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About ASER 2018

ASER 2018 is a nation-wide household survey that provides a snapshot of children’s schooling and learning for a representative
sample of children across rural India. Children in the age group 3 to 16 are surveyed to find out their enrollment status in
school or pre-school. Children in the age group 5 to 16 are assessed one-on-one to understand their basic reading and
arithmetic abilities. ASER continues to be the only national source of information about children’s foundational skills
across the country.

The methodology and content of ASER 2018 continues the pattern followed each year for the first decade of our existence
(2005-2014), during which ASER reached almost all rural districts in India and generated district, state, and national
estimates of foundational reading and arithmetic abilities of children in the age group 5 to 16 years.

A national survey was not conducted in 2015. Starting its second decade of existence in 2016, ASER surveys now use
Census 2011 as the sampling frame. In addition, in 2016 ASER changed to an alternate-year cycle, conducting the ‘basic’
ASER in one year and using a different lens to examine new aspects of children’s learning the following year. Thus, ASER
2016 followed the ‘basic’ model, sampling children age 3 to 16 and testing reading, arithmetic, and English for children
age 5to 16. In 2017 we conducted the first alternate-year design known as ASER ‘Beyond Basics’, focusing on youth in the
14 to 18 age group in 28 districts across India. ASER 2017 inquired about what youth are currently doing and aspiring to,
in addition to assessing their foundational skills and their ability to apply these to everyday tasks.

In 2018, ASER returns once again to the ‘basic’ model. A total of 546,527 children in the age group 3 to 16 years were
surveyed this year. ASER 2018 is the thirteenth ASER report.
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They reached the remotest villages of India

Andhra Pradesh

District Institute of Education and Training, Anantapur

District Institute of Education and Training, Chittoor

District Institute of Education and Training, East Godavari

District Institute of Education and Training, Guntur

District Institute of Education and Training, Krishna

District Institute of Education and Training, Kurnool

District Institute of Education and Training, Prakasam

District Institute of Education and Training, Sri Potti Sriramulu,
Nellore

District Institute of Education and Training, Srikakulam

District Institute of Education and Training, Visakhapatnam

District Institute of Education and Training, Vizianagaram

District Institute of Education and Training, West Godavari

District Institute of Education and Training, YSR District, Kadapa

Arunachal Pradesh

District Institute of Education and Training, Changlang

District Institute of Education and Training, Dirang, West Kameng

District Institute of Education and Training, Kamki, West Siang

District Institute of Education and Training, Khonsa, Tirap

District Institute of Education and Training, Pasighat, East Siang

District Institute of Education and Training, Roing, Lower Dibang
Valley

District Institute of Education and Training, Seppa, East Kameng

District Institute of Education and Training, Yachuli, Lower
Subansiri

Assam

Aaranyak, Guwahati, Kamrup

District Institute of Education and Training, Biswanath Chariali,
Sonitpur

District Institute of Education and Training, Bongaigaon

District Institute of Education and Training, Chabua, Dibrugarh

District Institute of Education and Training, Dalgaon, Darrang

District Institute of Education and Training, Dergaon, Golaghat

District Institute of Education and Training, Dhemaji

District Institute of Education and Training, Dima Hasao

District Institute of Education and Training, Dudhnoi, Goalpara

District Institute of Education and Training, Golakganj, Dhubri

District Institute of Education and Training, Hailakandi

District Institute of Education and Training, Howly, Barpeta

District Institute of Education and Training, Kaliganj, Karimganj

District Institute of Education and Training, Kokrajhar

District Institute of Education and Training, Mirza, Kamrup

District Institute of Education and Training, Morigaon

District Institute of Education and Training, Nalbari

District Institute of Education and Training, North Lakhimpur

District Institute of Education and Training, Samaguri, Nagaon

District Institute of Education and Training, Sonari, Sivasagar

District Institute of Education and Training, Tinsukia

District Institute of Education and Training, Titabor, Jorhat

District Institute of Education and Training, Udharbond, Cachar

District Institute of Education and Training, Karbi Anglong

SPARSH-AXOM, Udalguri

Bihar

ABHIYAN, Jehanabad

College of Teacher Education, Saharsa

District Institute of Education and Training, Babutola, Banka

District Institute of Education and Training, Bikram, Patna

District Institute of Education and Training, Chhatauni, Purbi
Champaran

District Institute of Education and Training, Dumra, Sitamarhi

District Institute of Education and Training, Dumraon, Buxar

District Institute of Education and Training, Forbesganj, Araria

District Institute of Education and Training, Fazalganj, Rohtas

District Institute of Education and Training, Khirnighat, Bhagalpur

District Institute of Education and Training, Kishanganj

District Institute of Education and Training, Kumarbagh, Pashchim
Champaran
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District Institute of Education and Training, Lakhisarai

District Institute of Education and Training, Madhepura

District Institute of Education and Training, Mohania, Kaimur
District Institute of Education and Training, Munger

District Institute of Education and Training, Narar, Madhubani
District Institute of Education and Training, Nawada

District Institute of Education and Training, Noorsarai, Nalanda
District Institute of Education and Training, Panchayati Akhara, Gaya
District Institute of Education and Training, Pirauta, Bhojpur
District Institute of Education and Training, Pusa, Samastipur
District Institute of Education and Training, Quilaghat, Darbhanga
District Institute of Education and Training, Rambagh, Muzaffarpur
District Institute of Education and Training, Sansarpur, Khagaria
District Institute of Education and Training, Shahpur, Begusarai
District Institute of Education and Training, Sheikhpura

District Institute of Education and Training, Sheohar

District Institute of Education and Training, Srinagar, Purnia
District Institute of Education and Training, Siwan

District Institute of Education and Training, Sonpur, Saran

District Institute of Education and Training, Daudnagar, Aurangabad
District Institute of Education and Training, Thawe, Gopalganj
District Institute of Education and Training, Tikapatti, Katihar
District Institute of Education and Training, Vaishali

i-Saksham Education and Learning Foundation, Jamui

Nai Sambhavana, Arwal

Radhe Shyam Teachers Training College, Supaul

Chhattisgarh

District Institute of Education and Training, Dantewada

District Institute of Education and Training, Dharamjaigarh, Raigarh

District Institute of Education and Training, Janjgir, Janjgir-Champa

District Institute of Education and Training, Jashpur

District Institute of Education and Training, Kabeerdham

District Institute of Education and Training, Khairagarh, Rajnandgaon

District Institute of Education and Training, Korba

District Institute of Education and Training, Mahasamund

District Institute of Education and Training, Nagri, Dhamtari

District Institute of Education and Training, Uttar Bastar Kanker

Help You Education and Welfare Society, Raipur

Local volunteers of Dakshin Bastar Dantewada, Durg, Raipur and
Uttar Bastar Kanker

Prachalit Seva Samiti, Surguja

Prakriti Sewa Sansthan, Bilaspur

Saathi Samaj Sevi Sansthan, Kondagaon, Bastar

Surya College, Jagdalpur, Bastar

Women Tribal Welfare Society, Ambikapur

Dadra and Nagar Haveli
Tilak Maharashtra Vidyapeeth, Pune

Daman and Diu
Local volunteers of Daman and Diu

Goa
Don Bosco College, Punjim

Gujarat

Department of Social Work, Ganpat University, Mehsana

Institute of Language Studies and Applied Social Sciences (ILSASS),
Anand

Kartavya Women and Child Development Trust, Mehsana

Krantiguru Shyamji Krishna Verma Kachchh University, Bhuj, Kachchh

Lokmanya Ekta Trust, Navsari

Lokniketan Samaj Karya Mahavidhyalay, Ratanpur, Banaskantha

Samajkarya Mahavidhyalaya, Salal (Himatnagar), Sabarkantha

Sheth P.T. Arts and Science College, Godhra, Panch Mahals

Shikshan Ane Samaj Kalyan Kendra, Amreli

Shree Saraswati College of Social Work, Bharuch

Shree Surabhi M.S.W. College, Rajkot

Shri Sarvajanik B.S.W. and M.S.W. College, Mehsana

Smt. Laxmiben and Shri Chimanlal Mehta Arts College, Ahmedabad

Tarang Foundation, Surendranagar



Haryana

Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat
Central University of Haryana, Jant-Pali, Mahendergarh
Chaudhary Devi Lal University, Sirsa

District Institute of Education and Training, Beeswamil, Sonipat
District Institute of Education and Training, Birhi Kalan, Bhiwani
District Institute of Education and Training, Gurugram

District Institute of Education and Training, Hussainpur, Rewari
District Institute of Education and Training, lccus, Jind

District Institute of Education and Training, Janauli, Palwal
District Institute of Education and Training, Kaithal

District Institute of Education and Training, Machhhroli, Jhajjar
District Institute of Education and Training, Matana, Fatehabad
District Institute of Education and Training, Mattarsham, Hisar
District Institute of Education and Training, Mewat

District Institute of Education and Training, Panchkula

District Institute of Education and Training, Shahpur, Karnal
District Institute of Education and Training, Tejli, Yamuna Nagar
Maharshi Dayanand University, Rohtak

Pt. Jawahar Lal Nehru Government College, Faridabad

Sanatan Dharma College, Ambala

S.D. (P.G.) College, Panipat

Himachal Pradesh

Chamba Millennium B.Ed. College, Saru, Chamba
District Institute of Education and Training, Bilaspur
District Institute of Education and Training, Chamba
District Institute of Education and Training, Hamirpur
District Institute of Education and Training, Kangra
District Institute of Education and Training, Kinnaur
District Institute of Education and Training, Kullu
District Institute of Education and Training, Lahaul & Spiti
District Institute of Education and Training, Mandi
District Institute of Education and Training, Shimla
District Institute of Education and Training, Sirmaur
District Institute of Education and Training, Solan
District Institute of Education and Training, Una

Jammu and Kashmir

17000 ft Foundation, Leh

Government Degree College, Bandipora
Government Degree College, Baramulla
Government Degree College, Doda
Government Degree College, Ganderbal
Government Degree College, Gurez
Government Degree College, Mendhar, Poonch
Government Degree College, Poonch
Government Degree College, Pulwama
Government Degree College, Ramban
Government Degree College, Udhampur
Government Post Graduate College, Rajouri
Rehmat-e-Alam College of Education, Anantnag
Sheikh-ul-Alam College of Education, Kupwara
Sheikh-ul-Alam Memorial Degree College, Budgam

Jharkhand

Apna Anubhaw, Banka

ASHA (Association for Social and Human Awareness), Khunti

Bihar Pradesh Yuva Parishad, Palamu

District Institute of Education and Training, Bagodar, Giridih

District Institute of Education and Training, Garhwa

District Institute of Education and Training, Gumma, Godda

District Institute of Education and Training, Gamharia, Saraikela-
Kharsawan

District Institute of Education and Training, Pindrajora, Bokaro

Dr. Bhim Rao Ambedkar Siksha Sansthan, Dhanbad

Dridh Sankalp, Jamtara

Gram Jyoti, Pakur

Lohardaga Gram Swarajya Sansthan, Lohardaga

Lok Prerna Kendra, Chatra

Primary Teachers’ Education College, Chainpur, West Singhbhum

Primary Teachers’ Education College, Ghormara, Deoghar

Primary Teachers’ Education College, Chitarpur, Ramgarh
Primary Teachers’ Education College, Satbarwa, Palamu
Primary Teachers’ Education College, Simdega

Primary Teachers’ Education College, Bundu, Ranchi

Primary Teachers’ Education College, Chakulia, East Singhbhum
Samadhan, Hazaribagh

Samarpan, Koderma

Vikas Bharti, Bishunpur, Gumla

Karnataka

Bhavya Jyothi Trust, Ramnagara

BOFFO Ventures, Dharwad

Centre for Inclusive Social Development, Tumakuru

Centre for Rural Development, Bellary

Chinthana Foundation, Chikkamagaluru

Government First Grade College, Virajapet, Kodagu

Government First Grade College, Yadgir

Jagruthi Seva Samsthe, Kolar

Jeevan Jyothi NGO Society Organisations, Bidar

Little Champs School, Gundlupet, Chamarajanagar

Mahatma Gandhi Rural Development and Social Changes Trust,
Shivamogga

Margadarshi Society, Kalaburagi

Navodaya Educational and Environment Development Service
(NEEDS), Ranebennur, Haveri

PADI - Value Oriented Education Program (VALORED), Dakshina
Kannada

People Organisation for Waste Land and Environment Regeneration
(POWER), Vijayapura

Post Graduate Centre, Chikka Aluvara, Kodagu

REACH, Bagalkot

SAMRUDDHI, Raichur

Sarvodaya Integrated Rural Development Society, Koppal

Shikshana Sampanmula Kendragala Okkuta, Dakshina Kannada

Sir M. Visvesvaraya Postgraduate Centre, Mandya

Spoorthy Samsthe, Davanagere

Sri H.D. Devegowda Government First Grade College, Hassan

Sri Krishna College Of Education, Devanahalli, Bengaluru Rural

Swabhimani Minorities Women’s Welfare Association, Chitradurga

Swastha Samrudhi Samithi, Chikkaballapura

University of Mysore, Mysuru

Kerala

B.C.M. College, Kottayam

B.V.M. College, Pala, Kottayam

Central University of Kerala, Kasaragod

Christ College, Irinjalakuda, Thrissur

Ideal Arts and Science College, Cherpulassery, Palakkad

Ideal College for Advanced Studies, Thavanur, Malappuram

Little Flower Institute of Social Sciences and Health, Calicut, Kozhikode

Loyola College of Social Sciences, Thiruvananthapuram

Mannam Memorial N.S.S. College, Konni, Pathanamthitta

Marian College Kuttikkanam, Idukki

Mercy College, Palakkad

National College of Arts and Science, Thiruvananthapuram

Nethaji Memorial Arts and Science College, Palakkad

Safa College of Arts and Sciences, Pookkattiri, Malappuram

Sree Sankara University of Sanskrit Regional Centre, Payyanoor, Kannur

Sree Sankaracharya University of Sanskrit Regional Centre, Tirur,
Malappuram

Sree Sankaracharya University of Sanskrit, Kalady, Ernakulam

St. Joseph’s College, Irinjalakuda, Thrissur

St. Thomas College, Thrissur

St. Albert’s College, Ernakulam

St. Joseph’s College, Devagiri, Kozhikode

Vidhyadhiraja College of Arts and Science, Karunagappally, Kollam

Vimala College, Thrissur

Madhya Pradesh

Adarsh Yuva Mandal, Chhindwara

Ahimsa Welfare Society, Rajgarh

Aim for the Awareness of Society (AAS), Indore
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Akshar Peeth Shiksha Samiti, Ashoknagar

Bardoli Welfare Society, Katni

Centre of Discovery for Village Development, Mandla

Community Development Centre, Balaghat

Darshna Mahila Kalyan Samiti, Chhatarpur

Dharti Gramothan Evam Sahbhagi Gramin Vikas Samiti, Morena

Dr. Bhimrao Ambedkar Seva Parishad, Bhind

Government Madhav Arts and Commerce College (Department of
Social Work), Ujjain

Government Post Graduate College, Alirajpur

Gram Vikas Prasfutan Samiti, Jharda, Mandsaur

Gramin Swavlamban Samiti, Tikamgarh

Guru Jambh Sewa Samiti, Sagar

Holistic Action Research and Development (HARD), Anuppur

Jai Narayan Sarvodaya Vidyalaya Samiti, Betul

Kalptaru Vikas Samiti, Guna

Kalyani Welfare Society, Shahdol

Krantanjali Social and Educational Welfare Association, Neemuch

Life for Humanity Society, Burhanpur

Local volunteers of Jhabua and Panna

Lokrang Samajik Shodh Vikas Sansthan, Khandwa (East Nimar)

Manav Foundation, Sheopur

Naaz Samaj Sevi Sanstha, Datia

Nav Sahbhagi Vikas Sanstha, Datia

Omkar Krishak Avam Samaj Kalyan Samiti, Sidhi

Panchaj Vikas Parishad, Seoni

Prakash Yuva Mandal Itaura Samiti, Rewa

Raas Rang Yuva Kala Mandal, Khargone

Rang Welfare Society, Damoh

S.B.N. Government Post Graduate College, Barwani

Sahara Saksharta Educational and Social Welfare Society, Raisen

Sahyog Education and Welfare Association (SEWA), Jabalpur

Samanjasya Research & Training Org., Dhar

Sankalp Samajik Vikas Sansthan, Shivpuri

Shakti Kala Evam Sangeet Yuva Mandal Samiti, Umaria

Shiva Gramin Vikas Sansthan (SRDIM), Satna

Shripati Shikshan Samajik Evam Lok Kalyan Samiti, Ratlam

Social Advancement and Resource Foundation (SARF), Vidisha

Sohagpur Mitra Sangh Samiti, Hoshangabad

Swami Vivekanand Shiksha Samiti (SVSS), Sehore

Synergy Sansthan, Harda

The Bhopal School of Social Sciences, Bhopal

The Kanchan Welfare and Education Society, Shajapur

Vidhyabhoomi Jankalyan Samiti, Narsimhapur

Yuva Udaan Educational and Social Welfare Society, Tipras, Dewas

Maharashtra

Abhinav Rural Development Research and Social Organisation,
Kolhapur

Administrative Service Degree College, Nagpur

Centre for Studies in Rural Development, Institute of Social Work
and Research, Ahmednagar

College of Social Work, Badnera, Amravati

D.G. Tatkare Mahavidyalay, Mangaon, Raigad

Dadasaheb Dhanaji Nana Choudhary Social Work College,
Malkapur, Buldhana

Department of Mass Communication, School of Social Sciences,
Solapur University, Solapur

Diganta Swaraj Foundation, Mumbai

Dr. Babasaheb Ambedkar College of Social Work, Morane, Dhule

Fule-Ambedkar College of Social Work, Gadchiroli

Gramvikas Foundation, Karanja, Washim

Institute for Rural Development and Social Services, Jalgaon

Kavikulaguru Kalidas Sanskrit University, Ramtek, Nagpur

Mahatma Phule College of Social Work, Taloda, Nandurbar

Maratha Vidya Prasarak Samaj’s College of Social Work, Nashik

Masum Vikas Mahila Bahuuddeshiya Sanstha, Akola

MGM'’s College of Journalism and Mass Communication, Aurangabad

Nirmik Samajik Sansodhan Vikas Kendra, Latur

OM Sevabhavi Sanstha, Digras, Parbhani

PAHAL Multipurpose Society, Chandrapur

ASER 2018

PARIS Bahuuddeshiya Sanstha, Khadki, Akola

Prahar Samajik Kalyankari Sanstha, Goregaon, Gondiya

Ramkrishna Paramhansa Mahavidyalaya, Osmanabad

Sant Rawool Maharaj Mahavidyalaya, Kudal, Sindhudurg

Saraswati Sevabhavi Sanstha, Bhatwadgaon, Bid

Savitri Jyotirao College of Social Work, Yavatmal

Sharadchandraji Pawar College of Agriculture, Ratnagiri

Shri Sai Sankalp Bahuuddeshiya Seva Bhavi Sanstha, Jalna

Shrimati Panchafuladevi Patil College of Social Work, Khadki, Akola

Suprabhat Mahila Mandal, Pune

Tilak Maharashtra Vidyapeeth, Pune

Wanchit Vikas Loksanstha, Nanded

Yashwantrao Chavan School of Social Work, Satara

Yashwantrao Chawhan Arts, Commerce and Science College,
Lakhandur, Bhandara

Yuva Prerna Vidhyarthi Seva Sanstha, Wadner, Wardha

Manipur

Chanambam Ibomcha College, Bishnupur

Department of Education, South East Manipur College, Kapaam,
Chandel

International Ministry Centre, Sagang, Churachandpur

Justice, Unity, Peace and Security Organisation, Shikhong Bazar,
Thoubal

Kangchup Twikun Youth Organisation, Kangchup Twikun, Senapati

People’s Endeavour for Social Change, Tamenglong

Social Help Organisation, Chingamakha Yanglem Leikai, Imphal West

Ura Charitable Trust, Ukhrul Bazar, Ukhrul

Yaawol, Sagolband Tera Sapam Leirak, Imphal West

Meghalaya

Local volunteers of Ri-Bhoi, South Garo Hills and West Khasi Hills

Martin Luther Christian University, Shillong Campus, East Khasi
Hills

Thomas Jones Synod College, Jowai, Jaintia Hills

Tura Government College Student Union, Tura, West Garo Hills

Williamnagar Government College Student Union, Williamnagar,
East Garo Hills

Mizoram

Hmar Students’ Association, Kolasib

Local volunteers of Aizawl, Champhai, Lawngtlai, Mamit, Saiha and
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Lunglei Government College, Lunglei
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District Institute of Education and Training, Kalahandi, Bhawanipatna
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Good Luck Computer, Sundargarh

Maa Jageswori Kalaparisada, Ogalpur, Puri
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Nature’s Club, Kendrapara

Research Academy for Rural Enrichment, Subarnapur

Social Integrity Programme for Health and Education (SIPHAE),
Basta, Baleshwar

Vikram Dev Autonomous College, Jeypore, Koraput

Young India, Rayagada

Puducherry
Avvai Village Welfare Society, Karaikal
Trust for Youth and Child Leadership, Puducherry
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Bhutta College of Education, Ludhiana

Department of Economics, Panjab University, Chandigarh
Department of Sociology, Punjabi University, Patiala

District Institute of Education and Training, Faridkot

District Institute of Education and Training, Fatehgarh Sahib
District Institute of Education and Training, Gurdaspur

Guru Nanak Dev University College, Verka, Amritsar

Hans Raj Mahila Maha Vidyalaya, Jalandhar

J.D. College of Education, Muktsar

Lovely Professional University, Jalandhar

Maharaja Ranjit Singh Punjab Technical University, Bathinda
Rayat Institute of Management, Balachaur, Nawashaher (SBS Nagar)
Shaheed Bhagat Singh College of Education, Patti, Tarn Taran
Shaheed Bhagat Singh State Technical Campus, Ferozpur
Shivam College of Education, Sangrur

Shukdeva Krishna College of Education for Girls, Moga

Y.S. College, Barnala
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Adarsh Navyuvak Mandal, Jaipur

Aravali Paradise Sansthan, Bharatpur

Bamu Systems and Training Centre, Jaipur

Bhagwati Shikshak Prashikshan Mahavidyalaya, Gangapur City,
Sawai Madhopur

Consumer Unity and Trust Society (CUTS), Chittorgarh

Digital Computer Centre, Pilani

Doosra Dashak, Jaipur

Educate Girls Globally, Ajmer

Ekal Jan Seva Sansthan, Ajmer

Jain Group of Institutions, Sri Ganganagar

Local volunteers of Dungarpur

Maulana Azad University, Jodhpur

Modi Institute of Management and Technology, Kota

Shiv Charan Mathur Manav Seva Sansthan, Bhilwara

Shiv Shiksha Samiti Ranoli, Tonk

Shri Guru Nanak Khalsa Teacher Training College, Hanumangarh

Society for Sustainable Development, Karauli

Softtech Education Society, Osian, Jodhpur

Vidya Bhawan Society, Udaipur

Sikkim

Government Arts College, Mangshila, North Sikkim
Government College, Rhenock, East Sikkim

Gyalshing Government College, Gyalshing, West Sikkim
Namchi Government College, Kamrang, South Sikkim

Tamil Nadu

Anbu Trust, Sivagangai

Association of Rural Education and Development Service (AREDS),
Karur

Centre for Education and Empowerment of the Marginalized
(CEEMA), Erode

Coimbatore Multipurpose Social Service Society (CMSSS), Coimbatore

District Institute of Education and Training, Keelapaluvur, Ariyalur

District Institute of Education and Training, G.Ariyur, Villupuram

District Institute of Education and Training, Kilpennathur,

Tiruvannamalai

District Institute of Education and Training, Kothagiri, The Nilgiris

District Institute of Education and Training, Munanjipatti,
Tirunelveli

District Institute of Education and Training, Palayampatti,
Virudhunagar

District Institute of Education and Training, Pudukkottai

District Institute of Education and Training, Ranipet, Vellore

District Institute of Education and Training, Thanjavur

District Institute of Education and Training, Tirur, Thiruvallur

District Institute of Education and Training, Uthamapalayam, Theni

District Institute of Education and Training, Vanaramutti, Thoothukudi

Foundation for Friendly Environment and Medical Awareness, Chennai

HELPS, Kodaikanal, Dindigul

Krupalaya Charitable Trust, Villupuram

Kuzhithurai Integral Development Social Service (KIDSS),

Kanniyakumari

New Creations Trust, Madurai

Rural Education and Economic Development Society (REEDS),
Ramanathapuram

Rural Organisation for Social Education (ROSE TRUST), Ariyalur

Salem District Network of Positive People, Salem

SIBWE FOUNDATION, Thanjavur

Society for Development of Economically Weaker Section
(SODEWS), Vellore

Tamil Nadu Science Forum, Tiruchirappalli

Village Improvement Project Society, Dharmapuri

Telangana

District Institute of Education and Training, Warangal

Dr. Rajendra Prasad B.Ed. College, Adilabad

KIMS Post Graduate College, Karimnagar

Local volunteers of Chittoor and Adilabad

Mahatma Gandhi University, Nalgonda

Palamuru University, Mahabubnagar

Post Graduate Centre, Palamuru University, Kollapur, Mahabubnagar
Roda Mistry College of Social Work and Research Centre, Rangareddy
Shashank Degree and Post Graduate College, Banswada, Nizamabad
Telangana University, Nizamabad

Vivekananda College of Education, Adilabad

Tripura

Ananya Social Welfare and Advancement Society, North Tripura
Chetana Social Organisation, Kolai, Dhalai

Institute of Advanced Studies in Education, Agartala, West Tripura
Organisation for Rural Survival, Belonia, South Tripura

Uttar Pradesh

District Institute of Education and Training, Agra

District Institute of Education and Training, Aligarh

District Institute of Education and Training, Allahabad (Prayagraj)
District Institute of Education and Training, Ambedkar Nagar
District Institute of Education and Training, Auraiya

District Institute of Education and Training, Azamgarh
District Institute of Education and Training, Baghpat

District Institute of Education and Training, Bahraich
District Institute of Education and Training, Ballia

District Institute of Education and Training, Balrampur
District Institute of Education and Training, Banda

District Institute of Education and Training, Barabanki
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District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
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of Education and Training,
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of Education and Training,
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Basti
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of Education and Training,
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District Institute
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District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute

(Bhadohi)
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
District Institute
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Kanpur Dehat
Kaushambi
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Kushinagar
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Mainpuri
Mathura

Mau
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Pratapgarh
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Badri Dutt Pandey Government Post Graduate College, Bageshwar

Bal Ganga Mahavidyalaya, Sendul, Ghansali, Tehri

Department of B.Ed., Himalayan Institute of Education and Technology,
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Department of Education, S.R.T. Campus, Badshahithaul, Tehri

Doon University, Dehradun

Dr. B. Gopal Reddy Campus, Pauri Garhwal

Dr. Pratap Singh Bisht Post Graduate College, Bhikiyasen, Almora

Dr. Sushila Tiwari B.Ed. College, Sitarganj, U.S. Nagar

Faculty of B.Ed., Soban Singh Jeena Campus, Almora

Faculty of Management Studies, Gurukul Kangri Vishwavidyalaya,
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Government Degree College, Vidhyapeeth, Guptkashi

Government Polytechnic College, Kashipur, U.S. Nagar

Government Post Graduate College, Champawat

Government Post Graduate College, Garur, Bageshwar
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P.N.G. Post Graduate College, Ramnagar, Nainital

Seemant Institute of Technology, Pithoragarh
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Department of Bengali, Parimal Mitra Smriti Mahavidyalaya, Mal,
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Twenty Four Parganas

Department of Sociology, University of Burdwan, Burdwan

Kajla Janakalyan Samiti, Purba Medinipur

Khardah Public Cultural and Welfare Association, Howrah

NCC Unit, Krishnath College, Behrampore, Murshidabad

NCC Unit, Mathabhanga College, Mathabhanga, Cooch Behar

NSS Unit, Garhbeta College, Paschim Medinipur

NSS Unit, Gour Mahavidyalaya, Mangalbari, Malda

NSS Unit, Jadavpur University, South Twenty Four Parganas

NSS Unit, Jagannath Kishore College, Sidho-Kanho-Birsha University,
Purulia

NSS Unit, Netaji Mahavidyalaya, Arambagh, Hooghly

NSS Unit, Raiganj University, Uttar Dinajpur

NSS Unit, Vivekananda College, Alipurduar, Jalpaiguri

NSS Unit, West Bengal State University, North Twenty Four Parganas

Sibani Mandal Mahavidyalaya, Namkhana, South Twenty Four Parganas
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Something is changing...

Madhav Chavan'’

ASER has been witness to changes in India's school education landscape over more than a decade now. In the first years of
ASER it was a bit difficult to justify this annual effort. But, as years went by, the individual dots started looking like trends.
A look at the proportion of children in Std V who can read Std Il level text over the last 10 years indicates that at the national
level the proportion was the highest in 2008. This declined till 2012. Over the last six years the level has been rising slowly
and unevenly, although the level in 2018 is still substantially lower than in 2008. Something is changing and ASER is
sensitive enough to catch the change.

. . . Although ASER does not analyze the causes of

Table 1: % Children in government schools in Std V who can read . . -
poor or improved learning levels, it is but natural
Std Il level text, 2008-2018 to correlate changes with probable causes.

2008 | 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 Passage and implementation of the Right to

India 53.1 50.7 | 41.7 | 422 | 41.7 | 44.2 Education Act in the 2009-10 period has to be
Group 1 correlated with the decline of subsequent reading
Kerala 733 | 740 | 599 | 613 | 63.3 | 73.1 ability at the national level and in most states.
Maharashtra 743 | 71.0 | 55.3 | 51.7 | 63.1 | 66.0 In 2012, the then Planning Commission
Punjab 61.3 68.7 | 69.5 | 60.9 64.0 | 68.7 acknowledged for the first time that there was a
Uttarakhand 646 | 63.7 | 522 | 52.0 | 55.9 | 58.0 problem with learning outcomes, although the
Haryana 61.1 60.7 | 435 | 539 | 546 | 58.1 Ministry of Human Resource Development had
Chhattisgarh 741 610 | 440 | 47.1 51.0 | 57.1 been maintaining that learning levels had not
Assam 209 | 426 1333 1306 | 322 | 335 gonEf down. The emphasis on learning of basic
Madhya Pradesh | 868 | 552 | 275 | 275 | 314 | 344 | ‘eading and arithmetic was not clear for about

two to four years after that. This is apparent in
Group 2 . . .

the mixed bag of improvement, decline or status
Kameiia e e N A O quo in state level results over that period. Over
Himachal Pradesh| 73.6 757 | 712 | 715 65.3 | 74.5 the last two years, however, many states have
Odisha 59.6 | 455 | 46.1 | 49.1 48.8 | 56.2 shown big changes, indicative of a change of
Uttar Pradesh 334 | 360 | 256 | 268 | 243 | 36.2 emphasis towards improved learning outcomes.
Group 3 We can only hope that this emphasis continues
Jharkhand 51.9 | 484 | 32,5 | 29.1 314 | 294 regardless of changes of officials and/or political
West Bengal 45.2 54.2 | 48.7 | 51.8 | 50.2 | 50.5 parties in different states and at the national level.
SO cens [ERaD [ | ann || e | [Tl The learning levels of children are indicators of
Rajasthan A5 a2 eI N 2 effectiveness or productivity of the education
Tamil Nadu 26.7 | 309 | 30.2 | 499 | 494 | 463 system. Anyone looking at the levels in 2008
Bihar 62.8 | 579 | 43.1 | 44.6 | 38.0 | 35.1 and 2018 would conclude that its productivity

is down by nearly 9 percentage points, or about
18 percent. However, the fact that numbers for all years in between are available means that we can catch the little ups and
downs in different states and at the national level too. In Table 1, | have divided some of the states excluding Goa and most
of the north-eastern states into three groups. In the first group there is a decline in reading levels till 2014 followed by a
steady, even if small rise over the next four years. In Group 2, the rise is restricted to the 2016-18 period. Group 3 shows
ups and downs in learning levels every two years. It is easy to see how each state has behaved over the years. There is clearly
a positive change in most states over the last two years, not only in the Std V learning levels, but also in other classes. This
change points towards an increased emphasis on improved learning levels in many states. It will be worthwhile watching
if the trend of positive change continues in most states and the productivity of the system reaches and then overtakes where
it was in 2008.

