower with leadership qualities for running the local private 
management committees that advise, liaise and supervise the running of these  schools. 
Unlike a pure privately managed unaided school where the resource provider/ providers make 
all the decisions, a privately managed aided school requires the support of a locally built 
management committee which plans for its building construction, raises the required financial 
resources from different sources including that from the Governments and facilitates hiring of 
principal and other academic and administrative staffs. From the governance systems point of 
view, it is a decentralization of school management with considerable potential for improving 
the performance of a school and making it popular to the households. However, even such 
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partial decentralization through locally formed management committee may fail if there is 
poor supply of leadership talent at such local levels as was noted by Mukundan & Bray (2004) 
in their study in the Indian state of Kerala. Shortage of leadership skills has been found to be 
one of the critical factors for failure of school based management experiments of Thailand 
and Indonesia (De Grauwe, 2005; Gamage & Sooksomchitra, 2004; Bjork, 2004). Highly 
fragmented social identity of Indians together with frequent bout of elections along political 
lines for various Government administrative bodies over-sensitize the citizens more on their 
differences from others and less on their needs to identify and work towards a common goal. 
Needless to add that, scope for finding wide difference in performance of such local school 
management committees across the country is quite high.  

Our analysis of households’ preference for school management for education of their children 
indicated growing preference for privately managed schools. Though, the user cost of 
schooling from a privately managed school was much higher than that from a Government 
managed schools. It was quite likely that because of the decentralized management, the reach 
of privately managed schools was much closer to households both in terms of their 
operational flexibilities as well as academic curriculum pacing. A privately managed school 
being free from the burden of complying with too many administrative rules designed by 
remotely located Government officials, could find ample space to differentiate its processes 
to suit the needs and preferences of its local clients. Among the many regulatory strings, rules 
on academic staffing and administrative personnel are the most stifling one with considerable 
potential to kill the innovative spirit of a school principal. All Government managed schools 
come under a common administrative rules in the area of staffing of academic and 
administrative personnel irrespective of their locations. Many such rules are often designed 
with good intentions but fail to reflect the ground realities of many schools located far from 
the metro cities. Many a time Governmental staffing rules prescribe strict enforcement of 
academic qualifications of teachers for a Government managed school. In many rural settings 
the supplies of educated manpower are very scarce and a school facing immediate 
superannuation or resignation of a teacher may have hard time getting a replacement even if 
the requirement of a new teacher is sent well in advance to the centralised recruitment 
authority of the state. Labour market conditions of urban and rural India are quite different. 
Though, by no means such rural-urban difference is unique for India. It is endemic in all 
developing countries. And, Even in U.S. there are urban areas where school staffing throws 
considerable challenge (Vegas, 2007). 

A privately managed school being free from many such employment related regulations 
could manage staffing issues at a faster rate and at a much lower cost. Instead of going for the 
best candidate available in a market, it goes for a candidate who is available in its local 
market even if she/he has academic attainments less than what has been the standard followed 
by Government managed schools. Quality shortcoming if any, it manages through closer 
supervision and guidance by senior experienced teachers. Instead of searching for a teacher in 
a market where there are very few such well qualified teacher it searches for a potential 
teacher in a market where supply is reasonable and asking price is low. By following this 
policy it not only gets a candidate who suits its requirements well but also someone who is 
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trainable to be more competent. This trainability quality along with prospect of growth in 
career is an important factor that ensures stability of a hired teacher. By choosing the pacing 
of the course curriculum that suits the strengths of its teachers and students, a privately 
managed school not only becomes an efficient user of locally available resources but also 
succeeds in getting better results by way of student performance. Government staffing rules 
willy-nilly make the Government managed schools an expensive venture which could turn 
into an unbearable budgetary burden on the backs of many industrially less developed states 
of India.   