' President and member of the Board of Directors, Pratham Education Foundation
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As we have noted in previous reports, while the productivity of the government school system has declined overall, the
effectiveness of the private schools has not changed as dramatically. In 2008, 68% Std V children in private schools could
read a Std 1l level text. This went down to 61% in 2012 and then went up again to 65% by 2018.

Table 2: % Children who can read a Std 11 level text, The important thing to note is that in 2008, the
government vs private schools percentage of Std Il level readers in government schools

Std V 2008 | 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 was at 53%, or 15 percentage points lower than the
Govt 53.1 50.7 41.7 422 41.7 442 68% children in private schools. By 2018, this gap has
Pvt 679 | 642 | 612 | 626 | 630 | 651 widened to 21 percentage points on a national scale.

At the same time, the proportion of children enrolled
in private schools in rural India has gone up from 22% in 2008 to 30% in 2018.

There is no doubt that thanks to the poor reading ability at Std V, the overall ability to deal with textbooks in higher
standards is that much poorer as the curriculum becomes increasingly ambitious and texts become complex in more than
one way. The highest level of reading that ASER measures is at Std Il. So, we do not know if those who learn to read by
Std Il improve their skill with age or additional years in the school. But as we can see in Table 3, the proportion of children
who can read at Std Il level increases by a good 25 to 30 percentage points between Std V and Std VIII.

The declining productivity of schools leads to a
substantially smaller number of students learning to read
basic texts by the time they reach Std V every year. But,

Table 3: % Children in government schools who can read

a Std 11 level text, Std V vs Std VIII

el VLS || A0 || AV || AT || A0 || AT the fact that the proportion of 'readers' grows 1.4 or 1.5
Stdv 53.1 | 50.7 | 41.7 | 422 | 41.7 | 44.2 times by the time they reach Std VIII means that as
Std Vil 83.6 | 82.0 | 734 | 71.5 | 70.0 | 69.0 children continue to use books, more children learn to

read fluently even if not at the desired level. It also
suggests that while efforts have to be made to ensure that 100% children are reading fluently by the time they reach Std V,
efforts to improve reading ability should be continued even after Std V.
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Table 4: % Children in government schools in Std V

who can do division, 2008-2018

2008 | 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
India 34.4 339 | 20.3 | 20.7 21.1 22.7
Group 1
Himachal Pradesh | 57.4 61.8 | 40.7 | 37.9 474 | 51.5
Punjab 39.7 70.8 | 48.6 | 37.1 42.4 | 50.1
Uttar Pradesh 15.8 18.7 | 9.1 12.1 104 | 17.0
Kerala 38.3 43.1 38.0 | 25.6 271 33.5
Chhattisgarh 59.5 37.8 | 13.1 14.1 18.6 | 26.1
Maharashtra 46.9 399 | 20.2 | 16.6 19.7 | 31.7
MadhyaPradesh | 77.5 | 380 | 89 | 10.0 | 153 | 16.5
Guijarat 241 19.6 | 124 | 139 145 | 184
Uttarakhand 38.4 48.7 | 27.3 | 214 255 | 26.7
Group 2
Assam 15.5 22.6 8.9 9.0 9.1 14.4
West Bengal 29.4 38.1 28.7 | 31.3 28.6 | 29.2
Haryana 45.7 50.5 | 25.4 | 30.8 30.1 34.4
Karnataka 14.9 18.7 | 174 | 16.7 17.2 | 19.6
Tamil Nadu 9.0 14.1 9.6 | 256 | 214 | 27.1
Group 3
Bihar 50.9 51.0 | 30.0 | 314 289 | 24.1
Jharkhand 30.5 40.1 20.1 17.6 20.0 | 15.6
Rajasthan 259 25.2 99 12.0 15.6 | 14.1
Odisha 36.0 313 | 17.2 | 19.9 238 | 238

Table 5: % Children in government schools

who can do division, Std V vs Std VIII

India 2008 | 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Std V 34.4 339 | 20.3 | 20.7 21.1 | 22.7
Std VI 65.2 67.0 | 445 | 40.0 40.2 | 40.0

Table 6: % Children in private schools

who can do division, Std V vs Std VIII

India 2008 | 2010 | 2012 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Std V 47.1 44.2 | 37.8 | 393 38.0 | 39.8
Std VI 71.8 72.0 | 57.1 | 54.2 51.2 | 54.2

Just as reading levels have shown some
improvement for the last four odd years in several
states, arithmetic levels too have improved
noticeably in some states compared to what they
were four years ago (Table 4). However, the
change at the national level is comparatively
small. Again, the small improvements over the
last four to six years have not been enough to
bring the arithmetic ability levels to what they
were ten years ago.

Although we see small but consistent
improvement in arithmetic learning levels in
many states, we cannot ignore the fact that the
highest proportion of Std V children who can do
division are in Himachal Pradesh and Punjab at
just over 50%. The national average is at 22%
with Assam, Gujarat, Karnataka, Rajasthan, and
Jharkhand showing numbers in the teens.

As in reading, it is apparent from Table 5 that
the proportion of children who can solve division
sums (and hence, we conclude, all basic
arithmetic operations) almost doubles between
Std V and VIIl in government schools. In private
schools too, as seen in Table 6, this proportion
increases but it does not quite double. Every year
about 4 to 6 percentage point more children in
each cohort learn to do division. But, between
2008 and 2018, the proportion of ‘division
solvers’ in Std V in government schools went
down from 34% to 22.7%.

Although we can see that the proportion of
children who know division does improve within
a cohort, it does not reach 100% even after 8
years of schooling. Further, as we saw in ASER
2017 ‘Beyond Basics’, only 15.4% of young
adults had the ability to do simple financial
calculations involving computation of simple
interest.

This means that not only are we not creating a sufficiently literate population, but that most of our population is functionally

illiterate.

The fact that we are seeing some improvement in learning outcomes now is a welcome change, assuming that the improvement
will continue. But, first of all, the positive change is slow and uncertain. It has to be understood that we are struggling even
with basic literacy and numeracy.
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We are far from becoming an educated nation.

Can our country take an educational quantum leap? But, which way are we to jump? Should we leap-frog over some
curricular goals? Do we have different options in terms of the goals we want to achieve? Or, are we going to continue on
the path of linear improvement of the system and all of its components?

These are difficult questions to answer. We have a system of education and we are dependent on it although it is dysfunctional
to say the least. There is a curriculum - it expects teachers to teach and children to learn. Everything we know from ASER
surveys and NAS results - two different ways of assessing children - indicates that a very small percentage of children are
likely to come close to fulfilling all the curricular expectations. The government is talking about unburdening the children
by cutting down the curriculum. It sounds like a good idea. But is it? Will the curriculum be cut horizontally, lowering
standards in each subject? Or vertically, by dropping certain subjects altogether? Will the curriculum for the various
competitive entrance examinations be cut down to half? That seems unlikely given the need to select 'the best' candidates
out of hundreds of thousands who compete. If that curriculum is not reduced but the school curriculum is, some children
will effectively have to choose a watered down curriculum, while the others go for the higher level of education through
coaching classes for competitive examinations.

Is there any other way of unburdening? What if children could appear for examinations whenever they felt they were ready?
What if there was no barrier to joining university courses? Any person passing a qualifying examination could register to
study degree courses. What if there was no need to enroll in a college and have 75% attendance but instead, have complete
access to lectures, notes, assignments, and examinations? There can be many 'what if's if we choose a path to leap-frog and
decide to take a non-linear path to change.

There is a lot going on by way of application of digital technology in the field of education in India. But, we need to do
more, and it appears to me that all our technology efforts are tied to the dysfunctional system and its old ways. This is
unlikely to give the technology the full play it deserves. There is a need to think differently if we want to make a quantum
leap.

India is a country where everything has to happen on a massive scale. Developing one successful model and replicating in
state after state is one possibility. A decade ago this was attempted with Activity-Based Learning, ABL. The original ABL
model left something to be desired and the replication was probably done without much conviction. In the current phase,
the emphasis seems to be coming from goal setting and assessment rather than specific models of teaching-learning or
teacher training. A motivated state machinery with leadership and consistent policy backing is the key to big systemic
changes. NGOs and foundations can be helpful but not without energy from state functionaries. The transparent and simple
methodology of assessment of basic learning outcomes developed by ASER has been replicated in other countries in South
Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, and even Latin America. Perhaps India could show the way for massive improvement in learning
outcomes too?
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Behind the headlines

Rukmini Banerji’

Thanks to more than a decade of ASER reports, the main headlines from the surveys are widely known.? Even those who are
not education experts or researchers can tell you that after five years of schooling, only half of all children in India can read
at Std 1l level. And that the results for basic arithmetic are even more worrying.

In the early years of ASER, there was disbelief. Whether in meetings in the Planning Commission or in discussions at village
level, people would say "how is it that children cannot read, after all they are going to school!" Sceptics would question the
sampling. Critics would reject the tools. Others would be doubtful about how volunteers could pull off such a massive
exercise. But year after year, like clockwork, the report would become available in mid January. The results were consistently
saying that learning needs attention. The relentless hard work of thousands of people involved in the effort began to pay off.
More studies of children's learning began to appear. All of this influenced and contributed to local as well as national
debates on education.?

Acknowledging and accepting a problem is certainly an important first step. It is now well recognized that learning levels
are low and that they are not changing much as years go by. In fact, for a few years, we even saw distinct declining patterns.
What is also known is that although children continue to add years of schooling to their portfolio, for many, learning
trajectories remain relatively flat. As Pritchett (2017) puts it, "if a learning profile is flat, schooling only measures ‘time
served’ and not ‘skills gained’."*

The next step beyond acknowledging, recognizing, and accepting is understanding. Which in turn requires going behind the
headlines. The World Development Report 2018 argues that when issues of learning are taken seriously, and learning
becomes a high priority, then progress can be made towards solving the learning crisis (WDR 2018). The three fronts on
which the report recommends action are assessing learning outcomes; acting on the evidence to make schools work for all
learners; and aligning all actors to make the whole system work for learning.

Now that everyone accepts that learning outcomes are worryingly low, let us take a closer look at ASER data to see what else
it can tell us. For the purposes of this discussion, let us focus on Std Ill. After spending two years in the formal education
system, children are ‘settled’ in school. Std Il is also the earliest grade at which the national achievement test is administered.
It is also relatively straightforward to align what children are expected to do by the end of Std Il or beginning of Std Il with
several of the ASER tasks. In the ASER process, the ‘highest’” level task, at least in reading, is to ask a child to read a text at
Std Il level of difficulty. In arithmetic, children are asked to recognize numbers, do a numerical two-digit subtraction
problem with borrowing, and finally solve a numerical division problem (e.g. divide a three-digit number by a one-digit
number). The ASER tests are progressive, so each child is marked at the highest level that she can comfortably reach. In most
states, by the time children enter Std Ill, they are expected to be reading a simple text fluently and confidently doing
arithmetic operations like addition or subtraction with numbers at least up to 100. Hence, if a child can read text at Std Il
level of difficulty and correctly solve numerical subtraction problems, then we can say that the child is at ‘grade level’ for
Std 111

According to ASER 2018, the all India figure for the percentage of all children in Std Il who are able to read at Std Il level
is 27.2. The corresponding number for the proportion of children who can at least do subtraction is 28.1. It is obvious that
these figures are low; in Std Ill, only a quarter of all children are ‘ready’ for the grade in which they currently are. In
addition, year after year, ASER data has been pointing to the wide spread of learning levels within the same grade. Table 1
shows the distribution of learning levels for a national sample of Std IIl children (all India rural) in 2018.

' Chief Executive Officer, Pratham Education Foundation

20za and Bethell (2013). Assessing Learning Outcomes: Policies, Progress and Challenges. Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan. Dfid Funded Research Study. The
authors state that "there are still many lessons that can be learnt from the reporting formats used by, for example, Pratham/ASER and Educational
Initiatives. Notwithstanding any technical limitations, these agencies consistently produce reports which are attractive and eminently readable. ASER,
in particular, has been extremely successful in extracting from its studies "headline findings" which catch the attention of the media and, hence, generate
a great deal of press coverage" (p 46).

3 Oza and Bethell (2013). See p.22 reference to ASER being influential in policy formulation by both the Central and State governments. "The grassroots
approach utilised has been significant in bringing attention to learning outcomes in India."

4 The Pivot from Schooling to Education. RISE Vision Document 1. https://www.riseprogramme.org/sites/www.riseprogramme.org/files/2017-11/
RISE_Vision_document-1.pdf
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Table 1: ASER 2018: % Of all children in Std Il (rural) who:

Reading | Cannot recoanize Can recognize Can read words Can read text at Can read Std II
& & letters but cannot | but cannot read Std I level but Total
level letters yet . level text
read words sentences not higher
Std Il 12.1 22.6 20.8 17.3 27.2 100
Arithmetic| Cannot recognize Cam recognize Cetn recoghize Cap (.jo 2—d|g1t.by Can do 3-digit by
. numbers till 9 numbers till 99 | 2-digit subtraction R, Total
level | numbers till 9 yet . o 1-digit division or
but not higher | but cannot subtract| but not division b
Std 111 7.6 26.9 37.5 19.6 8.5 100

All these children are in the same grade and in the same age group but their ability to read or do arithmetic varies widely.
Data indicate that in a Std Il class, we may have some children who are at Std 1l level, some at Std | level and some who
are like pre-schoolers in terms of their literacy and numeracy levels. This variation has been referred to as one of the "most
critical constraints in the structure of the Indian education system today".*

Table 1 suggests that only about a quarter of all children in Std Ill in rural India can read fluently. If you cannot read, you
cannot be expected to do a pen-and-paper test. The data in Table 1 clearly shows that the vast majority of children cannot
read, which means that they cannot follow written instructions. The first implication of looking closely at the data is that
assessment methods for Std lll cannot only have the usual written tests. ASER uses tools that are used one-on-one with each
child. If we want to understand whether a child can read, there is no way to figure this out, other than asking her to read and
then listening to her.

To go one step deeper, let us look at the spread of learning levels in two states - Himachal Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh (Table
2). Both are states where improvement in learning levels is visible in ASER data between 2016 and 2018.

Table 2: ASER 2016-2018, Himachal Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh

% Children reading at different levels (Std I1l, Government schools)

Cs e Can recognize Can read words Can read text at Can read Std Il
[ letters but cannot | butcannotread | Std | Ieyel but not Ervlese, Total
read words sentences higher

Himachal Pradesh
2016 2.4 16.6 12.3 23.6 45 100
2018 2.4 10.6 15.5 241 47.4 100
Uttar Pradesh
2016 28.2 40.3 15.3 8.9 7.2 100
2018 24.5 36.7 16.8 9.7 12.3 100

Even with a cursory look, several patterns are clearly visible. First is the variation between the two states. If there were to
be a league table of reading for Std 11l, Himachal Pradesh would be at the top end of this list while Uttar Pradesh would be
towards the bottom. In Himachal Pradesh, almost half of all children can read at Std Il level and another quarter are close
behind. The picture from UP is exactly opposite. In 2018, in UP, 12% children are at grade level and another roughly 10%
are close behind. That leaves three quarters of the children who are at least two grade levels behind. Compared to what is
expected in Std lll, this suggests that 75% to 80% of children in UP who have reached Std IlI are still at pre-school level
of literacy and numeracy. (As children move up in the school system, the dispersion gets wider. By Std V, there are children
who are at grade level as well as children who are still struggling with numbers or letters - so at least five grade levels
behind!).

14

> Karthik Muralidharan (2018). School Education Reforms in India. Dec 2018. https://uchicago.app.box.com/s/ifxfg8fsz3cj5p4lbtef2rl24juc2vze
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Imagine the challenge that teachers face in teaching in such contexts. Not only is there vast variation in the levels of
children in the class, but distance between the expectations of the curriculum and where children currently are is also
massive. The usual teaching-learning approach used in most Indian classrooms is to teach from the grade level textbook and
focus on "teaching to the top of the class" (Banerjee and Duflo 2012).¢ Further, "the curriculum targets only the very top of
the distribution and leaves most students behind; the immense variation within a classroom makes the delivery of any
effective instruction very hard; and, consequently, most students are far from grade-appropriate standards even after completing
the full course of elementary education." (Muralidharan 2018)

In an article published in Times of India on January 1, 2019, Raghuram Rajan and Abhijit Banerjee lay out eight things that
India needs to do in 2019. For education, they say "The Right to Education Act focuses on input requirements for schools
that have little bearing on learning outcomes, which have deteriorated alarmingly. Learning must be our central focus, with
all schools, public and private, responsible for delivering a minimum level of basic skills to every child. Bringing those
falling behind up to par through remedial teaching will be critical."

Effective ways to bring forward children who are falling behind are available. Pratham's "Teaching at the Right Level"
interventions have been rigorously evaluated by MIT's Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab over the past two decades.
This research has shown that the approach has led to some of the largest and most cost-effective learning gains of any
primary education program evaluated. The most recent study in Uttar Pradesh showed that the overall large learning
increases in a classroom were particularly driven by the children who most needed help - those who began at the lowest
levels of literacy and numeracy. Thus, even the very low learning situation and highly skewed distributions seen in Uttar
Pradesh can be reversed in a matter of days with the right focus and effort. As the WDR 2018 suggests, making learning high
priority and aligning the system to ensure learning for all can reap good results. Based on these experiences, several state
governments across the country are putting time aside during the school day to be used specifically for building foundational
skills, and children are being grouped by level rather than grade for instruction. Promising results from the ‘teaching-at-the-
right-level” approach are becoming visible in large scale implementation by states. More work of this kind will lead to a
national belief that the situation seen for Std Il in the ASER data can be improved, across states and in other grades, without
too much additional cost.

But what led to this learning crisis to begin with? There are many contributing factors. Poorly educated parents and the lack
of learning support at home is certainly a contributor. Inadequate school readiness, rote learning methods of teaching,
paucity of appropriately trained teachers, and no system of identifying or helping children who are not making adequate
progress in the early grades - all can be listed as problems.

However, a key underlying feature is what has been termed the "negative consequences of over-ambitious curriculum"
(Beatty & Pritchett 2012).” For example, in the Std Ill textbook in Uttar Pradesh, there is a section where a young child goes
with her father to a shop to buy a mobile phone. Her father has Rs. 3975. They see several mobile phones - one for Rs.3260,
another for Rs. 3460, yet another for Rs. 3874 and a last one for Rs. 4077. The child and her father have to take a decision
on which phone they can buy and how much money they would have left over after buying a mobile phone. Remember this
is a situation in which 60% children in the state cannot as yet recognize numbers till 100, and only 11% children can
actually do operations involving subtraction.

In conclusion, once the headlines of this year's ASER have been absorbed, anyone reading the ASER 2018 report and
analysing the implications of the evidence for policy and practice, must leave with at least these three action points in
mind:

= Appropriate assessment: Pen-and-paper assessments do not make sense for most children in Std Ill in India. Understanding
their current level of reading or arithmetic will need other methods like working with them one-on-one with oral,
interactive tasks.

© Abhijit Banerjee and Esther Duflo 2012. Poor Economics: A radical rethinking of the way to flight global poverty. New York. NY: Public Affairs.
7 https://www.cgdev.org/publication/negative-consequences-overambitious-curricula-developing-countries-working-paper-293
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= ‘Catch up’ action is needed urgently and on large scale. If most children can acquire basic foundational skills like
reading and arithmetic by the end of Std Il, then a huge national problem of later learning gaps can be solved. Existing
research and practice show that effective programs can be implemented to solve the learning crisis early. But this
requires moving away, at least for part of the school day or school year, from the current curriculum and textbook
content to focus on foundations. To ensure that every child has the opportunity to ‘catch up’ requires a significant re-
aligning of all elements of the education system. This ‘catch up’ will involve millions of children and hence how to get
this done must be the highest priority for policy makers, planners, and practitioners.

= Immediate and thorough re-visioning is needed for the early grades. This extends to rethinking both ‘what” and ‘how’.
What are the goals? What should a child entering Std Ill be able to do? How can curriculum in the first two years
support teachers and schools to enable children to reach these goals? How should it be reflected in textbooks and other
content? How should teaching practice and assessment methods be changed? It is not simply a question of ‘lightening’
the load but more of reconceptualizing what is needed and at what pace. Today's textbooks expect a far higher level of
literacy and numeracy ability than today's children bring to the classroom in Std I, Il, or 1l It is essential and urgent to
realign academic expectations with the system's ability to deliver, with teachers' capability to support, and children's
capacity to acquire, accumulate, and progress.

All available data shows that India is close to achieving ‘schooling for all’. Now is the time to make ‘learning for all’ a
national priority. We need to move beyond this year's ASER headlines into meaningful action. Ensuring that every child has
the opportunity to acquire foundational skills in primary school will need substantial changes in the ways that the system
currently works. We need to rework what we are doing, why we are doing it, and how we do it, from the policy level to the
classroom level.

As a country, we have acknowledged that we have a crisis of learning on hand. Now it is time to understand the contours
of the problem and take decisions accordingly, so that year on year there is progress. The first step to lift up the learning
trajectory of children is to ensure foundational skills. To enable millions of children to learn how to read, to comprehend
and to calculate we need a massive ‘catch up’ effort. This ‘catch up’ needs a ‘push forward” and not a ‘hold back’. We need
to believe that the real right to education is not only in terms of years of schooling but ‘value added’ in terms of learning;
first foundational skills, then higher level capabilities and knowledge, and finally to being able to cope with a dynamic and
changing wide world beyond.
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Equity in learning?

Wilima Wadhwa'

This year, ASER visited all rural districts and assessed children on foundational reading and math after a gap of a year. And,
the slight signs we had seen of a resurgence in government school learning levels in 2016 seem to have taken root! Learning
levels are up in most states in Std Il and Std V - this is good news indeed!

Between 2005 and 2014 - the first 10 years of ASER - there were 3 main trends that emerged from the data: First, learning
levels were low and slow to change till 2010. There was very little change in learning levels at the all India level till 2010
and a slight decline after that. The decline, post 2010, was coming entirely from government schools, with learning levels
in private schools holding up or improving slightly. Second, while children did learn as they progressed through school,
these learning trajectories were fairly flat. Even in Std VIII close to a fourth of the children were not fluent readers. And,
third, there was a year on year increase in private school enrollment. By 2014, almost a third of all rural children were
enrolled in private schools.

ASER data from 2016 and now 2018 suggest that two of these trends seem to be changing since 2014. First, the year on year
increase in private school enrollment seems to have stopped. Between 2006 and 2014 private school enrollment increased
steadily from 18.7% to 30.8%. Since then, it has remained at about the same level, i.e. 30.6% in 2016 and 30.9% in 2018.

Second, the decline in learning levels observed in government schools after 2010 is slowly reversing, at least in primary
grades. Between 2010 and 2013, ASER estimates showed indications of a decline in learning outcomes in government
schools. In 2014, it seemed that this trend was arrested and learning levels seemed to stabilize. In ASER 2016, for the first
time since 2010, there was an improvement in government school learning levels, even though it was only observed in
Std Ill. This year, not only do we continue to see an improvement in government schools in Std Ill but also in Std V. In
Std Il the percentage of children who are at grade level (those who can read a Std Il level text) fell from 17.4% in 2009 to
15.9% in 2013. This proportion subsequently increased to 17.2% in 2014, 19.3% in 2016 and now stands at 20.9% in
2018. InStd V, on the other hand, the percentage of children who could read a Std Il level text fell steadily from 50.7% in
2010 to 41.7% in 2016. But finally this figure shows an improvement in 2018 at 44.2%.

Two points should be noted here: First, while at the all India level these changes may seem small, they are not insignificant;
there is a lot of variation across states with some states showing gains of close to 10 percentage points in 2018. Second,
even though the declining trend in learning outcomes of government schools seems to have been arrested and even reversed,
it is important to remember that we are talking about foundational abilities. There is still a long way to go to bring children
up to grade level.

In the early years of ASER, the fact that learning levels were low and unchanging always needed defending. When learning
levels began to decline in 2010, initially that was also viewed with scepticism. However, today there is general acceptance
of the fact that India is in a ‘learning crisis’ requiring urgent action. Since 2014, the government has initiated a variety of
learning assessments; NAS is being done more regularly and results are now available at the district level. The ASER 2018
results seem to indicate that there have been changes in teaching-learning in schools as well.

However, the debate has always been around learning levels and whether they have moved up or down. But what about
equity? In the context of education, we can think about inequality across three dimensions. First, we can use the lens of
school type to examine differences in outcomes. There is a substantial body of literature looking at the differences between
government and private schools - in terms of access, facilities as well as learning outcomes. Second, we can look at the
entire distribution of learning outcomes. Here, while we know something about the mean of the distribution, there has not
been that much discussion on its spread. The spread of the distribution is equally if not more important, because the mean
could be increasing for a small proportion of children, thereby pulling up the mean of the entire distribution, with little or
no change in the outcomes of the majority of the population. The ideal situation, of course, is one where the mean is rising
and the dispersion is falling, so that learning outcomes are improving both overall as well as for all children. And, third, we
can use the lens of geographic location to look at inequality across states. The all India figures move slowly, but hide a lot
of variation across states.

" Director, ASER Centre
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First, let's look at the evidence on the differences in learning outcomes of government and private schools. On the face of
things, private schools consistently perform better than government schools. However, this is not a fair comparison because
of the self-selection associated with children who attend private schools. It is well known that children who go to private
schools come from relatively affluent backgrounds and tend to have more educated parents. This affords them certain
advantages that aid learning. These advantages are not available to children who are from less advantaged families and are
more likely to attend government schools. Once we control for these factors that affect learning, the gap in reading or math
levels between children attending different types of schools narrows considerably.

Be that as it may, between 2009 and 2014 the gap between the government and private school outcomes was increasing,
even after controlling for other factors outside the school. Government school learning levels were declining and private
school outcomes were holding steady or improving. As rural India became more prosperous, parents began to shift their
children to private schools, reflected in rising private school enrollments. The pool of children that government schools
were drawing their students from thus became steadily more disadvantaged.

Since 2014, however, with outcomes in government schools improving, the gap between government and private schools
has narrowed or remained constant. This is true for both reading and math in Std lll and Std V. In addition, the contribution
of home factors to children's learning outcomes, which had increased between 2009 and 2014, has also remained about
the same since then. So, while children in private schools continue to outperform their government school peers, at least
the gap between the two seems to have stabilized. From an equity point of view this is certainly a step in the right direction.

We turn now to the second point regarding the distribution of learning outcomes. With 70% of rural children still attending
government schools, and the government's continued commitment to the Right of Children to Free and Compulsory
Education (RTE), the distribution of learning outcomes in government schools becomes extremely important. The RTE was
envisaged as a tool to guarantee access to education to all children in the country, thereby levelling the playing field and
removing disadvantages associated with poverty, caste and gender. To a large extent it has been successful in achieving that
goal. Even though enrollment in the 6-14 year age group was already over 96% in 2010 when the RTE came into effect,
there were still large numbers of children out of school in the 11-14 year age group, especially among girls. In 2010, close
to 6% girls in this age group were out of school and 9 major states had numbers in excess of 5%. Today the overall number
has decreased to 4%, and there are only 4 states where it is more than 5%. Therefore, the RTE, as an overarching legislation,
has also reduced the inequalities in access between states. By and large, this is also true for school facilities. In the last 8
years, as states have beefed up infrastructure in government schools to comply with RTE norms, not only has mean
compliance gone up but dispersion across states has also gone down for most indicators.

How has this push towards universalization affected the distribution of learning outcomes in government schools? The fact
that learning levels fell after the RTE came into effect in 2010 is well documented now. The observed decline in learning
outcomes could be due to a variety of reasons, but one possible explanation could be a direct consequence of bringing
children who had never enrolled or had dropped out back into school. These children, understandably, would have had
lower learning levels and needed supplementary help to be at par with their peers. If teachers were unable to provide this
extra help, the result would lower the average learning levels in government schools. Over time, as these children caught
up and progressed through the system, we would expect learning levels to start rising.

But has this happened? Consider children in Std Ill of government schools. In 2014, there was a slight increase in learning
levels for this grade for the first time after 2010, which was sustained in 2016. This year we see an increase in Std Il and
Std V, suggesting that the 2016 Std 11l cohort sustained their learning gains and there was value added for the new Std Il
cohort as well. But did all children gain in the system? If so, we should observe a fall in the dispersion of the Std 11l learning
outcome distribution, at least in the last two years. Instead, what we find is that the standard deviation of the distribution
which was unchanging between 2006 and 2010, rose sharply till 2014, increased marginally in 2016 and seems to have
stabilized in 2018, albeit at the high 2016 level. So, during the period when learning outcomes were falling, the dispersion
was also increasing; and this trend has so far, not been reversed.
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This is not surprising since there is a lot of variation across states not just in the level of learning outcomes but also how
they have changed over time. For instance, when the overall proportion of Std Ill children who could read at grade level fell
from 16.8% in 2010 to 14.7% in 2011, there were states like Punjab and Gujarat that posted increases of close to 6
percentage points; Meghalaya, Mizoram and Arunachal Pradesh gained 9 percentage points or more. At the other end of the
spectrum, in Haryana and Rajasthan this proportion fell by 5 percentage points and in Bihar by 9 percentage points. This
large variation across states is evident not just in 'bad times' but also in 'good times'. This year, when most states have
shown an improvement, in Rajasthan the percentage of Std Il readers fell by 5 percentage points; and in Tamil Nadu the
drop was even greater, at over 8 percentage points. This seems to suggest that there is no tendency towards convergence in
learning levels across states.

When we look at the dispersion of learning outcomes over time within states, the pattern is similar with most states
showing an increase in dispersion between 2010 and 2014. The pattern is less clear in 2016 and 2018. For instance, in
Uttar Pradesh dispersion increased in both years; it fell in both years in Himachal Pradesh; it went down and then up in
north-eastern states like Arunachal, Mizoram and Manipur; and it went up and then down in Rajasthan. This means that
changes in learning levels have been jumpy within states as well.

It is not surprising, therefore, that there was no sustained trend in learning outcomes between 2010 and 2014. Even after
2014, when overall learning levels have shown a slight upward trend, there are very few states where the process has been
sustained. For instance, Rajasthan had a big jump of 5 percentage points in 2016, but an equally large fall in 2018, bringing
it back to the 2014 level. Telangana is another case in point with a 3 percentage point increase in 2016 and a similar fall
in 2018. Just a handful of states have shown a sustained and significant increase in learning outcomes post 2014. Only 4
states showed an improvement of 3 percentage points or more in both 2016 and 2018 - Punjab, Haryana, Gujarat and
Maharashtra.

This rising dispersion is reflected in longer tails of the learning distribution over time. This is evident particularly in the left
tail. In Table 1 we present the distribution of reading in Std Ill from 2010 to 2018. While the distribution has shifted to the
right, its tails, particularly the lower tail has also become longer. In 2010, while there were only 16.8% children in Std Il
who could be said to be at grade level (i.e. able to read Std Il level text), there were also only 6.5% children who were
unable to read even letters. By 2014, this number had more than tripled to 19.2%.
Table 1: % Children able to read at different levels Betweer? 2(.)14'and 2018, while the pottom end
of thej distribution has moved up.a little bit, .w.e
are still far from where we started in 2010. This is

N Letter | Word oisl 1 il 2 Total | anextremely worrying trend from an equity point
Letter text text . . . .
of view because it suggests that in each successive
2010 6.5 19.9 31.2 25.7 16.8 100 . .
cohort more and more children are getting stuck
2011 10.1 25.3 29.4 20.5 14.7 100 at the bottom end of the distribution. Addressing
2012 14.8 29.3 23.6 15.7 16.7 100 their learning deficits is not only going to be more
2013 15.9 28.7 22.8 16.7 15.9 100 difficult as they progress through the system but
2014 19.2 28.8 20.3 14.5 17.2 100 also of paramount importance if we are to achieve
2016 17.1 27.8 20.3 15.5 19.3 100 sustained improvements in learning.
2018 15.7 26.0 21.5 15.9 20.9 100

In the last few years, the focus has clearly shifted
from enrollment to learning in education. The
governments - state as well as Central - have instituted their own learning assessments. In 2017, an amendment to the RTE
required all states, except Jammu and Kashmir, to prepare "class-wise, subject-wise learning outcomes for all elementary
classes" and to also devise "guidelines for putting into practice continuous and comprehensive evaluation, to achieve the
defined learning outcomes." Just a few days ago, the second amendment to the RTE did away with the no-detention policy
in Std V and Std VIII, giving states flexibility to detain students if they did not pass the relevant examinations. But, as states
embark on achieving the goals of RTE 2.0, they must ensure that all children participate and gain from the process.
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The early years

Suman Bhattacharjea' and Purnima Ramanujan?

Young children in ASER 2018

Adaptation is perhaps a key feature of ASER. Each year, while preserving the basic architecture of the survey, ASER adds new
questions and domains in order to uncover and report new insights on the status of enrollment and learning in the country.

This year, among other changes, the ASER household questionnaire was modified to add to our collective understanding of
what young children in India do in the early years. In previous ASERs, the questions we asked were guided by prescribed
policy norms for children's participation. For 3- and 4-year-old children, we asked only about preschool enrollment. For
children who were 7 or older we asked only about school (Std | and above) enrollment. Children aged 5 or 6 could be
included in either category - preschool or primary school. In ASER 2018, we removed these restrictions. For all children
aged 3-16, we simply asked whether they were enrolled, and if so, the school or preschool type and grade.

While this means that ASER 2018 enrollment data for 3- and 4-year-olds is not comparable with previous years, we believe
it will generate a more accurate picture of what young children in rural India are doing. We have observed over the years
that the age-grade distribution in schools does not conform to policy norms, an observation that is also a major finding
emerging from recent research conducted by ASER Centre and the Centre for Early Childhood Education and Development
(CECED) at Ambedkar University Delhi. The India Early Childhood Education (IECEI) Study, a first of its kind longitudinal
study that tracked 14,000 children in 3 major states of India from age 4 to age 8, showed clearly that children take many
different pathways through the early years, moving frequently between different preschools and schools as well as periods
of non-participation.> Moreover, these patterns look very different across states. In other words, the assumption in policy
documents that there is a universal, age-based trajectory that children follow from home to preschool to primary school is
very far from what happens on the ground.

Where are our young children? The national picture

There are currently two main avenues for accessing early childhood education in India. Far and away the most common
provision comprises the 1.3 million Anganwadi centres (AWCs) run by the Ministry of Women and Child Development
across the country under the Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS) scheme.* The other is the burgeoning private
sector, with privately managed primary schools offering pre-primary LKG and UKG classes, spread across rural as well as
urban India.s A few states in India offer a third possibility as well, in the form of preschool classes integrated within
government primary schools, for example in Assam and Jammu and Kashmir.

Given this context, what were young children doing towards the end of 2018 in rural India?

Fig 1. Enrollment status of children According to the RTE Act, enrollment in formal school should

from age 3 to age 8, 2018 begin at age 6, with ECE exposure recommended for children
oo 8.1 between age 3 to 6. However, 26 of India's 35 states and Union
288 Territories allow children to enter Std | at age 5.6 National-level

trends from ASER 2018 indicate that enrollment patterns broadly
meet these policy prescriptions (Fig. 1). At age 3, two-thirds of
children were enrolled in some form of preschool while at age 6,
7 out of 10 children were enrolled in primary school. But we also
see sizeable numbers of children in the 3 to 8 age group with
unexpected enrollments. Even at age 3 and 4, a proportion of
children are already in primary grades - about 1 out of 10 children

Age 3 Age 4 Age 5 Age 6 Age 7 Age 8
= |n preschool = In school Not going anywhere

! Director of Research, ASER Centre
2 Senior Research Associate, ASER Centre
3 For more on the IECEI Study, see the policy brief and the published report, both available for download at http://www.asercentre.org/Keywords/p/
342.html.
4 Annual Report, 2016-2017, Ministry of Women and Child Development, Government of India.
%> According to DISE 2014-2015, 43.26% private schools in the country provided pre-primary classes. For more information, see report on 'Pre-primary
sections in government schools', Central Square Foundation, 2016.
© Selected Educational Statistics 2011-12, Ministry of Human Resource Development, 2014.
These broad trends match quite closely with the findings of the IECEI study in the 3 states where it was conducted - Assam, Telangana, and Rajasthan.
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at age 4. The same proportion is still in preschool at age 7, as is a small percentage of 8-year-olds. Corroborating findings
from the IECEI Study, we see that enrollment patterns only stabilise at age 8 when over 90% of all children are enrolled in

primary school.

As with many estimates at the all-India level, these national trends hide major variations, not only between states but also
with respect to the types of institutions that children attend within each category. The category labelled 'preschool' in
Fig 1, for example, includes the three different types of institutions mentioned earlier: ICDS Anganwadi centres; private

G TE

Age 3

® Primary school:
Pvt/other

® Primary school:
Govt
Preprimary: Pvt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary: Govt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary:
Anganwadi

® Not attending

GJ TE

Age 4

® Primary school:
Pvt/other

® Primary school:
Gowvt

Preprimary: Pvt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary: Govt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary:
Anganwadi

® Not attending

@] TE

Age 5

= Primary school:
Pvt/other

® Primary school:
Govt
Preprimary: Pvt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary: Govt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary:
Anganwadi

= Not attending

)] TE

Age 6

= Primary school:
Pvt/other

® Primary school:
Govt

Preprimary: Pvt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary: Govt
LKG/UKG

® Preprimary:
Anganwadi

® Not attending
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preschool classes; and pre-primary classes in government primary schools.
Each of these provide very different kinds of inputs and experiences for
children. Likewise, the category of 'in school' children includes children
going to government, private, and other types of schools; again, these
differ in the kinds of environments they offer to children.

From age 3 to age 6, what children do varies enormously

A quick glance at the charts alongside provides a sense of how young
children's participation in preschool or school varies, both across the
country as well as at different ages.

At age 3, national policy recommends that children should be in an ECE
program. Gujarat comes closest to meeting the norm, with well over 90%
children in some form of preschool, the majority in AWCs. In contrast, in
Uttar Pradesh, almost two thirds are not attending anywhere. Assam and
Punjab each have close to 80% children enrolled in preschool, but more
than a third in Punjab attend a private preschool, while in Assam 70% are
in AWCs.

At age 4, the proportion of children not enrolled declines substantially
across the country. But the variations in what children are doing begin to
multiply. For example, in Rajasthan, almost a quarter of all 4-year-olds
are already in primary school - with almost equal proportions in government
and private schools. In Punjab, while the majority of children enrol in
private preschools, about 10% attend a pre-primary class in a government
primary school. In Assam, about 7 out of 10 children are attending an
AWC at age 4.

At age 5, nationally, fewer than 1 child in 10 continues to be out of
school or preschool, and about a third of all children are already in primary
school. In Uttar Pradesh, close to 2 in every 10 children are not enrolled
anywhere. But in Telangana, more than half are in private LKG/UKG classes
while in Gujarat, more than half are in AWCs. On the other hand, over
60% children in Rajasthan are in primary grades with a majority in
government schools.

At age 6, although all children are expected to be in primary school,
nationally 3 out of 10 children are not yet at this stage. Over 40% of all 6-
year-olds in both Telangana and Assam continue in some form of pre-
primary class; while in both Gujarat and Rajasthan, over 80% children are
in primary grades. But, while in Gujarat almost all are in government
schools, in Rajasthan almost a third are in private schools.
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Implications

The varied pathways that young children take in the early years have major consequences for what they experience and learn
along the way, both before joining primary school as well as once they reach Std I.

In terms of children's 'readiness' to handle primary school content, the IECEI Study demonstrated that neither AWCs nor
pre-primary classes in private schools provide children with the opportunities they need to develop sound foundations.
Early childhood education is one of six services offered by AWCs and arguably the least developed, given that a single
Anganwadi worker is tasked with implementing all six services with little by way of training, resources, or support. While
children in AWCs learn to spend time away from home and in the company of other children, there are few structured
learning opportunities in place. Pre-primary classes in private schools, on the other hand, look much like primary school
classrooms, with teachers focused on (for example) rote-repetition of numbers without helping children to first understand
the concept of quantity.

From the perspective of the primary school, children in Std | are far from homogenous in terms of age. ASER 2018 data
shows that nationally, more than a quarter of all children entering primary school are 5 years old or younger. Less than
40% are at the mandated age of 6 years, and a third are 7 or older. These age-grade distributions have obvious implications
for teaching and learning. A 3-, 4-, or 5-year-old child is simply not developmentally ready to handle the Std I curriculum;
the IECEI Study, which measured children's school readiness and early grade learning, showed clearly that younger
children are at a disadvantage. From the point of view of a teacher, moreover, teaching the same content to a 5-year-old
as to an 8-year-old is not a trivial challenge. The requirement that teachers complete the curriculum for a given grade in
a given year - and, by extension, that the children master the content being taught - does a huge disservice to both.

The enormous expansion in the numbers of children entering the education system has meant that there is much more
diversity among children than was the case a generation ago. Neither pre-primary nor primary school classrooms are
designed to address the issue of increasing diversity in the needs and characteristics of the children they cater to. The
outcome in terms of learning is clearly visible. In the elementary school sector, ASER has demonstrated for more than a
decade that getting all children into school, while undoubtedly a major achievement, does not by itself ensure that children
are able to learn at the level prescribed by the curriculum. ASER data shows that gaps between what children can do and
what is expected of them emerge very early in children's school trajectories and widen as children move through the
system. A quick look at the Std | language textbook in any state provides a good indication of what children are expected
to be able to do when they enter primary school and the huge distance they are expected to travel during the first year itself.
Butin 2018, ASER data shows that several months into Std I, nationally more than 40% of children are unable to recognize
letters of the alphabet, let alone read words or connected text.

The challenge ahead

Extensive international research in disciplines as varied as neuroscience, psychology, and economics shows that early
childhood - defined internationally as the age group of 0-8 years - is a critical period during which the foundations of
lifelong learning are built. 90% of all brain development takes place by the age of 6. Giving children the kind of inputs and
experiences they need in the early years has been proven to have positive effects not only on children's academic performance
in school, but also on a range of social and economic outcomes even many years later.

Today, the importance of ECE is widely recognized internationally and is included in the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) for 2030 that were approved by countries around the globe, including India. SDG Target 4.2 states that by 2030
countries should 'ensure that all girls and boys have access to quality early childhood development, care and pre-primary
education so that they are ready for primary education'.

In India too, the importance of early care and stimulation has been recognized in the National Policy on Early Childhood
Care and Education (2013), which aims to provide 'developmentally appropriate preschool education for 3 to 6 year olds
with a more structured and planned school readiness component for 5 to 6 year olds.' These recommendations have been
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incorporated into the recently created Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan scheme of the Government of India, which has brought
renewed focus and attention on ECE through the Integrated Scheme on School Education that aims to treat school education
'holistically without segmentation from pre-nursery to Class 12'. This scheme aims for greater coordination and convergence
with the Ministry of Women and Child Development to focus on preschool education for children aged 4-6 years; states are
encouraged to co-locate Anganwadi centres in government primary schools or else implement pre-primary classes of up to
two years duration prior to Std I.

The limited information available so far suggests that different states are putting different mechanisms in place in order to
achieve this integration, which requires coordination not only between academic stages (preschool and primary school),
but also between ministries and their respective structures on the ground. In this process, it is also important to take into
account the differing contexts across individual states, some of which find expression in the different pathways that
children take in the early years. A 'one size fits all' solution for young children is unlikely to be successful.

In both international and national policy documents, the key words are 'quality' and 'developmentally appropriate' education
in the early years. The answer is not only to ensure that children attend preschool followed by primary school, but also to
ensure that these provide environments that help children to grow and thrive. The continuum envisaged for the early years
curriculum should start from and build on what children bring with them when they enter preschool and school; but so far,
beyond the IECEI study that looked only at 3 states, little information is available on scale on children's 'school readiness'
across the country. Perhaps this will be the question addressed by a future ASER.

ASER 2018
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A fitter future

Ranajit Bhattacharyya'

Since last year, there has been a buzz in our country to popularise sports. Much is being said in terms of getting our
youngsters to play. Our sporting icons have been exhorting the government to not only include sports in the school
curriculum, but also to increase funding to improve sports infrastructure, thereby creating equal opportunity for both boys
and girls to participate in sports across the country. The central government, on its part, has expressed its desire to get 300
million school children to play for an hour each day.

Physical education and sports, though an integral part of education policy documents, has always remained on the fringe
and has not received much importance until recent times. India has traditionally been a sports viewing country, and the
proliferation of cable TV together with the different professional sports leagues that are now being played and telecast in
India, has only accentuated this trend. While children can be seen playing in all fields, grounds, and open-air spaces
around the country, much of this play is organized by the children themselves. The culture of playing sports in an organised
manner, on a large scale, has never existed in India.

Lamentably, not much data exists on school physical education and sports in India. We do not know how many potential
Sainas, Sindhus, and Himas exist in our country, leave alone what kind of facilities exist in the grassroots to produce them.

World over, in most countries, physical education is an integral part of school education, with a consistent allocation in
primary and lower secondary education in OECD countries - 9% of school time in primary and 8% in lower secondary.?
These countries, with higher GDPs, already have good sports infrastructure and facilities, and in recent times they have
stepped up their efforts to promote physical education/sports in schools from the perspective of improving academic
achievement.

China, after a hiatus of 32 years, participated in the Los Angeles Olympics in 1984* and passed the Sports Law of the
People's Republic of China in August 1995. The law determined that schools must offer physical education and ensure
physical exercise time for students.” Physical Education (PE) is part of the compulsory national curriculum set by The
Ministry of Education (MOE) of the People's Republic of China from the first year of primary school to the second year of
college. The weekly PE time for Grades 1 to 2 should be four hours, and for Std 3 to 6, three hours. Children are required
to pass standardized PE tests (modifed for children with special needs) in order to continue their education to the next
level.®

Late last year, the great Sachin Tendulkar made an impassioned plea to include sports in the school syllabus.” Sports, he
felt, not only unites people, but also inculcates a sense of responsibility and cooperation. Mary Kom, in her year-end
editorial in a leading English daily, lamented the lack of funding to improve school sports infrastructure and thereby scope
of nurturing young talent. In the same editorial, she drew our attention to the fact that it is our women who are excelling
in international sports, hence, there should not be any gender bias!® Kom's comment on gender bias is significant, as it is
our 'women power' who have been capturing global audiences' attention with their performance. Sports provides an
opportunity to break the gender divide.

Perhaps responding to these comments and trends, the government of India has recently initiated a couple of important
initiatives related to school sports and education. The first is Khelo India, a national programme for the development of
sports. Initiated by the Ministry of Youth Affairs & Sports, Department of Sports, Khelo India is envisaged to be an annual
national sports meet. Every year 1,000 top performing sportspersons will be selected for an annual scholarship, which they
will get for 8 years, to help them prepare for international events. The 1st Khelo India School Games, a multidisciplinary

' An ASER veteran and a sports enthusiast

2 http://www.oecd.org/education/skills-beyond-school/EDIF%202014--N22%20(eng).pdf

3 http://www.oecd.org/education/ceri/physicalactivityandlearning.htm

#Since 1984, China has been consistently ranking amongst the top 4 nations in terms of the number of Olympic medals they have won, barring the Seoul
games in 1988, which has made China an object of both intrigue and envy.

* https://www.shs-conferences.org/articles/shsconf/pdf/2016/02/shsconf _sshe2016_02017.pdf

¢ https://helda.helsinki.fi//bitstream/handle/10138/240233/1420.pdf?sequence =1

7 http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/articleshow/66709568.cms?utm_source = contentofinterest&utm_medium =text&utm_campaign = cppst

8 https://indianexpress.com/article/opinion/columns/tokyo-olympics-2020-target-olympic-podium-scheme-ssa-5517660/
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grassroot games scheme for under 17 children, were held in New Delhi in January last year. Haryana, Maharashtra, and
Delhi were the top performing states. The 2nd Khelo India Games are being held in January 2019 in Pune.

The second initiative is Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan, an overarching programme for the school education sector extending
from pre-school to Std 12, which was announced in the last union budget. It articulates four important ways in which the
new scheme will support school sports:® sports equipment will be provided to all schools; sports Education will be an
integral part of curriculum; every school will receive sports equipment under the scheme to inculcate and emphasize
relevance of sports in the school curriculum; and support to 'Khelo India'.

Physical education and sports have also been included on the list of '17 trades' that 'the Centrally Sponsored Scheme of
Vocationalisation of Secondary Education has included to enhance individual employability that provides an alternative for
those pursuing higher education'.”®

Policy wise, school sports has never been so good! But do we know where we are at for the 'baseline' of sports expansion
in India? Unless we know the status and the gaps, how can we plan adequately to fill them? With this in mind, we were
tempted to add a few questions to our ASER 2018 School Observation Sheet to see what kind of physical education
facilities currently exist in rural government primary schools. Given the architecture of ASER,"" where our volunteers collect
information on children, teachers, and infrastructure, it was not possible to add detailed probing questions. After multiple
field pilots, we decided to collect information on the following aspects of physical education in schools: Dedicated time
allocated to physical education, availability of a separate physical education teacher, availability of a playground inside or
near the school premises, and availability of sports equipment.

Some school physical education trends captured in ASER 2018
Physical education period in timetable

Two thirds of the schools visited across the country had a timetable with a physical education period. Top states included:
Maharashtra (93 %), Tamil Nadu (82%), Gujarat (72%), Kerala (83 %), and Andhra Pradesh (78%).

Amongst the bottom 7 states with regard to a dedicated period for sports in schools, 6 are from the north-east, including
almost three quarters of the schools visited in Manipur and Nagaland and two thirds in Arunachal Pradesh and Meghalaya.
These findings are a little surprising because many of these states have a strong culture of sports. Perhaps sports in the north-
east is organized in locations other than school. Similarly, in states like Haryana and Punjab, which have traditionally
excelled in sports, only half the schools have a physical education period in the time table.

Physical education teacher

Across all states, less than 2 out of 10 primary schools have a dedicated physical education teacher. Most often one of the
subject teachers was reported to conduct the physical education period as well.

Among the top states, half the schools in Rajasthan were seen to have dedicated physical education teacher, followed by
Kerala, Bihar and Karnataka, where just over a third of the schools had one. A fifth of Haryana schools and a third in
Punjab do not have either a physical education teacher or any other subject teacher to supervise the physical education
period.

9 http://samagra.mhrd.gov.in/features.html

10 http://mhrd.gov.in/vocationalisation

" Every year ASER visits a government school with primary sections in the sampled village, if one exists. Preference is given to government schools with classes
from 1 to 7 /8, in the absence of which we visit government schools with classes from 1 to 4/5. In case of multiple government primary schools in a sampled
village, we visit the government primary school with higher enrollment.

12 This year our volunteers visited almost 16,000 government primary schools: over 9,000 schools with classes 1 to 4/5 and nearly 7,000 schools with classes
1 to 7/8.
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Availability of playground

A more positive finding is that across India, more than two thirds of the schools visited had a playground inside the school
premises. 88% schools in Sikkim, 87% in Maharashtra, 86% in Tripura, 84% in Haryana, 83% in Himachal Pradesh, 82%
in Gujarat, and 81% in Karnataka are the top states in this category.

Many schools do not have a playground inside the school but use stretches of land just outside the school premises. Almost
a third of the schools in Odisha and Jharkhand have playgrounds outside the school premises. Also in these two states,
another third of the schools in Odisha and quarter in Jharkhand have no playground at all, either inside or outside the
school premises.

Availability of sports equipment

In the case of sports equipment available inside schools, nationally, almost two thirds of the schools visited seemed to
fulfil this objective of Samagra Shiksha Abhiyan. In Gujarat, Andhra Pradesh, Sikkim, Jammu and Kashmir, Mizoram,
Maharashtra, and Tamil Nadu, almost three quarters of schools were seen to have some form of sports equipment. Lamentably,
schools in four north-eastern states: Meghalaya (20%), Arunachal Pradesh (29%), Nagaland (43%), and Manipur (49%),
are once again in the bottom with regard to availability of sports equipment.

Supervised physical education activity

Our volunteers did not see much supervised physical education activity at the time of their visit to government primary
schools in the sampled villages. Nationally, some form of supervised physical activity was observed in about a quarter of
the schools visited. Sikkim is the top performing state in this category, with some supervised physical activity observed in
just over half the schools. We cannot say that the remaining schools did not have any supervised physical activity, as our
volunteers do not spend the whole day in each school. But, when we look at the states placed in the bottom in this
category, we again notice these are the north-eastern states of Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Manipur, Mizoram,
and Tripura. These are states where private school enrollments are high and in most states have gone up since ASER 2016.
Uttar Pradesh, which also has a similar trend in private school enrollment seems to have a better record of physical
education indicators in ASER 2018 than these states.

The ASER 2018 questions on school physical education and sports are just a beginning to know what is happening in
schools. There is also plenty of scope for a detailed in-depth assessment to know the perception of communities, particularly
youngsters, towards physical education and sports. Are they aware of the alternate career options it provides? As we have
noted earlier for OECD countries and China, we need to know more about the number of hours our school children spend
a week participating in sports-based physical activity and the kind of games they play, and to maintain a record of their
physical attributes. We also need to map the sports infrastructure that exists at district level. All this will not only help us
plan and implement better, but also give us a fair idea of kind of allocations that will have to be made.

In conclusion, we can say that we have made a good beginning by including physical education as a component not only
in our school education policy documents, but also starting pan-India school games in the form of Khelo India. We now
need to ensure that physical activity becomes an integral part of school life, which leads to widespread participation of our
youngsters in sporting activities. We also have to create a system whereby potential talent from this pool of youngsters can
be detected and nurtured to compete and excel in various sporting disciplines. Of course, for this to happen we need to
create an ecosystem in terms of infrastructure and manpower, for which an enormous amount of planning and money is
required. This cannot be achieved unless industry and civil society come out to support these initiatives. The world over,
potential sportspersons are selected, irrespective of the type of sports, in their early teens, of which India has aplenty.'
With a third of our population in the age group of 0 to 18 years, there exists great potential to provide them a meaningful
vocation in physical education and sports, as well as a healthy future.
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3 India's 0-18 population is larger than the entire population of USA, and almost touching the combined population of the European Union.
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Summary of the ASER survey process

Qﬁ Q. ® A team of two surveyors goes to the village assigned to them by the
Qﬁ n* ASER Master Trainer. They take the Village Pack given to them in the training.

Once in the village, the surveyors meet the Sarpanch/village representative and: ° P
» Clearly explain what ASER is and why it is important.
» Give him/her the 'Letter for Sarpanch' and request cooperation to conduct

the survey in the village.

The surveyors then walk around the entire village and do the following:
» Make a rough map of the village, marking the important landmarks. Once
the surveyors have walked around the entire village, they make a final map
e inthe survey booklet.
» Fill up the Village Information Sheet, based on what they observe in the village.

The surveyors go to the largest government school with primary sections
in the village. They:
» Meet the Head Master/senior most teacher and explain what ASER is

riea o O
and why it is important.
» Give him/her the 'Letter for Head Master' and ask permission to

collect information about the school.
» Collect information about the school and record it in the School
Observation Sheet.

Next, to begin the household survey, the surveyors:

» Divide the map into 4 sections or select 4 hamlets.

» Randomly select 5 households from each hamlet/section using the
'every 5" household rule'.

» Survey a total of 20 households from the selected sections/hamlets.

In each sampled household the surveyors do the following:

» Record information about children in the age group of 3-16 years.

» Use the testing tool to assess the basic reading and arithmetic levels of
children in the age group of 5-16 years with the testing tool, and record the
highest level they can do comfortably.

» Additionally, assess 14-16 year olds on application of basic arithmetic skills A PY
to everyday tasks using the bonus tool and record their response to each question. m wﬁ

» Record information about household assets.

After all 20 households are surveyed, the surveyors submit the
completed survey booklets to their respective ASER Master Trainers.

ASER 2018
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Domains covered in ASER, 2005-2018

Child information

Indicator / Year

Age and sex

o O

Tuition status
Tuition fees

Mother's age and education

General Information

Father's age and education

School attendance last week
For children currently enrolled in school

Foundational reading

Foundational arithmetic --

Reading comprehension

(Arithmetic)
English
(Reading and meaning)

Word problems -

i 1
= I
Critical thinking ed to everyday tasks

'Bonus tool tasks varied over the years.

Household information

*HH is household.
’Both motorized and non-motorized vehicles were recorded.
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School information®
A
Class-wise enrollment and attendance
Medium of instruction
Teacher appointment and attendance
Classroom observation (Std Il and 1V)

Mid-day meal

School facilities’

Physical education

School t Co ttee

Toilets
ool Managemen
Pre-primary class

School grants information

School development plan
Continuous and Comprehensive Evaluation

School maintenance activities

“In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of survey. Information about schools in this report is based on these visits.

°From 2010 onward, school facilities observations were based on observable RTE indicators.

Village information

Indicator / Year 2008 2009 m 2011 2012 2013 m 2016 m

ASHA volunteer

STD booth

Pre-school/Anganwadi

Private schools

Government schools

Solar energy equipment

Computer centre/Internet café

Private health clinic

Government primary/Sub health centre

PDS shop

Post office

Electricity connection

Pucca road to the village
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ASER assessment tasks

The testing process addresses ASER’s central question -
are children acquiring foundational reading and
arithmetic skills? The process is designed to record the
highest level that each child can comfortably achieve.
That is, rather than testing grade-level competencies,
ASER is a ‘floor test’ focusing on basic learning.

Testing is conducted at home, rather than in schools,
so as to include out of school children and children
attending different types of schools. All children in the
5-16 age group in a sampled household are tested using
the same tools, irrespective of age, grade, or schooling
status. Children are assessed on basic reading and simple
arithmetic. In 2018, ASER included a ‘bonus tool” that
tested children in the 14-16 age group on their ability
to apply basic arithmetic skills to some everyday tasks.

ASER’s testing process incorporates various measures to
ensure that the it captures the best that each child can
do. Surveyors are trained to build rapport with children
to create a relaxed and encouraging environment. Testing
is conducted in the local language of the child. Children
are given the time they need to do each task on the
assessment. The testing process is adaptive to the child’s
ability so that she does not have to attempt all levels.
Thus, at the core of this test design is the child’s comfort
and a commitment to accurately record the highest level
the child can perform at.

The following pages outline the ASER testing process
used to assess each child on reading, arithmetic, and
the bonus tool.

READING TASKS:

All children are assessed using a simple reading tool. The
reading test has 4 tasks:

m Letters: Set of commonly used letters.

® Words: Common, familiar words with 2 letters and 1
or 2 matras.

= Std I level text: Set of 4 simple linked sentences, each
having no more than 6 words. These words (or their
equivalent) are in the Std | textbooks of the states.

m Std Il level text: Short story with 7-10 sentences.
Sentence construction is straightforward, words are
common and the context is familiar to children. These
words (or their equivalent) are in the Std Il textbooks
used in all states.

While developing the reading tool in each regional
language, care is taken to ensure:

= Comparability with previous years’ tools with respect
to word count, sentence count, type of words and
conjoint letters in words.

®m  Compatibility with the vocabulary and sentence
construction used in Std I and Std Il language textbooks
of the states.

m  Familiarity of words and context, established through
extensive field piloting.

Sample: Reading test (Hindi)*

Std Il level text

Std | level text
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IHD TH TS 984 9 T
BIST 4TS o1 | SHHT 91E Tt
@ U & e |3 uen
S A1l 98 @d A
HIAT AT| IAD! 9849 qgA
3 faarst ot S9 it
IS NI 3BT 9Tl AT
C I T 1 3 51
Ho-a=1l B A |

& MdarR T == 3w B

R forg fierg @it 2
¥ At & |y | §)

I8 Y9I BErl GAr B

Letters Words

g 9 z||z@ a
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o aft g

% " X =l &
¥z

w 4 I P
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* This is a sample. It has been shortened to a more concise layout for purposes of this report. However, the four components or ‘levels’ of the tool
remain the same in the full version. Assessments in reading are conducted in 19 languages across the country.
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How to test reading?
Std I level text (Paragraph)

Start Ask the child to read either of the 2 paragraphs.
Let the child choose the paragraph herself. If the child does not choose give her any one paragraph to read.
here Ask her to read it. Listen carefully to how she reads.
The child is not at ‘Paragraph Level’ if the child: The child is at ‘Paragraph level’ if the child:
Reads the paragraph like a string of words, rather Reads the paragraph like she is reading sentences,
than sentences. rather than a string of words.
Reads the paragraph haltingly and stops very often. Reads the paragraph fluently and with ease, even if
Reads the paragraph fluently but with more than 3 she is reading slowly.
mistakes. Reads the full paragraph with 3 or less than 3

mistakes.

If the child is not at ‘Paragraph Level’ then ask the If the child can read a paragraph, then ask the child to
child to read words. read the story.