Further, because a privately run school particularly the unaided type has to raise its operating 
cost entirely from the students, it cannot but be more sensitive to number of students and their 
demands for academic inputs and learning. The average number of students per school for 
privately managed schools was much higher than that of the Government managed schools in 
both the Primary as well as in the Middle school stage. In board level examinations the 
performances of students from privately managed schools have been found to be consistently 
better than those from Government managed schools. In 2007-08 only 44.6% boys and 44.9% 
girls from Government managed schools scored 60% and above marks in Grade IV/V annual 
examination. In the same year 59.7% boys and 61.5% girls from privately managed schools 
scored 60% and above marks in Grade IV/V examination. (Analytical Tables 2007-08).  It 
was not an accident that average number of teachers per school was much higher in privately 
managed schools than those in Government managed schools. In 2007-08, the average 
number of teachers per school in Government managed Primary schools was just 2.81 while 
that in privately managed Primary school it was 4.47. In the same year, the average number 
of teachers per school in Government managed Middle schools was 3.79 while that in 
privately managed Middle school this number was 6.79(Analytical Tables 2007-08). Though, 
part of the reasons for higher average number of teachers per school of privately managed 
schools was their urban setting. Most privately managed schools were located in urban areas 
of high population density and better developed markets for teachers. In 2007-08, as much as 
80.5% of the privately managed elementary schools were located in urban areas (Analytical 
Tables 2007-08). However, even with this rider it cannot be denied that privately managed 
schools’ higher sensitivity towards the needs of the students does pay on performance that 
matter most to households (Govinda & Varghese, 1993). And, such favourable performance 
indicators of the privately managed schools vis-à-vis that of the publicly managed schools 
were not limited to India only. Jimenez, et al (1991) found such difference among eighth 
graders’ performance in mathematics among privately and publicly managed schools in 
Dominican Republic. Jimenez, et al (1988) mentioned similar school management based 
performance difference in Thailand also. It was worth noting here that percentage of rural 
elementary school students who opted for privately managed schools were found to be rising 
every year. As per ASER survey report, in 2012 this percentage had reached 28.3%. And, 
there were good number of states where more than 40% of the rural elementary school 
students were enrolled in privately managed schools (ASER, 2012). ASER survey is 
facilitated by Pratham, a non-Governmental organization established in 1994 to provide 
education to the slum children of Mumbai city.  
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Thus we found on one side slow down of Governmental plan for launching of more number 
of new schools created supply side vacuum that pulled down the enrolment momentum of 
fresh students seriously on the other side with every passing year more and more young 
learners were migrating away from the Government managed schools to the privately 
managed schools. From the rapid fall in average number of students per schools in 
Government managed schools, it was quite obvious that even though as an instrument for 
shaping household attitude and behavior towards their children’s learning, Government 
managed schools were quite effective but their processes did not appear sustainable as these 
types of schools were not very successful in delivering the promised services to the young 
learners. Privately managed schools because of competitive pressure from other 
neighborhood schools and because of high parental concern and attention towards children’s 
performance, tend to improve their qualities as a learning institution fast over time.  

6.1 Conclusion  

This study attempted to understand if the Indian households’ preferences for their children’s 
education were shifting from Government managed schools to privately managed schools and 
whether the existing privately managed schooling facilities of India were scalable for a faster 
diffusion of elementary education across the country. It found in the prevailing state of the 
Indian economy and society, market for privately managed elementary education was 
growing however this model appeared non-scalable for mass education. The root cause of this 
non-scalability could be traced to high percentage of its population leading a subsistence life. 
Even low fee privately managed schools  which are fast entering the rural schooling space 
have been found to be unavailable to large sections of the population because they could not 
afford to pay for their services (Harma, 2011). Considering that Indian households’ 
perceptions for a pure state managed school’s ability to provide quality learning to their 
children are falling fast, it appears for faster diffusion as well as for better learning outcome, 
there is need for more innovative approach towards financing and managing the elementary 
schools. Low cost elementary schools with poor staffing positions and equally poor local 
demands for academic performance are likely to hit the learning outcomes of children from 
poor families harder than those from economically better off families. Majority of the child 
learners from poor families are the first generation learners of their families. And, when a 
child from such a family is sent to a low cost state managed school with poor reputation of 
learner care, she/he may not get the required compensatory human capital support from home 
to make up for the loss due to poor teaching and mentorship support from the school. Such 
joint failure of a leaner’s home and school could jeopardize her/his continued learning 
prospects quite seriously. No wonder, despite good success of “Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan” 
programme in raising the enrolment ratio of children from socially and economically 
disadvantaged groups of scheduled caste and tribes in India, their actual percentage in 
Secondary and Senior Secondary grades are yet to reach their population shares. In 2007-08, 
the percentages of Primary school children who were from the scheduled castes and 
scheduled tribes groups were 19.4% and 10.8% respectively. These percentages were better 
than their respective population shares. However, in Secondary stage, these percentage shares 
of learners from schedules castes and scheduled tribes were 15% and 6.2% respectively while 
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that in the Senior secondary stages these percentages were 5.5% and 4.8% respectively 
(Selected Educational Statistics: 2007-08). Both voluntary withdrawal due to family 
economic compulsions and involuntary crowding out because of inadequate academic 
preparation take quite a heavy toll on the school participation prospects of those young 
learners.   

On the theoretical side by identifying the important role played by the state managed low cost 
schools in creating an affordable learning environment and yet a situation of fast migration of 
children from state managed to privately managed schools, the study takes the contemporary 
debate on state vs non- state providers of education and its effects on access and equity a step 
forward (Bangay & Latham, 2013; Woodhead et all, 2013).  
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