Ask the child to read any 5 words from the list of Ask the child to read the story.

words. The child is at ‘Story Level’ if the child:

Let the child choose the words herself. If the child Reads the story like she is reading sentences, rather
does not choose, then point out any 5 words one by than a string of words.

one for her to read. Reads the story fluently and with ease, even if she
The child is at ‘Word Level’ if the child reads at least is reading slowly.

4 out of the 5 words correctly. Reads the full story with 3 or less than 3 mistakes.

If the child is at “Word Level’, then ask her to try to If the child can read the story, then mark the child at

read the same paragraph again and then follow the ‘Story Level'.
instructions for paragraph Ievel testing' Ifthe Chlld iS nOt at 'Story I.evel,, then mark the Chlld
If she can correctly and comfortably read at least 4 at ‘Paragraph Level”.

out of 5 words but is still struggling with the paragraph,
then mark the child at ‘Word Level’.

If the child is not at ‘Word Level’ (cannot correctly
read at least 4 out of the 5 words chosen), then show
her the list of letters.

Ask the child to recognize any 5 letters from the list of letters.

Let the child choose the letters herself. If the child does not choose, then point out any 5 letters one by one for
her to read.

The child is at ‘Letter Level’ if the child correctly recognizes at least 4 out of 5 letters correctly.

If the child is at ‘Letter Level’, then ask her to try to read the same words again and then follow the
PR T B instructions for word level testing.

MRS ZSW B [f she can recognize at least 4 out of 5 letters but cannot read words , then mark the child at ‘Letter Level’.

(W CRTGREA R U |f the child is not at ‘Letter Level’ (cannot recognize at least 4 out of 5 letters chosen), then mark the

QLTS DTS RELTI Child at ‘Beginner Level’.
can reach.
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ARITHMETIC TASKS:

All children are assessed using a simple arithmetic tool.

The arithmetic test has 4 tasks:

Number recognition 1 to 9

Number recognition 10 to 99

Subtraction: 2-digit numerical subtraction problems

with borrowing.

Division: 3-digit by 1-digit numerical division

problems with remainder.

While developing the arithmetic tool for the ASER age
group, care is taken to ensure compatibility with the
learning outcomes defined for number recognition,
subtraction (with borrowing), division (3-digits by 1-
digit) in state textbooks for Std I, Il and III/IV,
respectively.

Sample: Arithmetic test

34
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How to test arithmetic?

Subtraction (2 digits with borrowing)

child to choose a problem. If the child does not choose, pick a problem.

Ask the child what the numbers are, then ask the child to identify the subtraction sign.

If the child is able to identify the numbers and the sign, ask her to write and solve the problem at the back of
the Household Survey Sheet. Check if the answer is correct.

Even if the first subtraction problem is answered incorrectly, ask the child to solve the second question
following the process explained above. If the second problem is correct, ask the child to try and do the first

Start The child is required to solve 2 subtraction problems. Show the child the subtraction problems. First ask the
here )

ASER 2018

problem again.

If the child makes a careless mistake, then give the child another chance with the same question.

\ 4

If the child cannot do both subtraction problems
correctly, then ask the child to recognize numbers
from 10-99.

Even if the child does just one subtraction problem
incorrectly, give her the number recognition (10-99)

task.
\ 4

Number Recognition (10-99)

Ask the child to identify any 5 numbers from the list.
Let the child choose the numbers herself. If the child
does not choose, then point out any 5 numbers one
by one for her to read.

If she can correctly recognize at least 4 out of 5
numbers, then mark her at ‘Number Recognition (10-
99) Level’.

If the child is not at ‘Number Recognition (10-99)
Level’ (cannot correctly recognize at least 4 out of 5
numbers chosen), then ask her to recognize numbers

from 1-9. v

Number Recognition (1-9)

Ask the child to identify any 5 numbers from the list.
Let the child choose the numbers herself. If the child
does not choose, then point out any 5 numbers one
by one for her to read.

If she can correctly recognize at least 4 out of 5
numbers, then mark her at ‘Number Recognition (1-
9) Level’.

If the child is not at ‘Number Recognition (1-9) Level’
(cannot recognize at least 4 out of 5 numbers chosen),
then mark her at ‘Beginner Level’.

\ 4

If the child does both the subtraction problems
correctly, ask her to do a division problem.

A 4

Division (3-digits by 1-digit)

The child is required to solve 1 division problem.
Show the child the division problems. She can choose
any one problem. If not, then you pick one.

Ask her to write and solve the problem.

Observe what she does. If she is able to correctly
solve the problem, then mark the child at ‘Division
Level’.

Note: The quotient and the remainder both have to
be correct.

If the child makes a careless mistake, then give the
child another chance with the same question.

If the child is unable to solve a division problem
correctly, mark the child at ‘Subtraction Level’.

The child must solve the
numerical arithmetic

In the Household Survey
Sheet, mark the child at
the highest level she can
reach.

problems at the back of the
household survey sheet.
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BONUS TOOL TASKS:

Last year, ASER 2017 'Beyond Basics' survey tested youth
in the age group 14 to 16 on their ability to apply basic
reading and arithmetic skills to everyday tasks. These tasks
included common calculations like counting money, adding
weights, measuring length, and calculating the time;
specific financial calculations like managing a budget,
financial decision making using simple operations, and
computing discounts and interest on loans; reading and
understanding written instructions; and general knowledge.

Out of all the questions asked in 2017, four were selected
to be administered to 14 to 16 year olds as a 'Bonus tool'
in addition to the basic ASER assessment in reading and
arithmetic in ASER 2018. These four questions involved
calculating time, applying unitary method, using simple
operations for financial decision making, and computing
a discounted price. Each question is mapped to learning
outcomes reflected in state textbooks for Std I, V or VII.

Sample: Bonus tool test

Only for children aged 14-16

If this girl sleeps at this time at night and wakes up at thistime in
the morning, then for how many hours does she sleep?

These 5 books are available in two shops in a market. If you
have to buy all 5 books, whatisthe least amount of moneyyou
would havetospend ?

Shop 1 - Rate list Shop 2 - Rate list

Name of book Price Name of book Price
Science 150 Science Special Offer!!
Set of 5 books for
Math T80 Math
Hindi T30 Hindi
English 70 English
History T40 History

If 3 tablets are needed to purify 15 litres of water, how many
tablets are needed to purify 35 litres of water?

This is the price of this T-shirt
and it is available on a discount
of 10 percent. If you were to
buy this T-shirt, how much
money would you need to
spend?

To standardize the testing process, surveyors adhered to a set of instructions while administering these questions to 14 to 16

year olds only:

m For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question. She was not permitted to change/alter the
question or give the child an additional explanation, restricting the variation in oral stimulus.

®  The surveyor could repeat each question only once. However, the child had the option to read it multiple times on her

own.

m  The exact answer given by the child for each question was recorded by the surveyor.

®m  The child could review each answer once.
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Note on sampling: ASER 2018 rural

The purpose of ASER's rapid assessment survey in rural
areas is twofold: (i) to obtain reliable estimates of the
status of children's schooling and basic learning (reading
and arithmetic level); and (ii) to measure the change in
these basic learning and school statistics over time. Every
year a core set of questions regarding schooling status and
basic learning levels remains the same. However, new
questions are added for exploring different dimensions of
schooling and learning at the elementary stage. The latter

set of questions is different each year.

The core questions on schooling status and basic reading
in the state's local language(s) and arithmetic used in ASER
2018 are identical to those in ASER 2016. In addition, in
2018 we retain questions on paid tuition, parents’
education, and selected household and village

characteristics from various previous editions of ASER.

New in ASER 2018 are some ‘bonus’ questions for older
children (age 14-16) to test their ability to apply basic
arithmetic skills to everyday tasks such as calculating time,
applying unitary method, finacial decision making, and
computing a discount.” ASER 2018 also visited one
government primary school in each sampled village, as

has been done every year since 2009.

Sampling strategy (Household sample - children's learning

and enrollment data)

The sampling strategy used in ASER is designed to generate
a representative picture of each district. All rural districts

are surveyed. The estimates obtained are then aggregated

(using appropriate weights) to the state and all-India levels.
As in previous years, the sample size is 600 households
per district. The sample is obtained by selecting 30 villages

per district and 20 households per village.

The sample design of ASER is a two-stage design, with
villages being sampled in the first stage and households in
the second stage. In the first stage, in each district, 30
villages are sampled using the PPS (Probability Proportional
to Size) sampling technique. PPS is a widely used standard
sampling technique for the first stage when the sampling
units are of different sizes. In our case, the sampling units
are the villages. In the second stage, 20 households are
sampled using SRS (Simple Random Sampling) in each of
these 30 villages. This method ensures that each household
in the district has an equal probability of being selected

into the sample.

For ASER 2016, 30 villages were randomly selected in each
district using the village directory of the 2011 Census.
Because 2016 marked the start of a new series using the
Census 2011 frame, no villages were retained from previous
ASERs. In ASER 2018, we retain 20 villages from 2016 by
randomly dropping 10 from the original sample, and add

10 new villages from the Census 2011 village directory.
For further information

For more information, please see the Frequently Asked
Questions (page 323) and the full sampling note (page
261) in this report.

"These questions are taken from ASER 2017 'Beyond Basics', the ASER survey that was designed for and administered to youth in the 14 to 18 age

group in 28 districts across the country.
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The national picture







ASER 2018 (Rural) findings

ASER 2018 reached 596 districts in rural India. A total of 354,944 households and 546,527 children in the age group 3 to
16 were surveyed.

Schooling levels: enrollment and attendance

®  Overall enrollment (age 6-14): For more than ten years, since 2007, the enrollment of children for the age group 6 to 14
has been above 95%. The proportion of children (age 6-14) who are not enrolled in school has fallen below 3% for the
first time and stands at 2.8% in 2018.

m  Girls out of school: In 2006, the all India proportion of girls in the age group 11 to 14 who were out of school stood at
10.3%. In that year, 9 major states had out of school figures for girls (age 11-14) above 10%. In 2018, the overall
proportion of girls in the 11 to 14 age group out of school has fallen to 4.1%. This figure is more than 5% in only 4
states.

Further, ten years ago in 2008, nationally, more than 20% of girls in the 15 to 16 age group were not enrolled in school.
In 2018, this figure has decreased to 13.5%.

®  Private school enrollment: The period 2006 to 2014 saw a year-on-year increase in the proportion of children (age 6-14)
enrolled in private school. In 2014, this figure stood at 30.8%. Since then private school enrollment appears to have
plateaued for this age group. The percentage of children (age 6-14) enrolled in private school was 30.6% in 2016 and is
almost unchanged at 30.9% in 2018.

The national average hides changes in private school figures across states. There has been a decline in private school
enrollment of more than 2 percentage points over 2016 levels in Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, and Kerala. An increase of
more than 2 percentage points over 2016 is visible in Jammu and Kashmir, Himachal Pradesh, Bihar, and Gujarat. Most
states in the north-east, other than Mizoram, see an increase in private school enrollment between 2016 and 2018.

Learning levels: foundational skills in reading and arithmetic

Reading: The ASER reading test assesses whether a child can read letters, words, a simple paragraph at Std | level of
difficulty, or a ‘story” at Std Il level of difficulty. The test is administered one on one to all children in the age group 5 to
16 and the child is marked at the highest level that she or he can reach.

m  Std llI: The percentage of all children in Std Il who can read at Std Il level has been climbing slowly over the past few
years. This figure has increased from 21.6% in 2013 to 23.6% in 2014 t0 25.1% in 2016, and finally to 27.2% in 2018.
Among children enrolled in Std IIl in government schools, six states (Punjab, Haryana, Mizoram, Uttar Pradesh, Guijarat,
and Kerala) show an improvement of more than 5 percentage points over 2016 levels.

m  Std V: Slightly more than half of all children enrolled in Std V can read at least a Std 1l level text. This figure has inched
up from 47.9% in 2016 to 50.3% in 2018. For government school children enrolled in Std V, states showing an increase
of 5 percentage points or more from 2016 to 2018 are Himachal Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Odisha, Chhattisgarh, Karnataka,
Kerala, Arunachal Pradesh, and Mizoram; with Punjab and Andhra Pradesh close behind.

m  Std VIII: By Std VIII, the last year of compulsory schooling in India, children are expected not only to have mastered
foundational skills but to have proceeded well beyond the basic stage. ASER 2018 data indicates that of all children
enrolled in Std VIII in India, about 73% can read at least a Std Il level text. This number is unchanged from 2016.

Arithmetic: The ASER arithmetic test assesses whether a child can recognize numbers from 1 to 9, recognize numbers from
10to 99, do a 2-digit numerical subtraction problem with borrowing, or correctly solve a numerical division problem (3-
digit by 1-digit). The tasks are administered one on one to all children in the age group 5 to 16 and the child is marked at
the highest level that she or he can reach.

ASER 2018
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m  Std IlI: The all India figure for children in Std Ill who are able to do at least subtraction has not changed much, from
27.6% in 2016 to 28.1% in 2018. For government school children, this figure was 20.3% in 2016 and 20.9% in 2018.
However, government school children in some states are doing significantly better, with an increase of 3 percentage
points or more over 2016. These include Punjab, Haryana, Assam, Uttar Pradesh, Gujarat, Maharashtra, and Kerala.

m  Std V: The proportion of children in Std V across India who are able to do division has inched up slightly, from 26% in
2016 t0 27.8% in 2018. But among government school children, some states have shown significant improvements of
5 percentage points or more over 2016 levels. These include Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, Assam, Chhattisgarh, Maharashtra,
Kerala, and Tamil Nadu.

®  Std VIII: The overall performance of Std VIII in basic arithmetic has not changed much over time. Currently about 44%
of all children in Std VIII can solve a 3-digit by 1-digit numerical division problem correctly. While this figure has gone
down from 2016 to 2018 in many states, government school children in some states show substantial improvements in
the last two years: for example, Punjab (from 48% to 58.4%), Uttar Pradesh (from 25.5% to 32%), Maharashtra (from
32.4% to 41.4%), and Tamil Nadu (from 42.6% to 49.6%).

Learning levels: ‘beyond basics’

In ASER 2018, children in the age group 14 to 16 were given a few tasks which required calculations to be done in everyday
contexts. Children were asked to calculate time, compute how many tablets would be required to purify water (application
of unitary method), figure out where to buy books given two different price lists (financial decision making), and compute
adiscount. Each of these tasks was done one on one. Results are reported for those children in this age group who could do
at least subtraction correctly.

m  Gender differences in reading and arithmetic the 14-16 age group: For the age group 14 to 16, the all India figure for the
proportion of girls who can read at least a Std Il level text is very similar to that of boys. Both are around 77%. However,
girls outperform boys in many states like Himachal Pradesh, Punjab, West Bengal, Assam, Chhattisgarh, Maharashtra,
Karnataka, and Tamil Nadu.

In basic arithmetic, boys seem to hold a substantial advantage. Nationally, 50% of all boys in the age group 14 to 16
can correctly solve a division problem as compared to 44% of all girls. But in states like Himachal Pradesh, Punjab,
Karnataka, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu, girls in this age group are doing better than boys in arithmetic.

®  ‘Beyond basics’ - bonus tool tasks: Of the 14-16 year olds who could solve a numerical division problem, a little under
half could compute the time question correctly, 52% could apply the unitary method to calculate how many tablets
were needed to purify a given volume of water, about 37% were able to take the correct decision regarding the purchase
of books, and less than 30% could compute the discount correctly. In all cases, fewer girls could solve questions
correctly as compared to boys.

Further, performance on these everyday tasks was uniformly lower among those in this age group who could do subtraction
but not division, as compared to those who could do division.

School observations

As part of the ASER survey, one government school with primary sections is visited in each sampled village. Preference is
given to a government upper primary school (Std I-VII/VII]) if one exists in the village.

In 2018, ASER surveyors visited 15,998 government schools with primary sections. 9,177 were primary schools and 6,821
were upper primary schools. This represented an increase of almost 13.6% over the number of upper primary schools
visited in 2016. Large increases in the number of sampled villages with upper primary schools were visible in Haryana,
Uttar Pradesh, Assam, and Madhya Pradesh.
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Small schools

®  Nationally, in 2018, 4 out of 10 government primary schools visited had less than 60 students enrolled. This number
has increased every year over the last decade. It was 26.1% in 2009, 30% in 2011, 33.1% in 2013, 39.8% in 2016, and
stands at 43.3% in 2018.

®  This decade-long pattern of year-on-year increase in the proportion of small schools is seen in Himachal Pradesh (from
58.1% in 2009 to 84% in 2018), Chhattisgarh (from 19.3% in 2009 to 40.7% in 2018), and Madhya Pradesh (from
18.1% in 2009 to 49.6% in 2018).

Teacher and student attendance

m At the all India level, no major change is seen in students' and teachers' attendance. Average teacher attendance has
hovered at around 85% and average student attendance at around 72% for the past several years in both primary and
upper primary schools.

= However, states exhibit very different patterns of attendance. States with student attendance of 90% or more in primary
schools in 2018 were Karnataka and Tamil Nadu. Those with teacher attendance of 90% or more in 2018 were Jharkhand,
Odisha, Karnataka, and Tamil Nadu.

® |n primary schools, student attendance improved by 3 percentage points or more over 2016 levels in Uttar Pradesh,
Rajasthan, Punjab, Odisha, and Chhattisgarh.

School facilities

m  The Right to Education Act was implemented in 2010 and the first cohort of students to benefit from its provisions
completed 8 years of compulsory schooling in 2018. Nationally, substantial improvements are visible over this 8-year
period in the availability of many school facilities mandated by RTE. The fraction of schools with usable girls' toilets
doubled, reaching 66.4% in 2018. The proportion of schools with boundary walls increased by 13.4 percentage points,
standing at 64.4% in 2018. The percentage of schools with a kitchen shed increased from 82.1% to 91%, and the
proportion of schools with books other than textbooks available increased from 62.6% to 74.2% over the same period.

= However, the national averages hide major variations across states. Deficiencies are particularly marked in Jammu and
Kashmir and most of the north-eastern states. In these states, less than 50% of schools had provision for drinking water
or girls' toilets available in 2018. With the exception of Assam, majority of schools in states in the north-east did not
have library books available for students in 2018. While elsewhere in the country the mid-day meal was served on the
day of the visit in well over 80% of schools, this proportion was less than 50% in many states in this region.

Physical education and sports facilities
This year, ASER introduced a series of questions on the availability of sports infrastructure in schools.

= |n 2018, about 8 out of 10 schools had a playground available for students, either within the school premises or close
by. A playground was accessible in more than 90% of schools in Himachal Pradesh, Haryana, and Maharashtra. But
more than a quarter of all schools in Jammu and Kashmir, Bihar, Odisha, and Jharkhand did not have access to a
playground.

m  Physical education teachers are scarce in schools across rural India. Only 5.8% of all primary schools and 30.8% of
upper primary schools had a physical education teacher available. In majority of schools, another teacher was tasked
with supervising physical education activities as well. But in Haryana, Rajasthan and Kerala, the proportion of schools
with a physical education teacher is significantly higher than the national average.

®  Sports equipment of some kind was observed in 55.8% of primary schools and 71.5% of upper primary schools. States
where significantly higher proportions of schools had sports equipment available included Himachal Pradesh, Tamil
Nadu, and Andhra Pradesh.
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Statewise chart showing percentage point
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Annual Status of Education Report

India rurAL i

7
ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 596 OUT OF 619 DISTRICTS ASER =
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Pacilitated by PRATHAM

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40

Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 65.6 30.9 0.7 2.8 100
Age 7-16: All 64.2 | 30.8 0.7 4.4 100 30
Age 7-10: All 66.0 31.7 0.7 1.6 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 62.4 | 354 0.7 16 | 100 Sy —
o
Age 7-10: Girls 69.9 27.8 0.7 1.6 100 = | |
V15 i
Age 11-14: All 65.0 30.6 0.7 3.7 100 2
Age 11-14: Boys 61.6 | 34.4 0.7 3.3 100 10 —_
- \\\
Age 11-14: Girls 68.4 26.8 0.8 4.1 100 5 —_—
Age 15-16: All 57.4 28.9 0.6 13.1 100
Age 15-16: Boys 55.7 31.2 0.5 12.6 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
PETEE— o P 0 s G — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
ge .- ol S_ —— s s s Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a

‘Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 22.6% in 2006, 17.9% in 2012, and 13.5% in 2018.

Chart 2: Trends over time

. . : . Table 2: Age-grade distribution
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII ge-9 S

% Children in each grade by age 2018

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

StdAge 5|6 |7 |8 |9 |10|11 |12 |13 |14 |15 |16 |Total
70 | [27.638.1[20.5| 7.8 6.1 100
60 I 5.9[13.537.3128.3| 7.0 8.0 100
550 1 41 [12.639.425.7|11.2 6.9 100
o
% \" 4.5 14.233.1[33.0| 7.5| 5.2 2.5 100
= \ 5.5 9.3/41.726.0[11.4 6.2 100
\| 4.4 13.934.1133.7| 9.0 4.9 100
Vi 5.5 10.342.529.2| 8.3 4.2 100
Std Il std IV Std VI Std VIl Vil 45 s A s 8'4‘3.5 100
m2010 2012 2014 2016 W2018

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std I is 36.9% Std 111, 39.4% children are 8 years old but there are also 12.6% who are 7, 25.7% who

as compared to 28.6% in Std VIII. are 9, 11.2% who are 10, and 6.9% who are 11 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sgr:g;)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 55.8 1.0 9.9 3.3 1.1 | 0.1 | 28.8 | 100
Aged| 49.0 2.1 | 23.2 6.8 3.2 | 0.2 | 15.6 | 100
Age5| 27.6 28 | 274 | 23.9 99 | 03 8.1 | 100
Age 6 7.6 19 | 164 | 495 | 20.7 | 0.5 3.3 | 100
Age 7 1.8 0.8 7.3 | 59.1 | 28.7 | 0.6 1.8 | 100
Age 8 0.7 0.4 3.3 | 62.6 | 30.8 | 0.7 1.5 | 100
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Facilitated by PRATHAM

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Hindi)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Noteven| | oo Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 42.7 32.6 13.7 5.2 5.8 100
Il 21.3 30.2 21.3 125 14.7 100
1 121 22.6 20.8 17.3 27.2 100
\Y 7.6 15.9 16.6 19.3 40.7 100
Vv 5.9 11.7 13.0 19.1 50.3 100
VI 3.8 8.8 10.5 17.2 59.8 100
ViI 2.5 6.5 8.3 15.0 67.7 100
VIII 1.9 583 6.7 13.2 72.8 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I1l, 12.1%
cannot even read letters, 22.6% can read letters but not words or higher, 20.8% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 17.3% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 27.2% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h " i .
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
B o E children in Std 11l who can
oV

Gouvt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This
2012 16.7 338 215 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 172 378 23.6 level” reading for Std IlI.
Data for children enrolled

2016 19.3 38.0 25.2 )
in government schools and

2018 20.9 40.6 27.3

— - - — private schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in

government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt Pvt Glg\\/,tt*& Govt Pvt Gg\\//tt*&
2012 41.7 61.2 46.9 73.4 84.2 76.5
2014 42.2 62.6 48.0 715 82.4 74.7
2016 41.7 63.0 47.9 70.0 81.0 73.1
2018 44.2 65.1 50.5 69.0 82.9 73.0

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 41% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 68.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 76.5%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

52

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level . . .
All children 2018 Arithmetic Tool (Hindi)

z Y

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total - -
1-9 19 10-99 - e~ wEm -
| 35.7 37.1 21.3 3.9 2.0 100 e g
41 B4
I 149 | 361 | 346 | 106 38 | 100 7 ElN 13 _as | D9B(
1 7.6 26.9 37.5 19.6 8.5 100 E‘ E‘ “Ba 73
vV 4.4 19.2 34.2 24.6 17.6 100 m lIl - 49 - 36 “W
\% 3.3 13.8 30.5 24.5 27.8 100
[47] [72]| & 31
VI 2.2 9.7 29.4 24.0 34.7 100
-n 2 - a7 =13 Hﬁﬂ a7
VI 1.6 7.5 28.0 24.0 39.0 100 54 87
VIl 1.1 5.6 27.3 22.1 43.9 100 45 53
The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children's 5 g 29 1 -18 -24 |4 i 51gi
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std Ill, 7.6% — |:| D EI

cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 26.9% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot :

recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 37.5% can recognize numbers up to 99 but Replad i ‘_‘.:.."'_:,',”: gLt e o | o bl e b ‘*|F' -
cannot do subtraction, 19.6% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 8.5% .

can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std 111 by school type PSS I P X 1 Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018 2-digit subtraction with 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std II. Table 8 % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of Year do division can do division

Govt & children in Std 11l who can Govt & Govt &

cov PVt Pvt* do subtraction. This figure cov v Pvt> cov PVt Pvt>
2012 19.8 43.4 26.4 is a proxy for “grade level” 2012 20.3 37.8 24.9 445 57.1 48.1
2014 17.2 43.4 25.4 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data 2014 20.7 39.3 26.1 40.0 54.2 44.2
2016 20.3 441 | 277  for children enrolled in 2016 21.1 380 | 26.0 402 | 51.2 433
2018 | 209 | 435 | 282  9overnmentschools and 2018 | 227 | 39.8 | 279 | 400 | 542 | 441

— - - — private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 24.1% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 50.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
48.1%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and
gender 2018

Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 33.2 36.8 35.0 Age 8-10 36.4 35.7 36.1 15.7 14.4 15.0
Age 11-13 61.2 64.1 62.7 Age 11-13 61.1 58.4 59.7 38.0 35.0 36.4
Age 14-16 76.9 76.9 76.9 Age 14-16 69.6 64.4 66.8 50.1 441 46.9

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Calculating time Applying unitary method

Ifthis girl sleeps at this time at night and wakes up at this time in
the morning, then for how many hours does she sleep?

If 3 tablets are needed to purify 15 litres of water, how many
tablets are needed to purify 40 litres of water?

Calculating discount

Financial decision making

These 5 books are available in two shops In a market. If you
have to buy all 5 books, what s the least amount of money you

would have to spend ?

Mame af book Price
Sciente tan

This is the price of this T-shirt
and it s available on a discount
of 10 percent. i you were to
buy this T-shirt, how much

Name of hook Price

Special OHerll

St § Bedadcs Tor

Science

money would you need to
spend?

Math Math

Hindi Hindi

English

English

Histary Hilstary

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who

can correctly answer by age and gender 2018
Applying unitary

Financial decision

Calculating time Calculating discount

Age method making

Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All
Age 14 33.8 | 31.8 |32.7 | 386 | 341 |36.2 | 27.0| 243 | 255 |15.2 | 10.7 | 12.8
Age 15 36.0 | 32.9 |34.3 |40.4 | 33.1 | 36.4| 28.4| 24.1 |26.0 [ 19.8 | 12,5 | 15.8
Age 16 38.3 | 315|344 |414 | 326 | 364|283 | 231|253 (210|119 |158
Age 14-16| 35.7 | 32.1 [33.7 [ 39.9 | 33.4 | 36.3 | 27.8 | 23.9 |25.6 | 18.3 | 11.6 | 14.6

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time aRRboiE FUCE e Calculating discount

Age method making

Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 47.6 | 43.0 (454 | 56.4 | 47.3 | 52.0 | 38.2 | 345 |36.4 | 31.3 | 23.6 | 27.5
Age 15 49.9 | 449 (47.4 | 56.7 | 48.1 | 52.4| 38.5| 36.5 |37.5 | 34.7 | 25.5 | 30.1
Age 16 51.6 | 45.8 |48.6 | 55.3 | 50.1 | 52.6 | 384 | 36.7 |37.5|36.4 | 27.8 | 31.9
Age 14-16| 49.5 | 44.5 | 47.0 | 56.2 | 48.4 | 52.3 | 38.3 | 35.8 |37.1 | 33.8 | 25.5 | 29.6
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Performance of states

Table 14: Private school enrollment, girls not in school, and learning levels by state 2018
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Private school Not in school Std IlI: Learning levels Std V: Learning levels Std VIII: Learning levels
State ‘)?’Agehgfﬁ)” . Aog’e fi”ls |l Aog’e fg_'lss) v:f]’occh;;d::;‘ § :\/fhg'li::lrzg % Children | % Children | % Children | % Children
enrolled in | not enrolled | not enrolled | Std Il level at least L Wh(.) can el iiocaniiees Wh(.) can &
orivate schools| i school in school text subfraction Std Il level text|  division  |Std Il level text| division
Andhra Pradesh 35.2 2.9 9.7 22.4 38.4 59.7 39.3 78.2 47.6
Arunachal Pradesh 35.2 2.9 8.6 18.8 33.9 37.1 27.3 70.5 50.1
Assam 24.8 2.6 9.6 19.9 29.7 40.1 17.8 60.8 31.2
Bihar 16.9 4.2 9.8 23.5 28.4 41.3 29.9 71.2 56.9
Chhattisgarh 20.0 5.6 21.2 29.8 19.3 59.5 26.9 78.7 31.1
Gujarat 12.4 3.6 24.9 33.1 25.6 53.7 20.1 73.2 35.6
Haryana 55.3 2.3 6.8 46.2 53.7 69.1 50.9 81.2 63.2
Himachal Pradesh 40.7 0.5 2.0 47.8 50.2 76.9 56.6 89.9 61.0
Jammu and Kashmir| 40.1 2.4 12.5 22.3 36.2 41.9 25.0 64.8 32.9
Jharkhand 19.0 3.4 11.2 18.8 22.5 34.4 19.0 66.4 44.0
Karnataka 29.1 1.2 7.8 19.2 26.3 46.0 20.5 70.3 39.0
Kerala 46.9 0.5 0.6 52.5 47.9 77.2 43.7 89.6 51.8
Madhya Pradesh 26.1 7.7 26.8 17.6 13.9 41.6 19.8 64.4 36.6
Maharashtra 37.6 1.6 5.1 42.0 27.2 66.4 30.2 80.2 40.5
Manipur 70.4 1.6 5.4 35.8 58.5 67.5 50.5 86.5 72.5
Meghalaya 58.6 2.0 9.2 24.6 19.2 50.1 7.2 82.8 28.1
Mizoram 27.2 0.2 3.7 25.6 58.9 64.3 40.2 89.4 71.0
Nagaland 48.6 2.6 6.4 22.6 36.9 48.0 25.8 83.6 51.3
Odisha 10.5 2.1 12.3 38.7 30.9 58.4 25.4 72.6 42.5
Punjab 52.2 1.6 6.2 39.4 49.7 71.6 53.0 85.1 62.4
Rajasthan 35.8 7.4 20.1 20.4 17.3 49.1 23.3 78.3 41.6
Sikkim 30.7 0.9 5.1 29.4 41.0 41.7 12.5 79.0 44.6
Tamil Nadu 32.1 0.2 1.4 10.2 26.0 40.7 25.4 73.2 50.2
Telangana 41.8 0.9 6.2 18.0 34.3 43.7 27.1 69.0 48.3
Tripura 13.9 0.4 1.2 25.6 34.8 45.0 19.2 68.3 30.7
Uttar Pradesh 49.7 7.4 22.2 28.1 26.6 52.0 29.6 73.7 44.4
Uttarakhand 42.7 2.2 6.6 34.5 32.3 64.3 37.5 83.8 48.6
West Bengal 7.9 1.3 4.8 40.0 38.4 50.7 29.7 61.8 28.7
All India 30.9 4.1 13.5 27.2 28.1 50.3 27.8 72.8 44.0
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. . .. .. Facilitated by PRATHA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 15: Trends over time
Number of schools visited
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 17: Trends over time
Multigrade classes

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(std I-IVIV) 8419 | 8858 | 9675 | 9177 (Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIN) 5821 | 6378 | 6007 | 6821 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
Total schools visited 14240 | 15236 | 15682 | 15998 classes 55.2 [ 62.8 | 63.7 | 63.4

Table 16: Trends over time

d d h d he d f visi % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 49.0 | 56.8 | 58.0 | 58.0

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 classes
Primary schools

(Std HI\V/V) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
. Upper primary schools
% Enrolled children present 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
(Average) 72.9 71.3 71.4 72.4 (Std I1-vI/VII
% Teachers present
(,:verage) P 87.1 85.0 85.4 85.1 % Schools where Std Il children were
Upper primary schools observed sitting with one or more other | 540 | 59.9 | 59.3 | 60.9
(std 1IN 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 classes
o -
(/lezer;;o:al;ed children present 73.4 71.1 73.2 72.3 % Schools where Std IV children were
% Teaghers present observed sitting with one or more other | 41.6 | 48.4 | 49.2 | 48.1
(Average) 86.4 85.8 84.7 85.8 classes

School facilities

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with selected facilities
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Schools with 2010
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 82.1 | 88.1| 89.7 | 91.0
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 846 | 851 | 87.1 | 87.1
No facility for drinking water 17.0 | 13.9 | 14.8 13.9
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 10.3 | 105 | 11.2 11.3
water Drinking water available 727 | 75.6 | 74.0 | 74.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 11.0 6.3 3.5 3.0
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 418 | 285 | 279 | 228
Toilet useable 47.2 65.2 | 68.6 74.2
Total 100 100 100 100 "
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 31.2 | 188 | 124 | 115
o Separate provision but locked 18.7 | 129 | 11.6 | 105
g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 17.2 | 126 | 141 | 11.7
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 329 | 55.7 | 619 | 66.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 37.4 219 | 246 25.8
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 24.7 | 37.4 | 32.9 | 37.3
Library books being used by children on day of visit 379 | 40.7 | 42.6 | 36.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 67.9 | 75.0
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 750 | 785
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 84.2 | 80.4 | 80.0 | 78.7
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 7.2 | 126 | 119 14.8
Computer being used by children on day of visit 8.6 7.0 8.1 6.5
Total 100 100 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 19: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 27.3 36.0 39.8 43.3
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VIIAVIIT 2.7 7.2 8.9 10.7

Table 20: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-VIIZ| Al
0,
76 Schools with v ViIl | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 58.4 69.1 62.9
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 224 17.0 201
PhySin_il No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 19.2 14.0 17.0
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 5.8 30.8 16.5
Physical Other physical education teacher 63.0 46.6 56.0
education
teacher No physical education teacher 31.2 22.6 27.5
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 65.0 70.3 67.2
Playground outside the school premises 15.9 15.0 15.5
Playground
No accessible playground 19.1 14.7 17.2
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 55.8 715 62.5
(S)?s:asri\tllsed physical education activity observed on day 235 303 26.4

Table 21: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 94.0 94.8 95.5

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 10.7 7.7 6.9
Between July and September 74.1 63.0 72.1
After September 15.2 29.4 21.0
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Annual Status of Education Report

Andhra Pradesh ruraL

ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 13 OUT OF 13 DISTRICTS
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 63.2 35.2 0.3 1.4 100
Age 7-16: All 62.1 | 35.0 0.3 2.6 100 30
Age 7-10: All 59.9 39.5 0.2 0.4 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 56.5 42.8 0.3 0.4 100 5] 20
@ 1
. 3 ™~
Age 7-10: Girls 63.1 36.3 0.1 0.5 100 g ™~
15
Age 11-14: All 66.5 30.6 0.4 2.5 100 B \\
Age 11-14: Boys 63.8 | 33.8 0.3 2.1 100 10 o
Age 11-14: Girls 68.9 27.7 0.5 2.9 100 5 —
Age 15-16: All 57.1 33.7 0.2 9.0 100
Age 15-16: Boys 57.8 33.7 0.2 8.3 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
- Y e~ e 9 e — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
Age 15.-16' Gir S_ — : s s Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
"Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 21.3% in 2006, 21.6% in 2012, and 9.7% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE G SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII o e each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12|13 14 |15 |16 Total
70 | [23.2448.8[20.6| 5.5 2.1 100
60 I 3.2[15.1/55.0[20.5 6.1 100
550 i 0.9 [19.153.1/19.0| 5.0 2.8 100
]
% v 2.1 17.349.5[23.2| 5.2 2.7 100
= | 1 v 2.3 15.5[55.9/20.1 6.2 100
\| 2.9 15.550.823.3| 6.3 1.2 100
VIl 2.3 12.555.124.1] 5.2| 0.9 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIl Vil 23 13.2556.402.4] 57 100
m2010 2012 2014 2016 W2018
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 43.3% Std 111, 53.1% children are 8 years old but there are also 19.1% who are 7, 19% who
as compared to0 29.6% in Std VIII. are 9, 5% who are 10, and 2.8% who are 11 or older.
Young children in pre-school and school
- g - — —rmr = il W
Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of ! r—-—--—
pre-schools and schools 2018 % . "
Pre-school School Not in e o} I i T
pre- dl 1
Age RGN school | Total i
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|
UKG | UKG school
Age3| 71.3 0.9 6.6 1.4 16| 0.0 | 18.2 | 100
Age4d| 534 1.5 | 36.6 2.2 21| 0.0 4.2 | 100
Age5| 30.4 16 | 41.8 | 15.8 84| 0.0 2.0 | 100
Age 6 2.3 0.3 | 25.7 | 46.6 | 244 | 0.0 0.7 | 100
Age 7 0.4 0.2 56 | 53.9 | 395 | 0.2 0.3 | 100
Age 8 0.2 0.0 1.1 | 58.3 | 40.2 | 0.0 0.2 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Telugu)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Noteven| | oo Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 30.5 36.0 28.0 4.3 1.2 100
Il 11.9 24.8 42.9 11.3 9.2 100
1 6.1 13.8 36.6 21.1 22.4 100
\Y 2.7 6.0 24.8 22.7 43.8 100
\Y 1.6 3.9 13.8 21.0 59.7 100
\Y/| 1.4 3.1 11.7 19.8 63.9 100
ViI 2.0 5.2 10.4 12.2 70.3 100
VIII 1.4 2.5 7.6 10.3 78.2 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 6.1%
cannot even read letters, 13.8% can read letters but not words or higher, 36.6% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 21.1% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 22.4% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h 0 i ¢
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
£y T children in Std Il who can
oV
Govt Pvt ULt read Std Il level text. This
2012 28.0 28.9 28.3 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 213 32.0 247 level” reading for Std IlI.
2016 19'0 28.3 22.6 Data for children enrolled
5018 22.6 22'5 22.6 in government schools and
— i . —~"" __ private schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 64.0 58.8 62.4 87.7 89.1 88.1
2014 57.0 58.2 57.4 79.5 87.4 81.6
2016 52.6 60.6 55.3 73.5 91.1 78.0
2018 57.1 64.8 59.7 78.6 77.5 78.2

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 48.4% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 75.9%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 88.1%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

66

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level

All children 2018

s | Noteven |Recognize numbers | ¢ ot | Divide | Total
1-9 1-9 10-99
| 23.8 33.3 39.3 3.2 0.6 100
I 8.4 19.0 57.4 12.9 2.3 100
I 3.9 7.0 50.8 32.8 5.5 100
¥ 1.1 3.6 355 40.9 19.0 100
v 0.4 1.8 24.8 338 39.3 100
Vi 0.6 1.0 24.3 326 415 100
Vi 0.4 1.0 19.8 35.6 433 100
Vil 0.6 0.2 19.8 31.8 476 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 3.9%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 7% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 50.8% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 32.8% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 5.5%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
RUUEIARES NIRRT  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt vt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 46.3 67.1 54.1 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 31.4 57.8 39.8 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 39.1 62.9 48.3 for children enrolled in

2018 341 456 385 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time

Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
do division can do division

Year

Govt & Govt vt Govt &

Govt Pvt
v Pvt* Pvt*

2012 41.8 53.4 45.4 65.0 80.5 68.9

2014 37.8 37.3 37.6 53.0 65.7 56.4

2016 35.9 40.3 37.4 41.2 76.9 50.5

2018 36.7 45.3 39.7 44.0 56.1 47.6

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 28.7% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 57.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
68.9%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . . .
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 35.0 42.6 39.0 Age 8-10 50.5 56.7 53.7 18.0 20.0 19.1
Age 11-13 61.3 783 67.9 Age 11-13 73.6 76.4 75.1 40.8 44.2 42.7
Age 14-16 79.6 83.0 81.4 Age 14-16 79.8 81.4 80.6 58.1 56.2 57.1

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method

16 biogs 560 g Sasornl 3 frife wdsicd, 38 big ben &g Smotd
i S et as?

Calculating time

th oeDd OMB o Siboctienl deivbolnol fbdin addbo @ Hfdi=Dl Mg
el wond & oD Todo 27 Mok HEStamal?

Financial decision making Calculating discount

ﬁamwﬁmwmhﬁﬁﬁ

=8 & A 08 Siais & GO 10

oo dheh alpdss. woexd, b
828 Pockbol 208 dep

wdipy Sctnp?

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _deCIS|0n
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 35.2 | 385|369 | 36.4 | 46.1 | 41.5| 155 | 29.1 |22.6 | 14.7 | 12.0 | 13.3
Age 15 36.8 | 40.0 [38.8 | 19.2 | 40.8 | 325 19.2 | 21.1 |20.4 | 11.0 | 17.9 | 15.3
Age 16 47.8 | 449 |46.0 | 22.6 | 305 [ 27.4 | 19.2 | 13.1 |155 | 319 | 11.7 | 19.8
Age 14-16|38.8 | 40.8 | 39.9 | 27.9 | 40.0 | 34.8 [ 17.5| 21.9 |20.0 | 17.8 | 14.0 | 15.6

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 56.4 | 36.7 |45.6 | 645 | 51.3 |57.2 | 259 | 28.1 |27.1 (31.1 | 27.2 | 28.9
Age 15 53.9 | 53,5 |53.7 | 55.3 | 55.6 | 55.4 | 21.4 | 26.3 |23.9 | 38.6 | 21.6 | 29.9
Age 16 53.4 | 42.8 |47.8 | 54.0 | 51.0 | 52.4 | 345 | 26.7 |30.4 | 32.7 | 29.1 | 30.8
Age 14-16| 54.6 | 44.1 | 49.0 [ 58.1 | 52.6 | 55.2 | 26.8 | 27.1 |26.9 | 34.3 | 25.9 | 29.8
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 13 OUT OF 13 DISTRICTS

. . .. .. Facilitated by PRATHA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 14: Trends over time
Number of schools visited
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 16: Trends over time
Multigrade classes

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(std I-IVIV) 275 276 296 309 (Std 1-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIN) 99 104 84 70 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
Total schools visited 374 380 380 379 classes 9 66.4 | 67.3| 62.2 | 63.0

Table 15: Trends over time

d d h d he d £ visi % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 58.0 | 58.2 | 58.0 | 59.0

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 classes
Primary schools

(Std HI\V/V) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
i Upper primary schools
% Enrolled children present 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
(Average) 76.0 79.5 83.5 81.5 (Std 1-VII/VII)
% Teachers present
(,zverage) P 83.7 84.5 87.3 82.5 % Schools where Std Il children were
Upper primary schools observed sitting with one or more other | 557 | 7.0 71.4 | 57.4
(std 1IN 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 classes
o -
(/XVEer;;oLI)ed children present 74.5 79.8 81.5 84.1 % Schools where Std IV children were
% Teaghers present observed sitting with one or more other | 47.9 | 52.0 | 63.1 | 50.0
(Average) 82.3 78.8 87.2 80.1 classes

School facilities

Table 17: Trends over time
% Schools with selected facilities
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Schools with 2010
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 64.2 | 65.1 | 70.0 | 72.9
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 99.7 | 99.5 | 99.5 | 96.0
No facility for drinking water 22.8 16.2 | 15.0 12.7
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 12.4 | 226 | 284 | 29.2
water Drinking water available 64.8 | 61.2 | 56.6 | 58.1
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 23.4 | 13.0 4.2 2.9
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 38.1 | 22.7 | 129 | 10.6
Toilet useable 38.6 64.3 | 829 | 86.4
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 53.1 | 28.4 | 15.6 8.9
. Separate provision but locked 9.2 8.7 6.3 4.2
g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 12.3 8.7 5.8 5.9
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 254 | 542 | 72.8 | 81.1
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 8.0 2.8 5.3 9.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 14.4 | 31.6 | 24.2 | 36.2
Library books being used by children on day of visit 776 | 65.6 | 70.5 | 54.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 955 | 96.5
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 898 | 931
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 90.7 | 86.5 | 82.6 | 77.5
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 3.0 7.9 79 | 159
Computer being used by children on day of visit 6.2 5.6 9.5 6.6
Total 100 100 100 100
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHA

Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(std I-IV/V) 36.9 40.4 39.2 43.8
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-vIIAVIIT 16.3 1815 25.0 15.7

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-1V/ | Std I-VII/ All
0,
70 Schools with v VIl | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 76.7 85.5 78.3
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 16.1 116 152
PhySin‘;“ No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 72 2.9 6.4
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 2.3 8.7 35
Physical Other physical education teacher 70.8 68.1 70.3
education
teacher No physical education teacher 26.9 23.2 26.2
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 60.8 64.3 61.4
Playground outside the school premises 18.0 20.0 18.4
Playground
No accessible playground 21.2 15.7 20.2
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 79.0 88.4 80.7
ﬁ?ggﬁnsea physical education activity observed on day 37.0 146 38.4

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 99.2 98.4 99.2

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 5.7 1.4 1.1
Between July and September 94.1 89.4 84.5
After September 0.3 9.2 14.4
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 8 OUT OF 16 DISTRICTS
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

-
<
o
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Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
ge group school
35
Age 6-14: All 60.1 35.2 0.8 3.9 100
Age 7-16: All 63.0 | 31.9 0.8 43 100 30
Age 7-10: All 55.8 40.4 0.7 3.1 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 53.3 43.7 0.8 2.2 100 g 20
o
Age 7-10: Girls 58.3 37.2 0.5 3.9 100 g NN
15 —
Age 11-14: All 66.4 29.0 1.0 3.6 100 B \
Age 11-14: Boys 65.3 | 29.7 0.8 4.3 100 10 -
- —
Age 11-14: Girls 67.6 28.4 1.2 29 100 5
~—]—— — —
Age 15-16: All 74.8 14.5 0.6 10.1 100
Age 15-16: Boys 74.5 13.7 0.3 115 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
PETEET— = = o G e — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
ge .- ol S_ — : s s Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
"Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 20.2% in 2006, 10.9% in 2012, and 8.6% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII o e each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
StdAge 5|6 |7 |8 |9 |10|11 |12 |13 |14 |15 |16 |Total
70 | [31.131.7(17.4[10.8 9.1 100
60 I 5.7/17.234.2(18.6[11.2| 6.1 7.1 100
550 1 5.2 [12.429.524.6]14.3| 5.4| 6.1 2.7 100
o
% \Y 4.3 14.8/24.7|23.9|12.1|11.3 8.8 100
= v 6.1 12.1/26.127.4/13.8| 6.9 7.6 100
Vi 3.3 11.526.2[25.2/19.4(10.6 3.8 100
I Vi 6.3 12.425.1[26.6(14.910.0 | 4.8| 100
Std Il Std IV Std VI Std VIII Vil 48 15.6/23.1129.817.0| 9.8| 100

m2010 2012 2014 2016 W2018

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in

TEe proportion of ct;:ildren goir:g to rg’(i)\lflftse school oflt1en \I/arieslllay graqe';g?{? ag;?;f; Std 111, 29.5% children are 8 years old but there are also 12.4% who are 7, 24.6% who
changes over time. For example, in private school enroliment in Std 11 is 38.3% are 9, 14.3% who are 10, 5.4% who are 11, 6.1% who are 12, and 2.7% who are 13
as compared to 23% in Std VIII. or older

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sfrfga Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 35.2 3.8 | 17.9 3.0 0.4 | 0.0 | 39.7 | 100
Age4d| 25.6 8.0 | 394 6.9 1.9 | 0.0 |18.2 | 100
Age5| 17.1 8.4 | 36.1 | 24.0 7.7 | 0.0 6.8 | 100
Age6| 12.1 41 | 20.1 | 32.7 | 247 | 0.0 6.4 | 100
Age 7 8.7 21 | 10.7 | 40.1 | 346 | 0.4 3.4 | 100
Age 8 3.6 3.0 34 | 515|363 | 04 1.9 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (English)

stg |Noteven| | or | word Std | Stdil | 1otal Std Il level text Std | level text
letter leveltext | level text
| 25.5 48.6 19.5 55 1.0 100 - 5, o :
It was the rainy season. The This is a big monkey.
Il 6.6 48.0 29.3 8.7 7.4 100 5
sky was full of clouds. There He lives on a tree.
1l 5.4 34.3 28.1 13.4 18.8 100 5 >
was a cool breeze blowing. He likes to jump.
\% 1.2 23.0 31.2 20.4 24.3 100 ¢
Asif was eager to play on a He also likes bananas,
Vv 1.0 18.0 23.3 20.6 37.1 100 3 E
swing. His older brother got
VI 0.6 12.5 17.8 17.3 51.7 100 . ol Letters Words
a thick rope. They tied it on
ViI 0.4 4.9 12.4 20.1 62.2 100 :
the tree and made a swing, L g e
Vil 0.0 5.4 8.2 16.0 70.5 100 b
- - - — Many children joined them d i o ot
The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s i
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 5.4% and lhf}' all started playing, r ¥ haby dark
cannot even read letters, 34.3% can read letters but not words or higher, 28.1% can Th laved till § dark net
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 13.4% can read Std | level text but not ey played till it got dark. b
Std Il level text, and 18.8% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these b n e aul:l_

exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h . i i
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
B Con & children in Std 11l who can
0

Govt Pvt ULt read Std Il level text. This
2012 15.5 21 21.2 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 58 249 103 level” reading for Std Ill.
Data for children enrolled

2016 2.3 335 11.8 _
in government schools and

2018 4.8 44.0 18.7

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt
2012 52.1 68.8 55.4 84.4 95.6 85.9
2014 43.4 51.2 44.5 70.5 83.8 72.5
2016 16.7 52.6 25.3 63.1 89.3 68.1
2018 22.1 64.7 37.0 64.1 91.8 70.1

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in

government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Std IV in 2014

Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012

B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

Cohort in
Std IV in 2008

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 32.7% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 55.8%. When the cohort reached Std V11l in 2012, this figure
was 85.9%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99
I 21.0 30.1 36.4 7.1 5.3 100
Il 4.3 17.6 56.9 16.7 4.6 100
1 2.4 10.1 53.6 27.1 6.8 100
\Y 1.2 4.6 47.4 35.1 11.8 100
\% 0.2 29 36.7 329 27.3 100
\ 0.6 2.1 33.4 32.0 31.9 100
Vi 0.0 1.0 26.5 31.3 41.3 100
Vil 0.0 0.5 21.4 28.0 50.1 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std Ill, 2.4%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 10.1% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 53.6% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 27.1% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 6.8%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
RUUEIARES NIRRT  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt Pyt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt* do subtraction. This figure

2012 47.9 70.1 52.6 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 34.0 47.3 37.1 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 22.2 53.2 31.6 for children enrolled in

2018 235 51.7 335 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year do division can do division
Govt PVt Gs\‘/’tt*& Govt | Pwt Gs\‘/’tt*&
2012 43.1 61.4 46.7 79.5 81.1
2014 35.6 36.9 35.8 59.7 59.5
2016 11.7 41.2 18.7 52.5 55.5
2018 22.1 36.4 27.1 42.6 49.3

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 31.1% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 49.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
81.1%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . . .
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 21.3 23.8 22.6 Age 8-10 40.7 36.5 38.5 11.5 10.9 11.2
Age 11-13 46.0 45.8 45.9 Age 11-13 60.2 58.8 59.5 34.4 30.5 32.4
Age 14-16 58.1 66.3 62.3 Age 14-16 71.4 70.1 70.7 39.5 46.4 43.1

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Calculating time Applying unitary method

If this girl sleeps at this time at night and wakes up at this time in
the morning, then for how many hours does she sleep?

If 3 tablets are needed to purify 15 litres of water, how many
tablets are needed to purify 50 litres of water?

Financial decision making Calculating discount

These 5 books are available in two shops in a market. If you
have to buy all 5 books, what is the jeast amount of money you
wold have tospend ?

Name of book Price Mame of book Price

Sclence ten Crinnce Special Offerl!
%t of § Books lof

This is the price of this T-shirt
and it s available on a discount
of 10 percent, If you were to
buy this T-shirt, how much
money would you need to
spend?

Math teo aih

Hindi tw Himai

English ] English

History 45 History

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who

can correctly answer by age and gender 2018
Applying unitary Financial decision
Age method making

Calculating time Calculating discount

Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Age 14 33.8 | 15.7|23.6 |19.7 | 24.0 | 22.1 | 128| 26.2 |204 | 29| 3.1 | 3.0
Age 15 379 | 215|293 |30.1 | 235 |26.7]|202| 89 |143|128 | 28 | 7.6
Age 16 36.0 | 23.3|33.3 1329|413 |347|257| 00|202| 74| 87| 7.6
Age14-16|35.9 | 18.9 | 28.1 | 27.9 | 26.0 | 27.0 [ 20.0 | 16.2 |183 | 75| 3.7 | 58

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 374 | 415|400 |51.8 | 31.1 | 388 26.8| 26.7 |26.7 (151 | 9.4 | 115
Age 15 415 | 51.7 |47.3 | 65.4 | 38.1 | 50.0 | 32.1 | 31.4 |31.7 | 21.6 | 13.8 | 17.2
Age 16 56.6 | 44.8 |50.2 | 52.3 | 27.8 | 38.9 | 36.7 | 39.0 |38.0 | 15.0 | 21.3 | 18.4
Age 14-16| 44.3 | 45.9 |45.2 | 57.1 | 32.8 | 42.9 | 31.6 | 31.3 |31.4 | 17.6 | 13.8 | 15.3
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 14: Trends over time

Number of schools visited

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 152 91 86 58
Upper primary schools
(Std I-VI/VII 107 98 126 101
Total schools visited 259 189 212 159

Table 15: Trends over time

Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VIT) R
% Enrolled children present 825 84.4 76.2 777
(Average) ’ ’ ' '
% Teachers present 85.3 835 81.2 711
(Average) ’ ’ ' '

Table 16: Trends over time
Multigrade classes

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools
(Std I-IV/V and Std I-VII/VIIT)

2010

2014

2016

2018

% Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
classes

30.7

39.0

33.5

37.9

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other
classes

26.7

30.3

27.3

275

School facilities

Table 17: Trends over time
% Schools with selected facilities
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Schools with
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 64.0 | 57.4 | 56.0 | 57.4
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 47.1 | 575 | 50.5 | 36.2
No facility for drinking water 36.9 | 40.1 | 37.0 | 35.9
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 9.9 6.4 | 12.3 19.5
water Drinking water available 53.2 | 53.5| 50.7 | 44.7
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 20.8 | 30.8 | 119 | 12.0
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 539 | 341 | 38.9 | 38.0
Toilet useable 25.3 | 35.1 | 49.3 | 50.0
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 60.4 | 51.6 | 34.7 | 423
. Separate provision but locked 11.3 | 10.1 | 12.6 | 16.8
g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 16.2 | 13.8 | 16.8 | 12.8
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 122 | 245 | 358 | 28.2
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 87.0 75.0 | 65.4 76.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 6.7 | 16.9 | 26.1 | 19.6
Library books being used by children on day of visit 6.3 8.2 8.5 4.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 575 | 62.8
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 728 | 46.2
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 85.7 | 89.8 | 87.7 | 92.3
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 6.4 70| 114 6.4
Computer being used by children on day of visit 8.0 3.2 1.0 1.3
Total 100 100 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std VIV 33.9 38.0 40.7 49.0

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. All schools
0,
) S T (Std IFIV/V and Std VIV
Physical education period in the timetable| 23.0
Dedicated No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 16.2
physical No physical education period and 60.8
education | no dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 16.2
Physical Other physical education teacher 12.2
education
teacher No physical education teacher 71.6
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 57.3
Playground outside the school premises 13.3
Playground
No accessible playground 29.3
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 28.9
Supervised physical education activity observed on day 8.3
of visit . leﬂ:;_-’E"_r.- —~ | I'|I|I
Eig = S g LTI ||- ull

e e e e Y T T T T
Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 96.1 98.1 93.0

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 36.0 31.4 20.3
Between July and September 59.8 62.8 62.2
After September 4.3 5.8 17.5
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School enrollment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Age group Govt Pvt Other ch(r)1to::>nI Total
Age 6-14: All 71.7 24.8 1.2 2.3 100
Age 7-16: All 70.1 24.4 1.4 4.2 100
Age 7-10: All 71.6 26.9 0.5 0.9 100
Age 7-10: Boys 68.6 29.8 0.6 1.1 100
Age 7-10: Girls 74.8 24.1 0.4 0.8 100
Age 11-14: All 71.4 23.2 1.9 3.6 100
Age 11-14: Boys 68.6 249 2.0 4.6 100
Age 11-14: Girls 74.0 21.6 1.8 2.6 100
Age 15-16: All 62.8 21.4 2.1 13.7 100
Age 15-16: Boys 59.2 21.0 2.2 17.7 100
Age 15-16: Girls 66.3 22.0 2.1 9.6 100

/

—_
U1

% Children

(=)

(%3}

—

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
— 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls

'Other includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Chart 2: Trends over time
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
enrolled in school was 15% in 2006, 14.9% in 2012, and 9.6% in 2018.

% Children

all sl

Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII
m2010 2012 2014 2016 W2018

aple Age-grade d D 0

% dre ea grade by age 2018

W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12|13 14 |15 |16 Total
| [25.936.8[24.6| 8.7 4.1 100
I 3.2[11.9[33.933.3| 9.7| 5.2 3.0 100
11} 2.3 [10.5[32.7[29.814.5| 5.3 4.9 100
v 2.4 10.528.237.7/11.3| 6.5 3.4 100
\Y 2.6 7.4/34.8[32.9(15.1| 5.2 1.9 100
\Y| 2.4 9.6[25.4(42.8|14.0 5.8 100
VI 22 6.1/33.4(39.7/12.8| 5.8 | 100
Vil 2.8 9.234.037.511.7‘4.9 100

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 30.9%
as compared to 22.3% in Std VIII.

Young children in pre-school and school

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
Std I1l, 32.7% children are 8 years old but there are also 10.5% who are 7, 29.8% who
are 9, 14.5% who are 10, 5.3% who are 11, and 4.9% who are 12 or older.

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sc‘:)r:ce);yl Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 70.5 1.5 4.7 1.6 04| 0.1 | 21.4 | 100
Age 4 68.1 2.6 | 13.7 3.5 1.4 | 0.0 | 10.7 | 100
Age5| 40.5 44 | 223 | 21.9 6.6 | 0.0 4.3 | 100
Age6| 24.6 43 | 149 | 420 | 128 | 0.0 1.5 | 100
Age7| 12.7 8.4 6.9 | 50.5| 21.1 | 0.2 0.2 | 100
Age 8 3.4 6.1 47 | 615|233 | 0.1 0.9 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Assamese)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

std  (NOteven| ) eter | word Std | Sl | ot
letter leveltext | level text
| 36.0 37.3 16.8 6.2 3.8 100
1l 14.0 29.5 31.8 14.3 10.5 100
1l 7.6 22.6 28.2 21.7 19.9 100
\% 5.6 16.4 23.3 24.4 30.4 100
Vv 4.1 10.6 19.4 25.8 40.1 100
\Y/| 2.8 7.7 15.7 26.4 47.5 100
ViI 2.2 5.8 11.7 24.3 55.9 100
Vil 0.8 5.0 8.8 24.6 60.8 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I, 7.6%
cannot even read letters, 22.6% can read letters but not words or higher, 28.2% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 21.7% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 19.9% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

) . a Std Il level text. Table 5 . . . ]
% Children in Std Il who h h . ¢ % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
v can read Std Il level text ST L e dariien Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
e Cai children in Std Ill who can GOl & oo
o
Govt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This Govt Pvt Put* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 104 | 321 | 145 | figureisa proxy for “grade 2012 333 | 529 | 364 | 662 | 776 | 67.8
2014 107 | 352 | 148 'evel” reading for Std il 2014 | 306 | 522 | 334 | 622 | 733 | 639
D f hil ]
2016 12.8 32.2 17.2 . ata for children enrolled 2016 32.2 61.1 37.8 62.4 68.1 63.4
in government schools and
2018 14.4 35.4 20.0 2018 33.5 60.9 40.3 58.1 70.8 61.1

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in

J * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only.

separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Cohort in Cohort in

Std IV in 2008

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 32.3% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 58.4%. When the cohort reached Std VIl in 2012, this figure
was 67.8%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level

Arithmetic Tool (Assamese)

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99
I 30.9 41.7 19.6 2.9 4.9 100
Il 11.0 36.6 32.8 15.4 4.3 100
1 5.8 27.7 36.9 22.8 6.9 100
\Y 4.4 22.2 33.0 29.3 111 100
\% 2.7 16.1 30.9 32.6 17.8 100
\ 1.7 10.8 23 33.2 21.0 100
Vi 1.7 9.3 33.2 30.5 25.4 100
Vil 0.6 7.2 28.8 32.2 31.2 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I1l, 5.8%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 27.7% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 36.9% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 22.8% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 6.9%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by

2-digit subtraction with

Arithmetic in Std 111 by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of
Govt Pyt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt* do subtraction. This figure

2012 15.1 39.9 19.8 is a proxy for “grade level”
2014 15.6 43.3 20.3 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data
2016 19.8 50.0 26.6 for children enrolled in
2018 23.4 471 20.8 government schools and

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year do division can do division
Govt PVt Gs\‘/’tt*& Govt | Pwt Gs\‘/’tt*&
2012 8.9 26.9 11.7 29.5 49.2 32.2
2014 9.0 30.3 11.8 21.7 43.8 25.0
2016 9.1 32.8 13.7 25.3 44.2 28.8
2018 14.4 28.2 17.8 28.1 42.9 315

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in
separately.

government and private schools only.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Cohort in
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Cohort in
Std IV in 2012

Cohort in
Std IV in 2014

B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 13.6% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 35.8%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
32.3%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . . .
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 25.0 26.8 25.9 Age 8-10 35.6 33.9 34.8 9.7 9.6 9.7
Age 11-13 46.2 48.9 47.6 Age 11-13 54.5 51.2 52.8 22.3 20.6 21.4
Age 14-16 65.0 68.2 66.7 Age 14-16 68.2 62.1 64.9 39.2 32.2 35.5

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.
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Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who

can correctly answer by age and gender 2018
Applying unitary Financial decision
Age method making

Calculating time Calculating discount

Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Age 14 35.8 | 26.6 |30.7 | 36.4 | 31.2 | 33.5| 19.1| 17.7 |18.3 | 16.0 | 14.7 | 15.3
Age 15 29.0 | 28.2 | 28.6 | 37.0 | 32.8 | 35.0 | 22.9 | 26.9 | 24.8 | 16.4 | 15.0 | 15.7
Age 16 38.2 | 342|357 272|353 |321|215| 145 |17.3 [ 23.1 | 18.4 | 20.2
Age14-16|33.6 | 29.2 | 31.2 | 34.7 | 32.8 | 33.7 [ 21.2 | 19.7 | 20.4 | 17.6 | 15.8 | 16.7

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

" Calculating time Applr)T/]i:tghg(rjlitary Finan;::ll(ﬁ]egcision
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 46.6 | 39.8 (43.0 | 52.8 | 42.0 | 47.1 | 32.2 | 27.1 |29.5 | 34.9 | 24.7 | 29.5
Age 15 40.2 | 36.9 ([ 38.5 | 46.8 | 44.8 | 45.8 | 30.6 | 30.0 |30.3 | 39.5 | 31.9 | 35.7
Age 16 40.7 | 37.7 [39.4 140.8 | 419 | 41.3 | 30.8 | 26.3 |28.9 | 33.7 | 27.1 | 30.9
Age 14-16 | 42.7 | 38.3 | 40.5 | 47.3 | 43.0 | 45.2 | 31.3 | 28.0 |29.7 | 36.2 | 27.8 | 32.1

80 ASER 2018
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 14: Trends over time

Number of schools visited

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 503 567 663 597
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VINT) 16 30 38 117
Total schools visited 519 597 701 714

Table 15: Trends over time

Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VIT) R
% Enrolled children present 69.0 70.8 721 729
(Average) ’ ’ ' '
% Teachers present 90.0 875 89.7 87.4
(Average) ’ ’ ' '

Table 16: Trends over time
Multigrade classes

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools
(Std 1-1V/V and Std I-VII/VIII)

2010

2014

2016

2018

% Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
classes

43.8

58.9

58.5

52.2

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other
classes

41.0

55.4

53.7

46.5

School facilities

Table 17: Trends over time
% Schools with selected facilities
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Schools with 2010
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 80.2 | 82.7 | 86.7 | 92.2
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 67.3 | 61.7 | 70.8 | 64.0
No facility for drinking water 23.2 19.4 | 21.0 17.5
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 16.0 | 154 | 12.3 | 145
water Drinking water available 60.9 | 65.3 | 66.7 | 68.0
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 19.1 8.0 3.6 3.1
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 478 | 33.3 | 34.8 | 75.7
Toilet useable 33.1 | 58.7 | 61.7 | 21.2
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 522 | 22.8 | 11.9 | 133
. Separate provision but locked 185 | 19.0 | 18.3 | 62.3
g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 15.6 | 11.3 | 15.6 8.6
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 13.7 | 47.0 | 54.2 | 159
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 79.2 54.7 | 40.7 26.9
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 10.3 | 21.7 | 24.7 | 34.3
Library books being used by children on day of visit 105 | 23.6 | 346 | 38.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 23.6 | 355
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 714 | 801
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 98.3 | 97.7 | 98.9 | 935
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 1.6 1.7 0.9 5.0
Computer being used by children on day of visit 0.2 0.7 0.3 1.6
Total 100 100 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std VIV 40.9 6.1 44.6 41.0

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. All schools
0,
) S T (Std IFIV/V and Std VIV
Physical education period in the timetable| 65.3
Dedicated No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 20.1
physical No physical education period and 14.6
education | g dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 389
Physical Other physical education teacher 62.3
education
teacher No physical education teacher 33.9
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 61.3
Playground outside the school premises 18.2
Playground
No accessible playground 20.6
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 50.2
Supervised physical education activity observed on day
of visit 29.8

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018
2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 97.8 98.5 96.2

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 30.6 19.5 12.1
Between July and September 61.3 57.4 72.7
After September 8.1 23.1 15.2
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School enrollment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Age group Govt Pvt Other ch(r)1to:)nI Total
Age 6-14: All 78.1 16.9 1.0 3.9 100
Age 7-16: All 78.9 15.6 0.9 4.7 100
Age 7-10: All 76.4 19.4 1.2 3.1 100
Age 7-10: Boys 72.1 23.7 1.2 3.0 100
Age 7-10: Girls 80.8 14.9 1.1 3.2 100
Age 11-14: All 80.4 14.8 0.8 4.0 100
Age 11-14: Boys 76.3 19.2 0.7 3.9 100
Age 11-14: Girls 84.3 10.7 0.8 4.2 100
Age 15-16: All 81.6 7.2 0.4 10.8 100
Age 15-16: Boys 78.5 9.3 0.4 11.8 100
Age 15-16: Girls 84.3 5.5 0.4 9.8 100

N
(=}

—_
U1

% Children

\\ N
NN ~ ——
N~

(=)

(%3}

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
— 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls

'Other includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Chart 2: Trends over time
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
enrolled in school was 28.2% in 2006, 14.6% in 2012, and 9.8% in 2018.

% Children

0 11| APRT] AT B

Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII
m2010 2012 2014 2016 W2018

aple Age-grade d D 0

% dre ea grade by age 2018

W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12|13 14 |15 |16 Total
| [28.1/30.3(18.0[11.3 12.4 100
I 9.9[15.1[25.426.9| 8.6| 8.7 5.4 100
I 2.2| 5.4{12.5[29.320.9/18.0 11.8 100
v 26 |5.3[17.019.2(34.3| 8.7| 9.2 3.8 100
\ 2.8 6.7| 9.2[34.219.8[17.6| 5.7 4.0 100
\4 7.9 18.3[21.0(33.7[11.5 7.6 100
VI 23 7.8[10.834.526.2/11.2| 7.4 | 100
Vil 8.2 20.427.227.311.5‘5.4 100

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std 11 is 29.7%
as compared to 8.9% in Std VIII.

Young children in pre-school and school

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
Std 111, 29.3% children are 8 years old but there are also 5.4% who are 6, 12.5% who
are 7, 20.9% who are 9, 18% who are 10, and 11.8% who are 11 or older.

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sc‘:)r:ce);)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 56.6 0.4 3.9 4.5 1.3 | 0.1 | 33.3 | 100
Age4| 5538 0.8 | 11.3 | 10.3 35| 05 | 17.8 | 100
Age5| 36.4 0.7 | 17.0 | 274 6.3 | 0.8 | 11.5 | 100
Age6| 13.3 051|165 | 529 | 10.1 | 1.0 5.7 | 100
Age 7 &5 0.6 | 13.8 | 629 | 14.8 | 0.9 3.6 | 100
Age 8 1.7 0.2 83 | 689|169 | 1.2 2.9 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Hindi)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Noteven| | oo Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 53.9 21.5 8.2 52 11.2 100
Il 35.0 29.0 12.6 8.0 155 100
1 24.0 26.6 15.2 10.7 235 100
\Y 16.1 23.4 14.0 13.2 BEE 100
Vv 12.7 17.7 12.5 15.9 41.3 100
\Y/| 6.7 14.5 12.1 14.1 52.7 100
ViI 4.2 8.7 8.4 12.0 66.7 100
VIII 29 7.7 7.2 11.1 71.2 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 24% cannot
even read letters, 26.6% can read letters but not words or higher, 15.2% can read
words but not Std | level text or higher, 10.7% can read Std | level text but not

Std Il level text, and 23.5% can read Std 1 level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h 0 i ¢
v can read Std Il level text SIS Ui [Fepenile ©
e T children in Std Ill who can
oV

Gouvt Pvt ULt read Std Il level text. This
2012 14.2 52.7 16.8 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 156 66.1 219 level” reading for Std IlI.
Data for children enrolled

2016 13.9 62.5 20.8 _
in government schools and

2018 12.3 62.0 23.7

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt Pvt Glg\\/,tt*& Govt Pvt Gg\\//tt*&
2012 43.1 74.8 44.4 80.3 93.1 80.7
2014 44.6 87.8 48.2 76.9 86.8 77.3
2016 38.0 82.6 41.8 73.9 96.0 75.2
2018 35.1 78.1 41.3 69.5 93.0 71.4

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in

government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 45.6% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 73.1%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 80.7%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

84

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

ASER 2018



Bihar ruraL

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Annual Status of Education Report

IR .
ASER e

Facilitated by PRATHA

Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Arithmetic Tool (Hindi)

Std NI G | RECREIAE MU LETE Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 1-9 10-99
| 42.7 29.4 15.4 6.9 5.7 100
Il 22.7 36.9 22.2 9.4 8.9 100
1 12.1 32.6 26.9 13.9 14.6 100
\Y 7.8 26.2 27.2 15.7 23.1 100
\% 6.6 18.6 27.8 17.1 29.9 100
\ 3.2 12.4 26.8 17.4 40.3 100
Vi 25 6.3 215 18.9 50.8 100
Vil iL3 4.9 20.4 16.4 56.9 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 12.1%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 32.6% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 26.9% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 13.9% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 14.6%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
RUUEIARES NIRRT  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std II. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt Pyt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt* do subtraction. This figure

2012 25.1 68.4 28.1 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 18.0 68.0 24.2 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 20.0 72.0 27.3 for children enrolled in

2018 18.0 656 28.9 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in SIS BETEES [ S
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Vierr do division can do division
Gowt PVt Gs\‘/’tt*& Govt | Pwt Gs\‘/’tt*&
2012 30.0 60.6 31.3 66.4 85.2 67.0
2014 31.4 72.4 34.9 60.3 80.9 61.2
2016 28.9 72.5 32.6 61.0 85.4 62.4
2018 24.1 64.0 29.9 55.1 78.7 57.0

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 35.1% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 68.9%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
67%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . . .
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 30.7 28.3 29.6 Age 8-10 37.2 315 34.4 21.5 16.7 19.2
Age 11-13 59.0 57.9 58.5 Age 11-13 66.7 58.6 62.5 49.8 41.2 45.3
Age 14-16 79.2 72.0 75.1 Age 14-16 80.4 70.3 4.7 65.9 54.3 59.3

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method
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Calculating time
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Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who

can correctly answer by age and gender 2018
Applying unitary Financial decision
Age method making

Calculating time Calculating discount

Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Age 14 43.7 | 29.7 | 353 1 32.1 | 28.2 | 29.8 | 26.7 | 16.6 |20.6 | 24.2 | 9.6 | 155
Age 15 40.7 | 25.4 | 32.0 | 38.1 | 30.4 | 33.8 | 20.6 | 20.8 | 20.7 | 20.6 | 9.7 | 14.4
Age 16 48.0 | 36.9 |41.1 |39.4 | 31.8 | 34.7| 204 | 11.7 |15.0 | 226 | 6.4 | 125
Age14-16|43.8 | 30.5 | 35.9 [ 36.1 | 29.9 | 32.4 | 23.0| 16.4 |19.1 | 225 | 8.7 | 14.3

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

" Calculating time Applr)]/::tghs(rjlitary Finan;::ll(ﬁ]egcision
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 49.0 | 42.3 (459 | 549 | 41.3 | 48,5 | 329 | 26.5 |29.9 | 32.6 | 23.8 | 285
Age 15 48.8 | 40.3 |44.4 | 54.4 | 415 |47.7 | 379 | 279 [32.7 | 35.3 | 21.7 | 28.3
Age 16 52.7 | 39.0 | 446 | 53.1 | 449 |48.3 | 37.1| 28.0 |31.7 | 39.6 | 23.3 | 30.0
Age 14-161 49.8 | 40.6 | 45.1 | 54.3 | 42.4 | 48.2 | 35,5 | 27.4 |31.3 | 35.1 | 23.0 | 28.8

86 ASER 2018
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 14: Trends over time
Number of schools visited

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 265 224 245 237
Upper primary schools
(Std I-VI/VII 702 864 866 863
Total schools visited 967 | 1088 | 1111 | 1100

Table 15: Trends over time
Student and teacher attendan
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

ce on the day of visit

Primary schools

(Std 1-IV/V) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
% Enrolled children present

(Average) 56.1 58.2 | 59.1 56.5
% Teachers present

(Average) 84.6 775 | 746 68.5
Upper primary schools

(Std 1-VIIAVII) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
% Enrolled children present

(Average) 55.9 52.1 | 52.0 52.9
% Teachers present

Table 16: Trends over time

Multigrade classes
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Primary schools

(Std V/V) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
% Schools where Std Il children were

observed sitting with one or more other | 76 | 79.3 | 71.8 | 83.3
classes

% Schools where Std IV children were

observed sitting with one or more other | 63.7 | 79.0 | 67.1 | 74.0
classes

Ulejetey el sl 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
(Std -VII/VIN)

% Schools where Std Il children were

observed sitting with one or more other | 530 | 58.8 | 56.9 | 61.9
classes

% Schools where Std IV children were

observed sitting with one or more other | 43.4 | 52.8 | 50.6 | 50.3
classes

School facilities

Table 17: Trends over time

% Schools with selected facilities

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 64.0 | 87.7 | 87.2 | 91.6

meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 57.2 | 69.2 | 76.5 | 845

No facility for drinking water 9.6 2.3 35 A5

Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 11.7 7.3 7.1 6.8

water Drinking water available 78.7 | 90.4 | 89.5 | 89.7

Total 100 100 | 100 100

No toilet facility 19.3 6.4 4.8 3.4

Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 47.2 | 33.0 | 246 | 211

Toilet useable 33.6 60.6 | 70.6 75.6

Total 100 100 100 100

No separate provision for girls’ toilet 499 | 254 | 17.4 | 16.7

. Separate provision but locked 15.1 | 14.3 7.5 9.1

g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 16.9 | 141 | 143 | 11.2

Separate provision, unlocked and useable 18.1 | 46.2 | 60.8 | 63.0

Total 100 100 | 100 100

No library 47.1 23.7 | 30.7 40.9

Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 24.7 | 45.8 | 36.6 | 31.6

Library books being used by children on day of visit 28.2 | 305 | 328 | 275

Total 100 100 | 100 100

Electricity connection 72.6 | 69.5

Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 636 | 714
available on day of visit

No computer available for children to use 93.1 | 943 | 929 | 96.6

Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 2.9 5.0 6.3 2.8

Computer being used by children on day of visit 4.0 0.7 0.8 0.6

Total 100 100 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IVIV) 0.4 1.8 2.1 5.9
Upper primary schools
(std 1-vIIAVIIT 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
70 Schools with v Vil | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 35.7 64.7 58.5
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 222 175 185
PhySin‘;“ No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 422 17.8 23.0
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 4.4 46.7 37.6
Physical Other physical education teacher 44.3 32.9 35.4
education
teacher No physical education teacher 51.3 20.4 27.0
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 42.0 55.0 52.2
Playground outside the school premises 22.9 20.2 20.8
Playground
No accessible playground 35.1 24.8 27.0
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 34.9 59.9 54.5
g;l\[jiz\t/lsed physical education activity observed on day 14.2 26.4 23.6

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 91.0 94.2 95.2

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 13.7 8.7 7.4
Between July and September 71.2 65.9 80.4
After September 15.1 25.4 12.1
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School enrollment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Age group Govt Pvt Other ch(r)1to:)nI Total
Age 6-14: All 76.4 20.0 0.0 3.6 100
Age 7-16: All 74.6 18.2 0.0 7.2 100
Age 7-10: All 75.7 22.6 0.0 1.7 100
Age 7-10: Boys 73.7 24.1 0.0 2.2 100
Age 7-10: Girls 7.7 21.1 0.0 1.2 100
Age 11-14: All 78.0 16.4 0.1 5.5 100
Age 11-14: Boys 75.4 19.1 0.1 5.5 100
Age 11-14: Girls 80.3 14.1 0.1 5.6 100
Age 15-16: All 65.1 13.1 0.0 21.7 100
Age 15-16: Boys 61.9 15.6 0.0 22.5 100
Age 15-16: Girls 67.7 11.1 0.1 21.2 100

N
(=}

—_
U1

% Children

|
/

X

&
/

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
— 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls

'Other includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Chart 2: Trends over time
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
enrolled in school was 33.6% in 2006, 18.1% in 2012, and 21.2% in 2018.

% Children

Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII
m2010 2012 2014 2016 W2018

aple Age-grade d D 0

% dre ea grade by age 2018

W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 Total
I |17.1/57.9[19.8 5.2 100
I 2.7/10.853.5[28.6 45 100
I 2.5 [11.1/53.3)25.7| 5.6 1.9 100
v 1.9 12.8/45.7(33.4 6.2 100
\Y 2.9 9.1/52.328.6| 5.3 1.9 100
\ 2.8 11.2/48.1[31.2| 5.0 1.7 100
VI 1.7 10.5(49.0130.7| 6.3| 1.8 | 100
Vil 2.0 11.949.727.3 7.5‘1.6 100

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std I is 25.6%
as compared to 15.7% in Std VIII.

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
Std 111, 53.3% children are 8 years old but there are also 11.1% who are 7, 25.7%
who are 9, 5.6% who are 10, and 1.9% who are 11 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of
pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sc‘:)r:ce);)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 75.4 0.0 9.1 0.6 04 | 0.0 | 145 | 100
Age 4 69.9 0.3 | 19.8 1.4 1.1 | 0.0 7.6 | 100
Age5| 45.4 05 | 255 | 164 7.3 | 0.0 5.0 | 100
Age 6 7.8 0.0 74 | 604|218 | 0.0 2.6 | 100
Age 7 0.7 0.0 20 | 71.3| 248 | 0.0 1.2 | 100
Age 8 0.6 0.0 0.2 | 73.2 | 244 | 0.0 1.6 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Hindi)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Noteven| | oo Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 45.6 39.7 9.7 2.0 29 100
Il 195 39.5 19.1 10.5 11.3 100
1l 10.4 25.4 17.8 16.5 29.8 100
\Y 5.8 13.8 15.2 18.7 46.6 100
Vv 3.4 121 9.3 15.8 59.5 100
\Y/| 2.5 7.7 7.5 16.0 66.4 100
ViI 1.3 5.8 6.7 10.1 76.1 100
VIII 1.7 5.0 5.8 8.8 78.7 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I1l, 10.4%
cannot even read letters, 25.4% can read letters but not words or higher, 17.8% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 16.5% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 29.8% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h . i i
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
B Con & children in Std 11l who can
0

Govt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This
2012 15.7 41.0 19.9 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 154 123 213 level” reading for Std IlI.
Data for children enrolled

2016 22.2 47.3 28.1 )
in government schools and

2018 25.0 46.7 29.8

— - - — private schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in

government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 6: Trends over time

Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 44.0 64.2 46.2 76.2 89.0 77.5
2014 47.1 76.6 52.4 73.8 90.6 75.9
2016 51.0 75.9 56.0 70.9 89.9 73.5
2018 57.1 70.2 59.6 77.0 87.8 78.7

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 56% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 78.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 77.5%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level : . o
All children 2018 Arithmetic Tool (Hindi)

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total

z Y

1-9 19 10-99 s i S - -m
| 37.8 47.6 13.1 1.0 0.6 100 e i
74 63
8) 993 (

I 114 507 | 334 42 04 | 100 E] @ -5 .27
I 6.6 345 39.6 16.9 2.4 100 T

(48] [8]] %
v 2.7 235 38.6 23.9 11.3 100 - 29

v 1.7 17.4 32.6 21.6 26.8 100 =

VI 1.3 15.2 31.0 22.7 29.8 100 |:| :_;
Vil 0.8 12.3 36.4 24.1 26.4 100 @

VIl 1.3 6.7 39.8 21.2 31.0 100 31

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s E [Il 86 62 | =18 -49

arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std Il, 6.6%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 34.5% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot - 5
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 39.6% can recognize numbers up to 99 but by fn gl el | sttty |l o S "l ol il Bl oy
cannot do subtraction, 16.9% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 2.4% .

can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.
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Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std 111 by school type PSS eI X 1 Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018 2-digit subtraction with 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std II. Table 8 % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of Year do division can do division

Govt & children in Std 11l who can Govt & Govt &

cov PVt Pvt* do subtraction. This figure cov v Pvt> cov PVt Pvt>
2012 12.1 27.3 14.6 is a proxy for “grade level” 2012 13.1 22.3 14.1 29.8 46.0 31.4
2014 9.6 31.1 14.2 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data 2014 14.1 35.7 18.0 25.4 58.7 29.6
2016 14.5 37.7 | 200  for children enrolled in 2016 18.6 408 | 23.1 253 | 456 28.1
2018 | 160 | 307 | 193  9overnmentschools and 2018 | 261 | 302 | 269 | 280 | 47.3 | 310

— - - — private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 39.5% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 55.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
31.4%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

10 ] ] [ 2012

ASER 2018



3

Annual Status of Education Repo

AL

[ RURAL |

Chhattisgarh rurat
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Facilitated by PRATHA

Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . . .
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 38.3 44.0 41.3 Age 8-10 29.3 32.0 30.7 11.0 12.3 11.7
Age 11-13 66.6 735 70.3 Age 11-13 51.3 50.2 50.7 28.4 28.0 28.2
Age 14-16 76.9 83.0 80.5 Age 14-16 54.5 51.9 53.0 325 31.1 31.7

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method
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Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who

can correctly answer by age and gender 2018
Applying unitary Financial decision
Age method making

Calculating time Calculating discount

Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Age 14 28.3 | 279|281 1283|332 |309|343| 189|260 52| 20| 35
Age 15 40.2 | 33.5|35.8 | 44.0 | 28.6 | 339 40.1| 38.3 |38.9 | 156 | 9.4 | 115
Age 16 36.5 | 36.2 |36.4 |46.1 | 31.8 | 39.2 | 48.8 | 25.1 |37.3 [ 21.4 | 10.2 | 16.0
Age14-16|34.2 | 32.2 | 33.1 (385 | 31.1 | 34.3 | 40.9| 279|336 | 135 | 7.0 | 9.8

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 45.6 | 35.8 |39.8 | 58.0 | 50.2 [ 53.3 | 47.3 | 50.4 |49.1 | 34.2 | 189 | 25.1
Age 15 47.1 | 40.3 |43.3 | 61.0 | 49.6 | 54.6 | 52.5 | 45.3 |48.5 | 38.9 | 25.6 | 31.4
Age 16 40.3 | 44.8 | 429 | 615 | 475 | 53.6 | 45.8 | 53.7 |50.2 | 39.6 | 27.8 | 32.9
Age 14-16| 44.4 | 40.1 |41.9 | 60.1 | 49.2 | 53.8 | 48.6 | 49.8 |49.3 | 37.5 | 23.8 | 29.7
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 16 OUT OF 18 DISTRICTS

. . .. .. Facilitated by PRATHA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

Table 14: Trends over time

Table 16: Trends over time

Number of schools visited Multigrade classes

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Bri hool All schools
rimary schools 301 431 468 459 (Std I-V/V and Std 1-VIIVIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
(Std I-IVIV)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VIIVIN) 124 | 11 5 9
Total schools visited 425 442 473 468 9% Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 64.8 | 76.2 | 75.8 | 71.3
classes

Table 15: Trends over time

Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools
(Std 1-IV/V and Std I-VII/VI11)

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 51.1 | 53.9 | 56.0 | 53.3

70.5 74.6 68.3 75.2 classes

% Enrolled children present
(Average)

% Teachers present

(Average) 86.5 | 822 | 79.6 | 84.2

School facilities

Table 17: Trends over time e g

% Schools with selected facilities
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 86.1 | 92.9 | 94.7 | 97.0

meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 946 | 86.1 | 80.1 | 91.7

No facility for drinking water 12.9 | 10.2 D 7.9

Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 9.6 9.5 9.5 9.6

water Drinking water available 77.6 | 80.3 | 85.0 | 825

Total 100 100 | 100 100

No toilet facility 28.9 8.2 5.1 2.1

Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 415 | 229 | 16.8 | 12.2

Toilet useable 29.6 68.9 | 78.1 | 85.7

Total 100 100 100 100

No separate provision for girls’ toilet 46.2 | 29.8 | 13.7 | 10.1

. Separate provision but locked 16.3 7.6 4.7 3.2

g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 17.5 9.2 | 114 | 11.0

Separate provision, unlocked and useable 20.0 | 53.4 | 70.2 | 75.7

Total 100 100 | 100 100

No library 27.1 10.5 | 14.0 10.3

Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 36.5 | 63.3 | 61.5 | 66.0

Library books being used by children on day of visit 36.5 | 26.2 | 245 | 23.8

Total 100 100 | 100 100

Electricity connection 86.6 | 91.6

Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 731 | 82.0
available on day of visit

No computer available for children to use 959 | 99.5 | 985 | 97.7

Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 2.4 0.5 1.3 1.9

Computer being used by children on day of visit 1.7 0.0 0.2 0.4

Total 100 100 100 100
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHA

Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std VIV 161 336 41.0 40.2

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. All schools
0,
) S T (Std IFIV/V and Std VIV
Physical education period in the timetable| 65.9
Dedicated No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 24.1
physical No physical education period and 101
education | g dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 8.5
Physical Other physical education teacher 73.4
education
teacher No physical education teacher 18.1
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 70.0
Playground outside the school premises 18.2
Playground
No accessible playground 11.8
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 49.6
Supervised physical education activity observed on day
of visit 18.7

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018
2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 99.8 99.2 98.9

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 4.9 4.4 1.8
Between July and September 94.2 95.2 80.5
After September 0.9 0.4 17.7
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Focilitated by PRATHAM

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 85.6 12.4 0.1 1.8 100
Age 7-16: All 81.2 | 137 0.1 5.0 100 30 -
Age 7-10: All 86.2 13.1 0.1 0.6 100 25 NC—
Age 7-10: Boys 83.4 15.6 0.2 0.8 100 @20
: - !i [—— \ /\
Age 7-10: Girls 89.3 10.2 0.1 0.4 100 z ~
Y15
Age 11-14: All 84.4 12.4 0.1 3.1 100 E
10
Age 11-14: Boys 83.6 13.8 0.0 2.6 100 ™~
Age 11-14: Girls 85.3 11.0 0.1 3.6 100 5
Age 15-16: All 61.7 18.4 0.1 19.8 100
Age 15-16: Boys 65.0 19.6 0.0 15.4 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
TEE— g T a2 15 e — 11 to 14 Boys =— 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys — 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ — s : : Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
‘Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
*Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 27.3% in 2006, 30.1% in 2012, and 24.9% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time [l NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 1, IV, VI and VIII % dre cach grade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
<5/ 6|7 |8 |9 |10|11|1213|14 |15 |16 |Total
70 I h7.2[72.4| 8.3 2.1 100
60 I |1.3|7.4f79.001.2 11 100
50|
s i 0.7 |9.576.012.1 1.7 100
S 40
z v 1.3 10.769.015.9 3.2 100
Y30
°\20 v 08 8.0[75.013.0 3.2 100
0 Vi 0.9 7.5[70.3017.7 3.7 100
Jamnil anial snlam v 12 s2posea 35 | 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIl
VIl | 100
w2010 m2012 2014 =2016 MW2018 13 (L L8 57
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 13.7% Std 111, 76% children are 8 years old but there are also 9.5% who are 7, 12.1% who
as compared to 7.4% in Std VIII. are 9, and 1.7% who are 10 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sfﬁga Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 89.2 1.1 4.7 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 4.9 | 100
Age4| 88.0 0.9 7.8 0.7 0.2 | 0.0 2.5 | 100
Age5| 54.9 23 | 118 | 23.0 53| 0.0 2.7 | 100
Age 6 6.1 0.2 24 | 812 9.0 | 0.0 1.1 | 100
Age 7 0.6 00| 01 |859|125| 0.1 0.9 | 100
Age 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 86.6 | 128 | 0.0 0.6 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

sta  |[Noteven| | auer | Word Sl Sl | 1otal Std Il level text Std | level text
letter leveltext | level text E
| 36.5 40.8 14.7 4.2 3.8 100 St e o _ -
il wd szl 20 s 2t e e,
1l 13.0 24.3 33.1 19.1 10.6 100 rgllu'lj}l -uw:l1 *-'t..:'d_ t:& \1{ ; at':l windl iz arde
H 1 3 3 . i
1 6.1 15.5 22.5 22.7 33.1 100 'H,l r_].:m. _ﬂ'if,t 'i“‘ iﬁ sl =l wda A
¢ k| T B (URLE f o)
v 3.7 | 100 | 13.9 22.6 49.8 100 g P o P ol ”“"“"“'[‘{“h"'- X
L B I TR T BT CELRPTETEIEL R TEER
Vv 27 78 | 123 235 537 | 100 ql':ﬂ& 1: b3 PR N
ARl A3 A5 WU WAL B9l
VI 2.0 4.9 10.5 20.7 61.9 100 : ..L:;_‘ J._ﬂ, 4 T ut Letters Words
ViI 1.5 3.9 6.9 17.2 70.4 100 %'IHE {‘! 1?'1.."1"*1[‘-[[ ‘15_, JH:L
sl sard alod wbt gamie ul . 4
VIl 0.6 4.8 55 15.9 732 | 100 4:“';1 A 26 YA R W £ caor
The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s el L'L‘ _-c'{lil At ML a{-u?i{ o ® s -l
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 6.1% IE'[:'['[ -ﬂguL LT %‘1.[ iy:[l 1y - i a '™ -
cannot even read letters, 15.5% can read letters but not words or higher, 22.5% can 3 N -
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 22.7% can read Std | level text but not 1:!"-"!:[[ Wi, " - iy fiad
Std Il level text, and 33.1% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.
The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is
) ] a Std Il level text. Table 5 - . . .
% Children in Std Il who h h . ¢ % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
v can read Std Il level text B I [DQH0UEI @ Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
ay T children in Std lll who can ) e
oV
Govt Pvt Pyt read Std I level text. This Govt Pvt Pyt Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 195 | 342 | 209 | fgureisaproxy for “grade 2012 | 463 | 663 | 47.7 | 802 | 862 | 80.9
2014 176 | 418 | 203  'evel” reading for Std Il 2014 | 446 | 641 | 466 | 764 | 842 | 77.6
Data for children enrolled
2016 21.6 36.7 23.0 _ 2016 52.3 59.1 52.9 75.7 85.7 76.6
in government schools and
2018 32.3 39.3 .8 . . 2018 52.0 68.1 53.8 72.5 84.4 73.3
— - - — private schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only. separately.
101
90
80 2012 2014 2016
2018
70
c
% 60 = 2012 2014 2016
550
= 40 2012 2014
30 2008 2010
20
10
0 - - - -
Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
Std IV M Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 31.5% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 59.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 80.9%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level

All children 2018

Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Arithmetic Tool (Gujarati)

Annual Status of Education Report

Facilitated by PRATHAM

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99
| 33.5 51.2 10.7 2.6 2.0 100
1] 13.8 45.1 33.6 6.5 1.0 100
1 5.8 26.1 42.5 23.3 2.3 100
\Y 4.9 17.8 35.4 27.8 14.1 100
\% 2.3 12.5 34.4 30.7 20.1 100
VI 2.2 10.1 28.0 32.3 27.4 100
Vil 1.8 5.8 26.4 31.6 34.3 100
VIl 0.8 7.7 23.3 325 35.6 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 5.8%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 26.1% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 42.5% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 23.3% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 2.3%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by

2-digit subtraction with

Arithmetic in Std Il by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std Il who  porrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of
Govt Put Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 12.0 33.6 14.0 is a proxy for “grade level”
2014 12.4 35.2 14.9 arithmetic for Std lll. Data
2016 18.3 31.9 19.6 for children enrolled in
2018 228 431 25.7 government schools and

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year do division can do division
Govt | P | S| Gowt | pw | COME
2012 12.4 34.0 13.9 39.2 58.2 41.4
2014 13.9 34.8 16.1 29.3 50.4 32.6
2016 145 32.2 16.1 33.9 44.4 34.8
2018 18.4 34.2 20.2 35.8 32.4 35.6

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in
separately.

government and private schools only.

Chart 4: Trends over time

% Children who can do division
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 13.2% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 30.4%. When the cohort reached Std VIl in 2012, this figure was
41.4%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 41.9 48.1 44.9 Age 8-10 37.9 38.5 38.2 12.7 10.5 11.6
Age 11-13 64.8 72.0 68.4 Age 11-13 63.9 65.4 64.7 30.3 33.6 32.0
Age 14-16 N 77.8 7.7 Age 14-16 62.8 65.1 64.0 38.9 39.1 39.0

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.
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Calculating discount "

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial decision

Age method making 9
Male |Female| All [ Male |[Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All F ' A
Age 14 195 | 18.2 |18.7 | 35.3 | 17.7 | 244|221 | 158 |18.2 (165 | 49 | 93 r... : : -

Age 15 22.6 | 34.7 | 29.4 | 29.6 | 27.6 | 28,5 6.0 | 12.6 | 9.7 | 10.9 6.8 | 8.6
Age 16 27.3 | 26.0 | 26.7 | 34.4 | 37.2 | 35.7 | 13.7 | 15.4 | 145 | 235 15 132
Age14-16 | 22.9 | 26.5 | 24.9 | 32.7 | 25.5 | 28.7 | 13.2 | 14.4 |13.9 | 16.2 50| 9.9

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _decmon
Age method making
Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 341 | 28.2 |30.9 | 485 | 452 | 46.8 | 25.2 | 27.1 |26.2 [ 20.4 | 14.7 | 17.4
Age 15 43.1 | 33.8 |38.4 [48.9 | 51.3 |50.1 | 223 | 21.4 |21.8 |19.6 | 8.2 | 13.8
Age 16 36.5 | 36.3 |36.4 | 36.4 | 39.6 | 38.0 | 13.3 | 245 |18.8 | 17.0 | 11.5 | 14.3
Age 14-16 | 37.7 | 32.2 | 34.9 | 44.9 | 455 | 45.2 | 20.7 | 24.6 [22.7 | 19.1 | 11.8 | 15.4
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std I-IV/V) 66 67 82 105 (Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIN) 557 653 562 539 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
Total schools visited 623 720 644 644 classes 9 56.1 ( 77.3 | 89.0 | 714

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 51.7 | 69.4 | 88.5 | 70.6

Primary schools classes
(Stld I-Ir\);N) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 T .
‘(”/;)\VEer;;(;LI)ed children present 87.4 855 894 891 (std VIV 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/’:\;I'e?zgz)ers present 94.7 94.1 916 89.1 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(Légjpii/ﬂ;{/rm)ry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2018 2018 clasces g 33.6 | 45.2 | 47.4 | 46.9
E/Xvi?;(égfd children present 84.4 82.5 83.0 84.9 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
9% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 30.7 | 37.5 | 43.6 | 40.4
(Average) 95.9 93.5 90.8 92.9 classes
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 88.3 | 90.0 | 91.9 | 90.4
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 96.2 | 942 | 954 | 941
No facility for drinking water 14.2 8.5 9.7 6.4
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 6.5 4.5 5.8 5.6
water Drinking water available 79.4 | 87.0 | 84.6 | 88.0
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 2.6 1.7 0.3 0.2
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 32.6 135 | 16.8 8.5
Toilet useable 64.8 | 84.8 | 829 | 913
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 12.7 5.8 2.4 2.6
. Separate provision but locked 20.7 5.6 6.5 1.1
g::::{ Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 16.7 7.2 | 10.0 8.8
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 499 | 814 | 81.1 | 87.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 16.2 7.7 | 122 | 147
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 35.2 | 54.0 | 45.5 | 44.8
Library books being used by children on day of visit 48.5 | 38.3 | 42.3 | 405
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 99.2 | 994
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 040 | 965
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 47.8 | 18.7 | 24.8 | 33.1
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 243 | 52.8 | 43.7 | 429
Computer being used by children on day of visit 279 | 285 | 315 | 24.0
Total 100 100 | 100 100
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 33.3 43.3 68.4 52.4
Upper primary schools
(Std I=VIVIIN) 1.3 2.8 4.0 5.0
. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
ORI V VIII schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 68.4 72.6 72.0
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 23.2 23.7 23.6
physical No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 8.4 3.7 4.5
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 34.7 28.8 29.7
Physical Other physical education teacher 51.0 56.9 56.0
education
teacher No physical education teacher 14.3 14.3 14.3
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 78.8 83.0 82.4
Playground outside the school premises 6.1 8.9 8.4
Playground
No accessible playground 15.2 8.1 9.2
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 63.6 84.4 81.0
Supfar_wsed physical education activity observed on day 485 44.0 447
of visit
2014 2016 2018
% Schools which reported having an SMC 99.2 98.9 98.9
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting
Before July 8.0 8.1 25
Between July and September 88.9 72.6 96.7
After September 3.1 19.4 0.8
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 21 OUT OF 21 DISTRICTS

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Annual Status of Education Report
ASER =

Facilitated by PRATHAM

School enrollment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Age group Govt Pvt Other chlI)1to:)nI Total
Age 6-14: All 42.6 55.3 0.4 1.7 100
Age 7-16: All 43.4 53.8 0.4 2.5 100
Age 7-10: All 39.7 58.7 0.4 1.2 100
Age 7-10: Boys 35.1 63.6 0.3 0.9 100
Age 7-10: Girls 45.3 52.7 0.5 15 100
Age 11-14: All 45.8 51.7 0.4 2.2 100
Age 11-14: Boys 39.6 58.0 0.3 2.1 100
Age 11-14: Girls 52.8 44.5 0.4 2.3 100
Age 15-16: All 47.0 46.0 0.3 6.8 100
Age 15-16: Boys 40.4 52.7 0.2 6.7 100
Age 15-16: Girls 54.1 38.8 0.4 6.8 100

N
(=)

[/ ]/

—_
U1

% Children

\\
N N——F]

(%3}

T — T ——

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
— 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys — 15 to 16 Girls

'Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
*Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Chart 2: Trends over time
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
enrolled in school was 19.4% in 2006, 9.3% in 2012, and 6.8% in 2018.

% Children

Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII
m2010 m®™2012 2014 =2016 W2018

aple Age-grade d D 0

% are ea grade by age 2018

<56 |7 |8 |9 |10|11|12 13|14 |15 |16 |Total
I ]40.333.7(17.8| 5.0 3.2 100
I 7.222.7/38.3123.0| 5.8 3.0 100
I 48 [21.638.9[22.2 8.9 3.6 100
v 5.6 22.9[37.323.9| 6.1 4.2 100
\Y 5.3 20.5/43.9[19.9| 6.8 3.6 100
\Y| 4.8 22.5(37.5[26.8| 6.0 2.4 100
Vil 5.2 19.7/44.6[22.3| 5.4 2.9 100
WY1l 4.9 27.338.221.7 5.9‘2.0 100

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 60.6%
as compared to 50.8% in Std VIII.

Young children in pre-school and school

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
Std 111, 38.9% children are 8 years old but there are also 21.6% who are 7, 22.2% who
are 9, 8.9% who are 10, and 3.6% who are 11 or older.

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt s(?r:g;:u Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 34.7 2.1 | 36.2 1.9 27| 0.1 | 22.4 | 100
Age4| 15.0 3.8 | 54.2 8.3 7.8 | 0.3 | 10.7 | 100
Age 5 4.0 21 | 46.9 | 20.7 | 220 | 0.1 4.4 | 100
Age 6 1.2 0.8 | 21.3 | 31.3 | 434 | 03 1.7 | 100
Age 7 0.5 0.2 5.2 | 35.0 | 574 | 0.3 1.3 | 100
Age 8 0.2 0.1 1.4 | 393|574 | 0.4 1.3 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Not even Letter Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 23.0 29.3 27.4 10.5 9.8 100
1l 8.2 20.9 23.1 20.9 26.9 100
1 4.2 9.7 17.1 22.7 46.2 100
1\ 2.9 6.0 11.0 18.7 61.4 100
\Y 21 4.8 7.6 16.4 69.1 100
\Y/| 1.0 2.6 4.7 13.2 78.6 100
ViI 1.2 2.9 3.9 10.7 81.4 100
VIII 1.5 2.7 35 11.1 81.2 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 4.2%
cannot even read letters, 9.7% can read letters but not words or higher, 17.1% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 22.7% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 46.2% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

YR A U g 01 | 98 e

e 1 o 2w | | s o
=1l Giren &1 | v 2= e dm w9 AT 'R e |
| S A @ wE w 98 @ WY 6O |
gorrn | wa Ao wa fam

T i e armen e | EnE Letters Words
N GE-aE & 4w = @ u||ww @
Y| e wa we e w
| T qE U Gay adfiten a9
# | gfeny =g wit derd o T 9 @ '““m "
£l q m| e fa=

) ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h th i ¢
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
ay T children in Std lll who can
oV

Govt Pvt ULt read Std Il level text. This
2012 14.7 52.4 34.1 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 217 61.5 45.4 level” reading for Std IlI.
Data for children enrolled

2016 25.1 61.0 46.2 .
in government schools and

2018 B2A5 56.1 46.4

private schools is shown

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
VeERr read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 43.5 79.2 59.7 82.3 94.5 87.4
2014 53.9 81.3 68.2 78.4 93.5 85.2
2016 54.6 79.1 68.3 76.4 91.6 83.8
2018 58.1 78.3 69.3 73.4 88.7 81.3

* This is the weighted average for children in

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

government and private schools only.

separately.
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Cohort in
Std IV in 2014

Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012

Std IV HStd VI Std VIII

Cohort in
Std IV in 2008

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 51.4% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 79%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
87.4%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Std NI G | RECREIAE MU LETE Subtract | Divide Total
1) 19 10-99 ""'.;""'T" “":‘;_“""' v -
| 17.3 29.3 44.2 7.6 16 100 ' - o P
I 53 | 225 | 397 | 271 54 | 100 3 |[7 65| (38| 35 _as | DI
I 2.7 128 | 308 | 343 | 194 | 100 (02 | |23 | 84 73
—— | |
\ 1.6 8.0 23.2 26.7 40.6 100 1 | 4 | _— ] -48 - 36 B)W
\% 1.3 5.4 16.3 26.1 50.9 100 : a7 | | 72 | . =
\Y| 0.6 3.6 16.6 19.5 59.8 100 EI 3 - a7 - 13
— i'ﬂﬂ?i
VI 1.1 4.3 15.2 18.9 60.5 100 54 | 87 —_ 2
VT 12 34 | 133 | 1900 | 632 | 100 T s 53
The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s 5 9 29 11 -18 - 24 4i 51si
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std Ill, 2.7% _| |:| | —|

cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 12.8% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 30.8% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 34.3% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 19.4%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by
2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std II. Table 8 % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of Vierr do division can do division
Govt vt Govt &  children in Std Il who can Govt Put Govt & Govt vt Govt &
Pvt* do subtraction. This figure Pvt* Pvt*
2012 20.0 70.8 46.0 is a proxy for “grade level” 2012 25.4 63.7 42.9 56.0 82.6 67.2
2014 24.0 74.7 54.1 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data 2014 30.8 71.0 51.9 50.7 86.1 66.7
2016 27.7 73.7 | 548  for children enrolled in 2016 30.1 63.8 | 48.9 53.4 | 78.0 65.3
2018 316 | 707 | 539  dovernmentschools and 2018 | 34.4 645 | 510 | 491 | 768 | 63.3

rivate schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in P

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

government and private schools only. separately.
10
90
80
2010
70 01
- 014 2016 2018
% 60 2014 2016
550 2012 ]
32 40| 2008 2010 2014 |
2012
30/ E—— S — E—— .
20— - - - —
10— —— —— —— -
Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
Std IV W Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 39.6% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 71.8%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
67.2%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 52.4 61.4 56.6 Age 8-10 62.5 63.7 63.0 32.6 37.1 34.7
Age 11-13 78.1 80.1 79.0 Age 11-13 80.6 78.4 79.6 61.8 58.4 60.2
Age 14-16 86.9 87.4 87.1 Age 14-16 81.8 82.1 82.0 66.5 66.7 66.6

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

AR 0B Hed ¥ &)
el B e e fer

Calculating time

& i &l wee g8 weg Sod B
£ Yo

A & w6 2

£

fisam = =

Financial decision making

7 g el 7E 5 fammd Frewd &) af
e e el e e &, o ameh ani—t— e wal 83

S WA il

¥ o P wn e

Applying unitary method

SR 15 iR GF Y T o fory e o 3 Tifed s s &
el i 25 e opd o g e o g et herd anert) v

Calculating discount

T F9 a0 T § AR
g w99 10_HREpercent
W BE ¥ ST S UD
d—wd afiet €, o s
fme ool 2= g7

Age Calculating time Applx}igfjhsgitary Finanrc;':zll(ﬁegcision Calculating discount
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All
Age 14 30.3 | 41.6 |358 | 48.2 | 46,5 |47.4 | 404 | 339 |37.2 | 221 | 10.5 | 16.5
Age 15 229 | 42.2 | 354 (485 | 36.8 | 41.0 | 30.7 | 24.1 | 26.4 | 15.3 6.1 ©).&
Age 16 441 | 32.0 (38.2 | 39.0 | 38.6 | 38.8| 40.9 | 42.8 |41.8 | 13.8 | 10.5 | 12.2
Age 14-16 [ 31.9 | 39.9 | 36.2 | 46.0 | 40.9 |43.2 | 38.0 | 31.7 | 34.6 | 18.2 8.7 | 13.1
Age Calculating time Applr)]/:;ltghs(rjlitary Finan;::ll(ic:]egcision Calculating discount
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 48.6 | 48.7 | 48.6 | 57.3 | 56.1 | 56.7 | 43.2 | 43.7 |43.4 | 35.3 | 25.8 | 30.6
Age 15 525 | 53.1 |52.8 | 63.6 | 54.2 | 58.7 | 43.2 | 46.3 |44.8 | 39.9 | 27.2 | 33.3
Age 16 56.3 | 54.6 |55.4 | 62.7 | 57.2 | 60.0 | 43.1 | 43.8 |43.4 | 39.0 | 259 | 32.6
Age 14-16| 52.1 | 51.9 | 52.0 | 61.0 | 55.7 | 58.3 | 43.2 | 44.6 |43.9 | 37.9 | 26.3 | 32.1
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 21 OUT OF 21 DISTRICTS Fd by PMTHA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std 1-IV/V) 302 445 439 392 (Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIN) 226 132 154 221 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
Total schools visited 528 577 593 613 classes 9 33.0 [ 34.0 | 43.3 | 40.9

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 30.1 | 27.4 | 32.9 | 36.2

Primary schools classes
(Stld I-Ir\);N) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 T .
‘(”/;)\VEer;;(;LI)ed children present 82.9 78.7 823 777 (std VIV 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/’:\;I'e?zgz)ers present 89.8 85.8 85.3 87.0 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(Légjpii/ﬂ;{/rm)ry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2018 2018 clasces g 31.3 | 35.2 | 53.6 | 42.9
E/Xvi?;(égfd children present 81.7 79.6 83.8 77.6 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
9% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 28.9 | 27.3 | 54.7 | 40.6
(Average) 87.8 86.1 85.8 88.5 classes
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 51.0 | 75.8 | 82.0 | 88.2
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 93.7 | 91.7 | 925 | 85.3
No facility for drinking water 17.7 | 155 | 16.6 | 11.6
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 7.7 8.4 7.6 6.4
water Drinking water available 74.6 | 76.2 | 75.8 | 82.0
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 2.0 2.4 0.5 0.7
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 30.1 15.8 | 14.0 8.5
Toilet useable 67.9 | 81.8 | 855 | 90.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 10.0 4.6 2.9 4.8
. Separate provision but locked 13.4 3.3 3.4 2.3
g::::{ Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 239 | 125 | 114 8.5
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 528 | 79.6 | 82.3 | 84.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 35.4 | 15.8 | 16.8 | 16.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 33.0 | 48.2 | 42.3 | 44.8
Library books being used by children on day of visit 31.6 | 36.0 | 40.9 | 39.1
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 96.2 | 95.7
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 295 | 708
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 82.6 | 885 | 89.4 | 81.7
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 10.5 7.9 8.2 | 13.3
Computer being used by children on day of visit 6.9 3.7 2.4 5.1
Total 100 100 | 100 100
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 10.3 12.4 18.9 25.3
Upper primary schools
(Std I=VIVIIN) 14 15 5.2 4.1
. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
Yo Schools with v Vill_ | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 30.8 67.9 44.6
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 47.3 220 7.9
physical No physical education period and
education | o dedicated time allotted 21.9 101 17.5
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 9.7 63.4 29.2
Physical Other physical education teacher 65.1 2515 50.8
education
teacher No physical education teacher 25.2 11.1 20.1
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 82.0 88.1 84.3
Playground outside the school premises 9.4 8.7 9.1
Playground
No accessible playground 8.6 3.2 6.6
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 59.3 64.7 61.2
Supfar_wsed physical education activity observed on day 30.6 36.6 328
of visit
2014 2016 2018
% Schools which reported having an SMC 98.9 96.6 99.0
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting
Before July 4.0 5.7 2.3
Between July and September 72.6 83.3 58.9
After September 23.4 11.0 38.8
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 12 OUT OF 12 DISTRICTS
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Facilitated by PRATHAM

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 58.9 40.7 0.0 0.4 100
Age 7-16: All 63.2 | 36.1 0.1 0.7 100 30
Age 7-10: All 54.7 45.0 0.1 0.2 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 51.8 48.1 0.0 0.1 100 @20
o
Age 7-10: Girls 57.6 41.8 0.2 0.4 100 %
15
Age 11-14: All 65.4 34.1 0.0 0.6 100 ®
Age 11-14: Boys 62.4 | 36.9 0.0 0.7 100 10
Age 11-14: Girls 68.5 31.0 0.0 0.5 100 5
=
Age 15-16: All 795 | 18.2 0.1 2.2 | 100 — — —
Age 15-16: Boys 76.4 21.0 0.3 24 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
TEE— o = 00 o0 G — 11 to 14 Boys =— 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys — 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ N : s : Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
‘Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
*Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 5.6% in 2006, 3.8% in 2012, and 2% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time [l NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 1, IV, VI and VIII % dre cach grade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
®|<5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 |14 |15 |16]Total
70 I |33.253.211.6 2.0 100
60 I | 2.6/25.257.1/12.7 25 100
50|
s i 1.4 [21.957.916.7 2.2 100
40
z v 2.4  |29.551.113.6 3.4 100
Y30
: » v 2.9 28.851.914.1 2.3 100
o Vi 2.7 33.050.912.3 1.1 100
0 Vil 3.7 28.252.414.1 1.7 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VI
VIl 7| 100
w2010 m2012 2014 =2016 MW2018 3.6 2R B 14
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 53.7% Std 111, 57.9% children are 8 years old but there are also 21.9% who are 7, 16.7% who
as compared to 33.5% in Std VIII. are 9, and 2.2% who are 10 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sfﬁga Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 57.6 2.6 | 30.6 1.6 1.0 | 0.0 6.6 | 100
Aged| 374 34 | 514 3.3 1.3 | 0.0 3.1 | 100
Age5| 15.8 59 | 363 | 214|189 | 0.0 1.7 | 100
Age 6 1.2 0.5 6.0 | 415|504 | 0.0 0.3 | 100
Age 7 0.1 0.4 1.8 | 48.8 | 48.2 | 0.3 0.4 | 100
Age 8 0.3 0.0 0.3 | 56.3|42.7 | 0.1 0.3 | 100
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Reading

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level Reading Tool (Hindi)

All children 2018

sty |Noteven| e | word Std | Stdll | 1ol Std Il level text Std | level text
letter leveltext | level text

| 18.3 43.8 24.6 7.4 5.8 100 | |

T AHEE m |
I 40 | 208 | 227 | 264 260 | 100 e S Bre ;: f ﬁ?&"i ‘;

[ e El

1l 2.0 9.2 15.7 25.4 47.8 100 mmmlwﬁwa‘m‘f | ary § www w@ #)
\ 2.7 5.9 6.8 14.1 70.7 100 AR H oW L IE e I H Y ’h
\% 1.8 3.1 4.7 13.4 76.9 100 T mﬁ | TR uEd |
vi 05 | 30 | 48 | 100 816 | 100 aEe e 4| A o fog | (Lettersin [ Wordsi
vii 03 | 19 | 39 6.2 87.8 | 100 Wi aAredt ot | = A wE a u u||[sm wm
VIl 0.4 2.2 3.0 4.5 89.9 100 e T o B | e | . e |
The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s TE A HA A U | fire art
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std lll, 2% cannot | g § e g
even read letters, 9.2% can read letters but not words or higher, 15.7% can read aire wwest aiffml @ aﬂﬂ am
words but not Std | level text or higher, 25.4% can read Std | level text but not frrer w911 T | -
Std Il level text, and 47.8% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these ) i | |

exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time The highest level in the Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std Il by school type Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

ASER reading assessment is 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h h : ¢ % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
v can read Std Il level text Sl Ui (Ll s © Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
£y Cai children in Std Ill who can GOl & oo
0
Govt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This Govt Pvt Put* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 328 | 51.0 | 387 | figureisaproxy for “grade 2012 712 | 769 | 728 | 889 | 946 | 90.1
2014 436 | 513 | 4pe  'evel” reading for Std lil. 2014 | 715 | 825 | 753 | 905 | 948 | 919
Data for children enroll
2016 450 | 490 | 470  Daaforchildren enrolled 2016 | 653 | 780 | 705 | 849 | 949 | 87.9
in government schools and
2018 47.4 48.0 47.7 SIS aeels 5 SiEe 2018 74.5 80.4 76.9 87.4 95.4 89.9
iv i W
* This is the \Ac/jeiqhted a;erz-llge flor children in separately * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government ani prlvate schools only. 0

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
10

2010 2012

O
(=)

@
(=}

~N
(=}

% Children
ey (&2 [on)
S & &

w
(=)

Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
mStd IV M Std VI = Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 58.1% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 89.4%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 90.1%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

== S | L]

Std NI G | RECREIAE MU LETE Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 1-9 10-99
I 13.1 34.3 48.2 4.0 0.3 100
I 1.7 18.0 48.7 28.9 2.7 100
1 0.7 9.7 39.5 33.1 17.0 100
\Y 1.2 4.9 23.4 29.7 40.9 100
\% 0.6 5.6 14.8 22.4 56.6 100
Vi 0.3 25 17.1 27.3 52.8 100
Vi 0.0 0.7 16.8 24.2 58.3 100
Vil 0.3 1.8 16.5 20.4 61.0 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std Ill, 0.7%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 9.7% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 39.5% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 33.1% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 17%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by
2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std II. Table 8
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of
Govt Pyt Govt &  children in Std Il who can
Pvt* do subtraction. This figure
2012 39.5 72.6 50.3 is a proxy for “grade level”
2014 40.6 70.6 52.4 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data
2016 48.4 66.7 57.4 for children enrolled in
2018 424 58.7 501 government schools and
* This is the weighted average for children in SIS BETEES [ S
government and private schools only. separately.
10
90
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30/ ] 1 ] ]
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Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IVin 2008 Std IVin 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
Std IV mStd VI Std VIII
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=
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% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Vierr do division can do division
Gowt PVt Gs\‘/’tt*& Govt | Pwt Gs\‘/’tt*&
2012 40.7 70.3 48.7 67.7 86.8 71.8
2014 37.9 63.9 46.9 55.9 74.2 61.8
2016 47.4 63.0 53.7 50.4 79.5 59.2
2018 BiLS 64.0 56.6 54.7 74.4 61.0

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the first
cohortwas in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIII in 2012. For this cohort,
% children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 40.3% and in Std VI (in 2010)
was 75.5%. When the cohort reached Std VI in 2012, this figure was 71.7%. The progress
of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHAM
% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 59.3 70.3 64.8 Age 8-10 65.7 66.1 65.9 36.6 39.4 38.0
Age 11-13 84.7 89.2 87.0 Age 11-13 80.3 83.2 81.8 56.5 62.5 59.5
Age 14-16 90.4 95.4 93.0 Age 14-16 83.4 84.5 84.0 60.7 65.2 63.0

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method

e 15 elter oFfl @y e & ey g o 3 vl werl e &
ol s 28 dlex OFd ) 5 e 3 forg e il el o

Calculating time

3T U8 Hed ¥R ) g6 e ol § she g gE ang s & o
el B o et Fﬂs-r-‘uit?é?rfh 87 :

[os30e]

Financial decision making Calculating discount

A & w6 2 g el 7E 5 fammd Frewd &) af
ey e el Fvemd wvieh 8, o) amaeh ani—d—s R wal &Y

T F9 a0 T § AR
g w99 10_HREpercent
H e ¥ W S U
fwd a8, A F
fimy o &9 gH?

B 1 - W A

A |
v & e o

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _deCIS|0n
Age method making

Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 36.7 | 29.9 | 33.9 | 52.7 | 32.2 | 44.2 | 37.0 | 43.0 |39.5 | 18.2 | 15.8 | 17.2

Age 15 30.3 | 42.2 | 36.1 | 49.4 | 48.1 | 48.8 | 39.7 | 38.6 |39.2 | 20.1 | 6.1 |13.3

Age 16 346 | 359 | 353|652 | 36.0 | 483 | 46.7| 29.2 |36.5(26.7 | 0.9 |11.7

Age 14-16 | 33.8 | 36.5 | 35.1 [ 53.7 | 39.6 | 46.9 | 39.9 | 37.4 |38.7 | 205 | 7.8 |14.4

" Calculating time Applr)]/::tghs(rjlitary Finan;::ll(ic:]egcision
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 49.0 | 46.9 (479 | 68.1 | 58,5 | 63.0 | 46.4 | 51.1 |48.9 | 36.3 | 26.6 | 31.2
Age 15 50.4 | 53.0 |51.8 | 71.9 | 53.8 | 62.7 | 48.9 | 51.5 | 50.2 | 39.7 | 28.5 | 34.0
Age 16 42.1 | 58.8 |51.4 | 72.0 | 655 | 68.4 | 45.2 | 46.9 |46.1 | 46.2 | 40.7 | 43.2
Age 14-16| 48.2 | 51.8 | 50.1 | 70.3 | 58.4 | 64.1 | 47.1 | 50.3 | 48.8 | 39.6 | 30.5 | 34.8
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 12 OUT OF 12 DISTRICTS Fd by PR”HA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Bri hool All schools
rimary schools 195 250 260 284 (Std I-IV/V and Std I-VII/VIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std I-IV/V)

Upper primary schools

(Std 1-VIIVIN) 66 | 27 23 9

Total schools visited 261 277 283 293 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 58.6 | 74.1 | 73.7 | 80.8
classes

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VIT) R

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 52.8 | 73.0 | 70.7 | 74.3
% Enrolled children present 90.0 86.3 858 83.4 classes
(Average)

% Teachers present 88.0 76.7 82.6 75.8

(Average)
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 825 | 97.1 | 975 | 99.3
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 98.0 | 93.8 | 989 | 931
No facility for drinking water 12.5 5.4 8.9 5.5
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 4.3 6.9 6.4 5.1
water Drinking water available 83.2 | 87.7 | 84.7 | 89.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 10.8 0.4 1.8 0.3
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 33.2 12.0 | 14.2 5.5
Toilet useable 56.0 | 87.6 | 84.0 | 94.2
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 31.1 1.6 6.0 5.9
. Separate provision but locked 10.6 3.6 6.0 2.1
g:ﬂ:{ Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 19.6 8.5 8.6 6.2
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 38.7 | 86.2 | 79.5 | 86.3
Total 100 100 100 100
No library 19.7 4.4 5.4 2.7
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 39.0 | 55.1 | 62.1 | 73.0
Library books being used by children on day of visit 41.3 | 406 | 325 | 243
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 92.1 | 945
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 926 | 860
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 93.3 | 946 | 92.2 | 935
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 3.5 2.2 6.1 4.5
Computer being used by children on day of visit 3.2 3.3 1.8 2.1
Total 100 100 100 100
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is

based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time

% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010

2014

=
<
4
o]
-3
M

Facilitated by PRATHA

2016 2018

All schools
(Std I-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VIIT

48.6

71.3

80.8 83.1

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

% Schools with

(Std I-IV/V and Std I-VII/VIII)

All schools

Physical education period in the timetable| 46.1
Dedicated No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 39.6
physical No physical education period and 143
education | no dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 2.8
Physical Other physical education teacher 74.2
education
teacher No physical education teacher 23.0
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 82.6
Playground outside the school premises 10.8
Playground
No accessible playground 6.6
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 69.9
Supervised physical education activity observed on day 173

of visit

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014

2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC

99.6

98.9 99.7

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 8.2 7.8 55
Between July and September 83.3 74.4 84.5
After September 8.6 17.8 10.0
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 14 OUT OF 22 DISTRICTS AER . d
acilitate y

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

- Ae|—
Age group v Put Other N(;t |nI Total Std =5(6 |7 |89 ‘ 10 ‘ 11 ‘ 12 ‘ 13 ‘ 14 ‘ 15 ‘ 16 | Total
schoo | [23.330.325.6[13.4 75 100

Age 6-14: All 58.3 40.1 0.4 1.3 100

I 5.9/13.6[25.2[35.2[12.1| 5.1 2.9 100
Age 7-16: All 59.6 37.3 0.4 2.7 100

11 100
Age 7-10: All 549 | 443 | 03 | 06 | 100 35 [13-926.934.715.0 00
Age 7-10: Boys 501 | 493 | 02 04 | 100 v 45 14323639499/ 6.3 2.0 100
Age 7-10: Girls 59.8 39.1 0.3 0.8 100 \Y 5.2 10.6/32.9[27.9[16.9 6.5 100
Age 11-14: All 61.0 36.8 0.5 1.8 100 VI 3.8 13.6127.5139.6/10.0 56 100
Age 11-14: Boys 585 | 399 0.5 12 | 100 Vil 5.8 9.9)31.087.9[10.9| 45 | 100
Age 11-14: Girls 63.4 33.7 0.4 2.4 100

VI 3.4 15.8/30.6[37.5| 8.5 | 4.2| 100
Age 15-16: All 67.4 22.5 0.3 9.9 100

1a- This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in

RO BAIE BT A2 el oz S 200 Std 111, 26.9% children are 8 years old but there are also 13.9% who are 7, 34.7% who
Age 15-16: Girls 68.5 18.6 0.4 12.5 100 are 9, 15% who are 10, and 6% who are 11 or older.

'Other includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Pre-school School Not in
pre-
Age _ Govt Pvt school | Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt |Other| o
UKG | UKG school
Age 3 56.6 3.5 | 12.0 2.8 0.8 | 0.0 | 24.2 | 100

Age4| 31.8 10.1 | 31.6 7.9 29| 0.1 | 155 | 100
Age 5 9.7 13.4 | 42.3 | 18.8 9.8 | 0.0 6.1 | 100
Age 6 2.9 10.8 | 30.2 | 349 | 193 | 0.3 1.8 | 100
Age 7 0.3 3.2 | 151 | 445 | 359 | 0.1 0.9 | 100
Age 8 0.4 0.5 53 | 53.3 399 | 04 0.3 | 100
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Facilitated by PRATHAM

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

sta  |[Noteven| | auer | Word Sl Sl | 1otal Std Il level text Std | level text
letter level text level text
| 17.8 38.1 28.6 10.5 5.1 100 A " "
Sitmisali i Amar goes (o the market.
T il = = 16.0 o8 0 Giita is a little girl. Her mother _H
gave her a book. [t had lots of Itis very far away.
Il 3.2 19.8 34.3 20.5 22.3 100 H kes the b
v 6 70 14 230 270 100 stories and nice pictures. Gita e takes the bus.
: : : : : gar . The bus takes four hours.
Vv 1.1 11.2 24.5 21.2 41.9 100 VMG I erery MORTIRE 0N Net
way to school. She learned
\Y/| 1.1 7.3 17.6 23.3 50.6 100 Letters Words
many words, That made her
ViI 0.4 6.9 15.4 24.4 52.9 100 i m z beth sép
teacher happy. The teacher ;
VIII 1.1 4.6 8.5 21.0 64.8 100 ‘ Cup
The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s SAVE Suin: Enoltiee ook 1 5 - i
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 3.2% had more stories. She showed i a r dog Tt
cannot even read letters, 19.8% can read letters but not words or higher, 34.3% can . . key
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 20.5% can read Std | level text but not it to all her friends, Y dall
Std Il level text, and 22.3% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these y P "

exclusive categories is 100%.

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

a Std Il level text. Table 5 - . . .
% Children in Std Il who h h . ¢ % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
v can read Std Il level text slupiies e [eliejpeliiel) © Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
£y T children in Std Ill who can ) S
oV
Govt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This Govt Pvt Pyt Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 109 | 441 | 26.3 | figureisa proxy for “grade 2012 246 | 641 | 412 | 543 | 847 | 645
2014 100 | 200 | 200  'evel” reading for Std il 2014 | 210 | 588 | 387 | 544 | 765 | 63.9
Data for children enrolled
2016 ] 2016
in government schools and
2018 5.4 42.0 22.1 X i 2018 24.3 69.1 42.0 55.5 83.0 65.0
private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in

J * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only.

separately.
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Facilitated by PRATHAM
Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level : : :
All children 2018 Arithmetic Tool (English)

Not even | Recognize numbers fof
Std Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99 s wanel| Reae Sublroction Bhviicn
| 16.5 33.3 41.3 7.8 1.1 100
4 64 Tj 028 z
1] 6.8 24.4 48.1 18.4 2.3 100 EJ E =13 - 48
1 2.3 16.3 45.2 30.2 6.0 100 l:] B4 73
23
v 1.7 131 | 408 | 304 14.1 100 E [I] -49  -36 | g)769(
\% 1.2 7.2 35.8 30.7 25.1 100 '|
VI 0.7 6.1 34.4 32.4 26.4 100 [ I - ] l £ 5;1 31;
. . g . y 8 2 o o B)_H'FI'T_(
Vil 0.3 5.8 32.0 33.8 28.1 100 —
54
VIl 0.3 3.4 30.3 33.1 329 100 45 53
The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s EI 29 ] 1 ] -18 - 24 4 s 5191
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 2.3%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 16.3% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 45.2% can recognize numbers up to 99 but L et ] (Bl roie et gy i et ety S it

cannot do subtraction, 30.2% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 6% can
do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std |11 by school type BRI RERER ) Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014 and 2018 2-digit subtraction with 2012, 2014 and 2018

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std II. Table 8 % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of Year do division can do division

Govt Pyt Govt &  children in Std 1ll who can Govt vt Govt& | oo vt Govt &

Pvt* do subtraction. This figure Pvt* Pvt*
2012 18.9 64.2 39.7 is a proxy for “grade level” 2012 7.8 39.3 21.2 25.0 60.3 36.9
2014 22.8 59.2 41.1 arithmetic for Std lll. Data 2014 13.7 38.0 25.0 27.6 5.4 39.3
2016 for children enrolled in 2016
2018 | 202 | 550 | 361  9dovernment schools and 2018 | 136 | 426 | 251 | 253 | 473 | 329
— - - — private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only. separately.
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% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 24.2 25.0 24.6 Age 8-10 39.5 34.6 37.2 11.0 9.5 10.3
Age 11-13 50.5 53.5 52.0 Age 11-13 62.8 62.3 62.6 29.5 25.5 27.5
Age 14-16 72.1 69.5 70.7 Age 14-16 71.9 68.0 69.8 41.2 35.2 37.9

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Calculating time

If this girl sleeps at this time at night and wakes up at this time in
the morning, then for how many hours does she sleep?

I
=

TTT71
|.'I
21

pitll

* P 6‘
L

o

Financial decision making

Applying unitary method

If 3 tablets are needed to purify 15 litres of water, how many
tablets are needed to purify 25 litres of water?

These 5 books are available in two shops In a market, If you
have to buy all 5 books, what is the jeast amount of money you
wold have tospend ?

Name of book Price Hame of book

Special Offerll
Lot ol § Booki lof

Science Sclenco fao

Math Math

Hindi Hindi

English English

History History

Age Calculating time Applz:gghsgitary Finanrc;:;l(ﬁegcision Calculating discount
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All
Age 14 32.0 | 40.7 |37.2 | 40.7 | 426 | 418 | 16.5| 13.3 |14.6 | 14.1 | 13.1 | 135
Age 15 30.3 | 42.7 |37.6 | 51.9 | 388 |44.1| 239 | 174 |20.1 | 18.1 | 11.4 | 14.2
Age 16 28.3 | 448 |37.1 |49.2 | 26.7 | 37.3 | 22.4 | 155 |18.7 | 145 | 15.7 | 151
Age 14-16 [ 30.2 | 42.6 | 37.3 | 47.2 | 36.6 | 41.1 | 20.9 | 15.3 |17.7 | 155 | 13.3 | 14.2
Age Calculating time Applx:gtghscr;itary Finan;::ll(idnegcision Calculating discount
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 48.1 | 37.0 |42.2 [ 57.5 | 445 |50.7 | 21.6 | 14.7 |18.0 | 34.0 | 28.8 | 31.2
Age 15 525 | 43.6 |48.0 | 449 | 59.1 | 52.2 | 225 | 26.7 | 24.7 | 27.2 | 15.0 | 20.9
Age 16 44,6 | 49.4 | 46.9 | 48.8 | 41.8 | 454 | 19.8 | 224 |21.1 [ 29.9 | 248 | 27.4
Age 14-16| 48.5 | 43.0 | 45.7 | 50.2 | 48.9 | 49.6 | 21.4 | 21.3 |21.3 | 30.3 | 22.7 | 26.4
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Calculating discount

This is the price of this T-shirt
and it s available on a discount
of 10 percent, If you were to
buy this T-shirt, how much
money would you need to

spend?
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 14 OUT OF 22 DISTRICTS ey S

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.
School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber 0 00 ed Multigrade classes
014 and 2018 2014 and 2018

2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018

Primary schools All schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

s o 92 53 (Std IV and Std I=VIV/ITT)

Upper primary schools

(Std 1-VIVIIL 251 323

Total schools visited 343 376 9% Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other 65.9 60.8
classes

Table 15: Trends over time

Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit
2014 and 2018

All schools
(55 (DU Gre) 6 D) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 % Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other 61.0 51.7
% Enrolled children present 73.9 76.9 classes
(Average)
E,/;)\\EZSZ)NS present 83.2 82.4
School facilities
able ends ove : -#.__1:! . =
% 00 elected fa e
014 d 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 75.5 86.3
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 74.7 77.3
No facility for drinking water 41.4 36.6
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 7.0 8.9
water Drinking water available 51.6 54.6
Total 100 100
No toilet facility 17.0 4.6
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 24.9 225
Toilet useable 58.1 73.0
Total 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 34.4 30.2
. Separate provision but locked 10.0 7.4
t?):lrzlest Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 8.9 14.3
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 46.7 48.2
Total 100 100
No library 45.6 41.1
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit 26.3 32.3
Library books being used by children on day of visit 28.1 26.6
Total 100 100
Electricity connection 31.2
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 58.7
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 91.2 82.8
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 6.2 12.6
Computer being used by children on day of visit 2.6 4.6
Total 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2014 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std I-VII/VIII) 55.9 52.4

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. All schools
0,
cies B (Std VAV and Std I=VIAVII)
Physical education period in the timetable| 41.0
Dedicated No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 27.0
physical No physical education period and 320
education | no dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 23.4
Physical Other physical education teacher 30.1
education
teacher No physical education teacher 46.5
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 56.6
Playground outside the school premises 16.1
Playground
No accessible playground 27.3
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 76.2
Supervised physical education activity observed on day
o 24.1
of visit
able 20 00 anageme 0 ee 00
014 and 2018
2014 2016 2018
% Schools which reported having an SMC 84.4 85.2

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 19.3 22.2
Between July and September 41.3 65.3
After September 39.4 12.5
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient. Focilitated by PRATHAM

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 78.0 19.0 0.4 2.7 100
Age 7-16: All 76.1 | 19.4 0.3 4.2 100 30 \
Age 7-10: All 79.0 19.2 0.3 15 100 25 ‘\
Age 7-10: Boys 75.8 22.2 0.2 1.8 100 @20 \\ L~
Age 7-10: Girls 82.1 16.1 0.4 1.3 100 z 5 \/ LT ~
Age 11-14: All 76.1 19.7 0.4 3.8 100 ® N~ \\
Age 11-14: Boys 73.0 | 225 0.4 4.1 100 10 ==
\§
Age 11-14: Girls 79.3 16.9 0.4 3.4 100 5 =
Age 15-16: All 67.2 19.6 0.0 13.2 100
Age 15-16: Boys 64.8 20.0 0.0 15.3 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
TEE— - 0k i e e — 11 to 14 Boys =— 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys — 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ —— s : : Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
"Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 29.2% in 2006, 15.5% in 2012, and 11.2% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time [l NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 1, IV, VI and VIII % dre cach grade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
w <5/ 6|7 |8 |9|10]11|12]13 |14 |15]16 |Total
70 | [34.632.916.2| 8.7 7.7 100
60 Il 8.9(19.4[28.423.7| 7.4| 6.9 5.4 100
550 1 6.6 [16.3[34.018.5[14.3 10.3 100
40
'_S \" 2.2 5.1[18.4[22.9[30.9| 8.1| 8.6 3.8 100
- 30
= \Y 2.3 7.4/10.0(36.1{19.0(15.9| 5.4 3.9 100
20
\4 3.0 5.0[18.8[21.6(32.4{12.1 7.2 100
10
o jlllt:[l]]t W 1.3 6.3/10.3138.225.711.7| 6.3 | 100
Std Il std Iv Std VI Std VIl Vil 6.0 17_330_126.413.7‘ 6.4] 100
w2010 m2012 2014 =2016 MW2018
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 26.2% Std 111, 34% children are 8 years old but there are also 16.3% who are 7, 18.5% who
as compared to 15.3% in Std VIII. are 9, 14.3% who are 10, and 10.3% who are 11 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sfﬁg& Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 72.0 1.3 4.5 4.2 0.7 | 0.0 | 17.3 | 100
Age4| 59.1 3.0 | 13.0 | 11.7 27| 0.1 | 104 | 100
Age5| 28.2 5.0 | 15.2 | 38.1 7.7 | 0.3 5.5 | 100
Age 6 6.7 26 | 124 | 639 | 11.8 | 0.3 2.3 | 100
Age 7 1.4 0.7 7.4 | 72.4 | 16.8 0.3 1.1 | 100
Age 8 0.5 0.4 34 | 768|173 | 04 1.3 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Noteven| | oo Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 53.1 27.5 9.1 4.6 5.7 100
1l 32.2 35.1 15.0 8.8 8.9 100
Il 17.1 29.6 21.9 12.7 18.8 100
1\ 9.7 25.2 19.6 16.9 28.6 100
\Y 8.0 18.6 18.0 21.1 34.3 100
\Y/| 4.9 13.4 13.8 20.6 47.3 100
ViI 2.3 8.5 8.9 20.7 59.6 100
VIII 1.8 5.6 9.1 17.1 66.4 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I1l, 17.1%
cannot even read letters, 29.6% can read letters but not words or higher, 21.9% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 12.7% can read Std | level text but not

Std Il level text, and 18.8% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.
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= = it Hrm

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

a Std Il level text. Table 5
shows the proportion of

children in Std Ill who can
read Std Il level text. This

figure is a proxy for “grade

level” reading for Std IlI.

Data for children enrolled

% Children in Std Il who
can read Std Il level text
Year
Govt &
Govt Pvt
oY Pvtr
2012 10.0 42.2 14.5
2014 8.7 38.5 14.2
2016 10.7 44.7 16.2
2018 11.0 47.0 18.7

in government schools and
private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in
government and private schools only.

—
o

separately.

O
(=)

@
(=}

2012

2014

2016

~
(=)

2012

2016

% Children
(€] [N
S S

[SCI N
o o

20f—
10—

2014

2012
2014

Cohort in

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
VeERr read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 32.5 75.4 37.7 73.2 93.5 75.8
2014 29.1 64.0 34.4 68.2 84.9 70.4
2016 31.4 64.9 36.3 66.1 80.9 67.7
2018 29.4 63.5 34.3 64.4 79.2 66.6

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

Cohort in

Cohort in

Cohort in

Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014

Std IV HStd VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 36.4% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 67.1%. When the cohort reached Std VIl in 2012, this figure
was 75.8%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 1-9 10-99
| 45.4 33.4 15.2 4.4 1.6 100
I 23.6 41.8 23.1 8.6 2.9 100
1 12.0 35.1 30.4 13.8 8.7 100
\Y 6.0 27.1 34.6 17.7 14.7 100
\% 4.6 18.7 345 23.2 19.1 100
Vi 34 11.3 31.6 26.2 27.4 100
VI 1.5 8.7 28.5 25.0 36.4 100
VIl 1.2 5.2 25.4 24.2 44.0 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I1l, 12%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 35.1% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 30.4% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 13.8% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 8.7%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by
2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std I1. Table 8
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of
Govt vt GOVt*& children in Std Il who can
Pvt do subtraction. This figure
2012 19.3 54.7 24.3 is a proxy for “grade level”
2014 12.1 51.9 19.5 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data
2016 13.4 55.6 20.3 for children enrolled in
2018 14.8 50.9 | 226 go,"er"me:t SICh_OO'; e
* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.
10
90
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kel
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Y 2016 2018
240 -
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30 2010 2014 —
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% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who

Year do division can do division
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt Govt Pvt Pt*
2012 20.1 54.6 24.3 54.8 75.9 57.5

2014 17.6 42.7 21.4 48.0 71.0 51.0

2016 20.0 44.1 23.6 42.3 49.3 43.0

2018 15.6 39.6 19.0 42.2 57.0 44.4

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 19.3% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 58.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
57.5%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.




RURAL

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Annual Status of Education Report
o
<
o«
p]
x

Facilitated by PRATHAM

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 23.6 24.6 24.1 Age 8-10 30.3 27.4 28.9 13.1 10.2 11.7
Age 11-13 53.2 51.0 52.1 Age 11-13 58.8 53.4 56.1 35.8 28.7 32.2
Age 14-16 72.2 72.7 72.4 Age 14-16 73.6 67.8 70.5 55.4 45.8 50.3

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Calculating time

3FR UE S ¥ o 56 e i & Sl e g wey Sed B o
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Financial decision making
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Calculating discount
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¥ @M 93 10 ufiiee/percent
H e ¥ W S U
d-md apftaht 8, o et
v ol 29 g7

Age Calculating time Applz:gghsgitary Finanrc;:;l(%egcision Calculating discount
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All
Age 14 193 | 35.0 (283|325 |26.2 | 289 | 18.6| 17.1 |17.8 7.6 | 10.9 9.5
Age 15 42.1 | 27.5 (33.0 | 41.8 | 17.0 | 26.3 | 19.9 | 11.6 |14.7 | 10.9 9.7 | 10.1
Age 16 450 | 27.0 (33.4|27.7 | 285 | 28.2 | 18.4| 18.9 |18.7 | 20.4 | 10.1 | 13.7
Age 14-16 [ 31.0 | 30.7 [ 30.8 | 34.0 | 24.1 [ 28.0 | 189 | 16.0 |17.1 | 11.3 | 10.3 | 10.7
Age Calculating time Appl:qigtghscrjlitary Finan;::ll(idnegcision Calculating discount
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 436 | 39.9 (41.8 | 535 | 415 |47.8 | 28.8| 25.8 |27.4 | 28.8 | 22.3 | 25.8
Age 15 425 | 38,5 (40.5|49.3 | 40.7 | 45.0 | 30.4 | 27.4 | 289 | 27.5 | 22.4 | 24.9
Age 16 55.4 | 45.0 |50.3 | 52.9 | 449 |49.0| 349 | 30.3 |32.6 | 326 | 24.0 | 28.3
Age 14-16| 46.6 | 40.9 | 43.8 [51.9 | 42.2 | 47.2 | 31.1 | 27.7 |29.4 | 29.4 | 22.8 | 26.2
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 24 OUT OF 24 DISTRICTS Fd by PMTHA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std I-IV/V) 188 209 193 228 (Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIN) 359 416 383 446 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
Total schools visited 547 | 625 | 576 | 674 classes 9 76.9 | 86.5| 88.4 | 89.0

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 75.3 | 83.6 | 86.6 | 85.3

Primary schools classes
(Stld I-Ir\);N) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 T .
‘(”/;)\VEer;;(;LI)ed children present 623 617 66.0 655 (std VIV 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/’:\;I'e?zgz)ers present 89.4 91.0 84.6 92.0 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(Léﬁjpii,ﬂ;{,rm)ry schools 2010 [ 2014 | 2016 | 2018 classes ¢ 9.7 14\ 728 | 712.6
E/Xvi?;(égfd children present 58.7 56.5 60.9 60.1 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 524 | 66.8 | 63.6 | 61.4
(Average) 81.8 87.6 70.1 89.7 classes
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 735 | 839 | 884 | 887
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 92.6 | 78.6 | 80.7 | 79.0
No facility for drinking water 15.8 9.5 8.3 6.6
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 10.4 10.3 | 10.2 10.9
water Drinking water available 73.8 | 80.2 | 815 | 826
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 18.0 10.9 1.9 2.4
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 55.2 | 36.2 | 35.3 | 22.7
Toilet useable 26.8 | 52.9 | 62.8 74.9
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 29.7 17.4 3.3 5.6
. Separate provision but locked 246 | 13.6 | 11.2 8.6
g::::{ Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 248 | 21.0 | 241 | 133
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 20.9 | 48.0| 614 | 725
Total 100 100 100 100
No library 38.4 10.3 | 18.9 12.9
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 33.2 | 29.0 | 31.5 | 36.6
Library books being used by children on day of visit 28.4 | 60.7 | 49.7 | 50.5
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 22.7 | 78.4
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 557 | 56.3
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 93.0 | 96.0 | 95.7 | 93.4
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 2.9 2.7 3.2 5.5
Computer being used by children on day of visit 4.1 1.3 1.1 1.1
Total 100 100 100 100
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In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IV/V) 20.0 42.5 52.1 50.9
Upper primary schools
(Std I-VIIVIIN) 12 2.7 = 22
. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
ORI V VIII schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 34.8 49.3 44.4
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 33.0 30.8 316
physical No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted s2.1 19.9 24.0
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 2.7 5.3 4.4
Physical Other physical education teacher 56.5 66.4 63.0
education
teacher No physical education teacher 40.8 28.3 32.6
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 36.2 42.0 40.0
Playground outside the school premises 38.4 33.3 35.1
Playground
No accessible playground 25.5 24.7 25.0
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 58.2 72.3 67.5
Supgr_wsed physical education activity observed on day 204 26.9 247
of visit
2014 2016 2018
% Schools which reported having an SMC 94.7 97.3 98.8
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting
Before July 9.3 11.0 13.3
Between July and September 90.3 55.4 83.8
After September 0.4 33.7 2.9
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 30 OUT OF 30 DISTRICTS
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 69.9 29.1 0.3 0.7 100
Age 7-16: All 69.7 | 28.4 0.2 1.7 100 30
Age 7-10: All 67.7 31.8 0.3 0.2 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 63.2 36.5 0.2 0.2 100 @20
o
Age 7-10: Girls 72.1 27.2 0.5 0.3 100 g \\
15
Age 11-14: All 72.8 25.8 0.2 1.3 100 B 4
10 -~
Age 11-14: Boys 68.2 30.3 0.1 1.4 100
g Y — \\
Age 11-14: Girls 77.1 21.5 0.3 1.2 100 5 — —
Age 15-16: All 66.5 26.0 0.1 7.4 100 0 —
Age 15-16: Boys 65.9 27.0 0.1 7.0 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
e Aol @l o il o e e — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ — : s s Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
"Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 17.4% in 2006, 11.2% in 2012, and 7.8% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII 0 e each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 |Total
70 I 16.757.383.0 3.1 100
60 I 57 B9.150.3 4.9 100
50|
s I 5.2  B7.252.9 4.7 100
S 40
z v 0.8 6.433.953.5 5.4 100
Y30
: v 6.1 37.251.1 5.6 100
20 i i e i
0 | | | | Vi 1.3 5.431.3656.6 5.5 100
0 Vil 1.8 5.583.752.4| 6.2| 05 | 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIl
VIl 100
m2010 ®2012 2014 2016 W2018 1.2 22 el 7 81
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std 11 is 37.8% Std 111, 37.2% children are 8 years old but there are also 5.2% who are 7 or younger,
as compared to 26.4% in Std VIII. 52.9% who are 9, and 4.7% who are 10 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sc‘:)r:ce);)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 82.6 1.2 7.2 iL.& 0.0 | 0.0 7.8 | 100
Age 4 65.7 1.4 | 29.9 0.8 05| 0.0 1.8 | 100
Age5| 44.6 2.2 | 43.7 5.5 34| 01 0.6 | 100
Age6| 10.0 09 | 16.2 | 480 | 243 | 0.3 0.3 | 100
Age 7 0.8 0.1 20 | 588 | 378 | 04 0.2 | 100
Age 8 0.2 0.0 0.2 | 659|331 | 04 0.1 | 100
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Reading

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level Reading Tool (Kannada)

All children 2018

stg |Noteven| | or | word Std | Stdil | 1otal Std Il level text Std | level text
letter leveltext | level text

| 40.3 39.9 15.4 2.5 1.9 100

Rl oealRey ot ) T & meetr] soriy Syl Sach s Bday
1l 9.2 19.8 30.3 215 19.2 100 FlabhOcin, sslolet, Sood rie, meon o sood. eday Sadd

marie deberloed el ehsciledtochalimon L L
v 51 | 135 | 234 24.8 332 | 100 sy . ';’ i o : o

o el moch e, daniciy

\% 4.5 8.7 16.9 23.8 46.0 100 vy mes wod cosaddy driabes
\ 4.2 6.7 12.8 20.5 55.8 100 Eadpbckh. wcle sbodd dbect wwlal Letters Words
vl 25 63 | 122 18.0 61.2 | 100 EUNED I Sl s ol sty

dmed rhg =0 deelt meon ) g 2 » e ey
VIl 2.0 4.9 6.9 15.9 70.3 100 dherinet dlewady, wel cichert waisd slad wend
The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s malal puddely, sdchdaoc L9 oodl . b s e s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 9.2% o wsrich dyiely, Al selabey g = d ] e
cannot even read letters, 19.8% can read letters but not words or higher, 30.3% can .
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 21.5% can read Std | level text but not ' o d L o]
Std Il level text, and 19.2% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these

exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

. . a Std Il level text. Table 5 . . . .
% Children in Std 11l who h h . ¢ % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
v can read Std Il level text ST L e dariien Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
e Cai children in Std Il who can GOl & oo
0!
Govt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This Govt Pvt Put* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 212 | 281 | 227  figureisaproxy for “grade 2012 472 | 546 | 485 | 716 | 824 | 746
2014 164 | 233 | 154 (RGNS 2014 | 457 | 535 | 473 | 701 | 722 | 706
Data for chil I
2016 190 | 221 | 108  Da@forchildren enrolled 2016 | 419 | 428 | 421 | 69.7 | 712 | 70.1
in government schools and
2018 194 | 190 19.3 2018 476 | 418 | 461 | 701 | 715 | 705

private schools is shown
separately.

* This is the weighted average for children in

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 34.1% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 54.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 74.6%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

Cohort in
Std IV in 2008
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

s | Noteven |Recognize numbers | ¢ ot | Divide | Total
1-9 1-9 10-99
| 29.7 38.2 30.3 1.5 0.4 100
I 10.9 245 54.7 9.3 0.6 100
I 4.9 13.9 54.9 23.3 3.0 100
v 2.9 7.3 48.2 29.5 12.1 100
v 2.3 5.1 38.0 34.1 20.5 100
Vi 2.4 3.3 34.7 30.0 29.6 100
Vi 1.1 2.1 36.1 27.2 33.6 100
Vil 1.0 1.3 32.0 26.6 39.0 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 4.9%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 13.9% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 54.9% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 23.3% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 3% can
do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
R UUEIARES IR EIRTSEY  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt vt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 26.6 46.3 30.8 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 21.9 38.2 26.4 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 255 38.7 28.9 for children enrolled in

2018 235 328 26.4 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014

Arithmetic Tool (Kannada)
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Table 9: Trends over time

Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
do division can do division

Year

Govt & Govt vt Govt &

Govt Pvt
v Pvt* Pvt*

2012 17.4 31.3 19.9 42.0 56.6 46.1

2014 16.7 33.2 20.2 34.9 43.3 37.0

2016 17.2 28.1 19.7 39.9 49.2 42.2

2018 19.6 23.0 20.5 36.1 47.4 39.0
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Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014

B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 8.5% and in Std
VI (in 2010) was 29.6%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
46.1%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018
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Basic reading and arithmetic
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Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . PO ;
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 23.2 31.0 27.2 Age 8-10 32.3 35.2 33.8 8.4 9.7 9.1
Age 11-13 50.0 62.1 56.3 Age 11-13 56.4 61.6 59.1 26.9 32.8 30.0
Age 14-16 72.5 80.4 76.8 Age 14-16 67.1 70.0 68.7 40.8 45.0 43.1

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method

15 Dok gl HQeEdA 1 daroey Swdiiv drmad 35
Dessor Mgl BQedoRes o dgebea Sndrieh e

Calculating time

B mEn ol @ Febodd eorbsd a der) S sshad
sz, mread $ INEeh s Aoudne we by

Calculating discount

Financial decision making
sndddabdehd odob wonBnYd e § zhadnsh dedadod,
Loth Sed 81 oop 5 THAATNTL, Desy DoeOHIROD o dhg

MN@ Dr Smodamrozd.

b o e Burrd ddotmnmad cha
mch 2 10 Om Obodwensohd

BANS Lo CO | 2R g _ ogad. By & Mo deF
o ] wmry kasnn =
aomn ts IR L v LoehRmod o Smea, Our

Fl e ] rria
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]
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Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _decmon
Age method making

Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All
Age 14 29.7 | 34.0 319 |36.7 | 357 |36.1 | 26.2| 259 |26.0 | 15.3 | 12.0 | 13.6
Age 15 36.8 | 33.9 |35.2 351|315 |33.2|31.3| 258 |28.3 224|142 |17.9
Age 16 355 | 37.0 |36.3 359|266 |30.7| 254 | 27.0 |26.3 |11.1 | 13.3 | 12.3
Age 14-16 [ 33.3 | 34.9 [ 34.1 | 36.0 | 31.8 [ 33.7 | 27.5| 26.2 | 26.8 | 16.3 | 13.0 | 145

Calculating discount

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 45.6 | 445|449 | 53.0 | 46.2 [ 49.0 | 36.9 | 39.9 |38.7 | 27.7 | 25.7 | 26.5
Age 15 52.7 | 44.1 | 47.7 | 48.2 | 44.2 | 45.9 | 38.7 | 41.2 | 40.2 | 28,5 | 24.0 | 25.9
Age 16 38.0 | 499 | 443 | 47.6 | 475 | 47.5| 33.0 | 42.1 |37.9 | 27.3 | 20.3 | 23.6
Age 14-16 | 45.7 | 45.7 | 45.7 | 49.7 | 45.9 | 47.5 | 36.3 | 40.9 |39.0 | 27.9 | 23.7 | 25.5

ol
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

o
o
o
N
o
o)
Q
o
00

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std I-IV/V) 113 121 138 134 (Std 1-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VIIVII 656 | 591 | 670 | 714 % Schools where Std Il children were
Total schools visited 769 712 808 848 ggz(:;\éed siting withone ormore offer | 5.9 | 86.6 | 94.1 | 875
Table 15: Trends over time . % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 71.7 | 73.1 | 82.0 | 76.6
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 classes
Fsrt'?flr{”fghoo's 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 P
E/leier;;gg;ad children present 817 88.9 898 900 (std 1-VIIVIIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/szizggfrs present 92.9 89.5 912 89.6 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(léfdpﬂ/ﬂm%ry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 s g 735 | 79.1| 74.8 | 829
Z/zvlier;;(;:el)ed children present 70.9 84.6 87.9 83.1 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 31.2 | 32.1 | 36.3 | 38.3
(Average) 88.9 90.9 92.7 89.9 classes
School facilities
aple enas ove e E
% 00 elected fa e
010 014 016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 929 | 93.0 | 95.1 | 93.0
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 96.0 | 989 | 98.8 | 975
No facility for drinking water 17.3 | 12.7 | 15.0 | 13.4
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 7.0 6.1 9.7 9.9
water Drinking water available 75.8 | 81.2 | 753 | 76.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 5.6 1.6 3.1 3.3
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 56.0 | 38.2 | 33.8 | 25.9
Toilet useable 38.4 | 60.2 | 63.1 | 70.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 18.2 6.2 7.7 7.6
. Separate provision but locked 31.1 | 30.3 | 215 | 18.38
t?):lrtlei Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 18.9 8.4 | 11.6 7.1
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 31.8 | 55.1 | 59.3 | 66.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 7.6 8.2 8.4 | 17.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 27.6 | 37.5 | 41.3 | 46.8
Library books being used by children on day of visit 64.8 | 54.3 | 504 | 36.1
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 949 | 953
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 805 | 875
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 70.6 | 60.5| 55.0 | 58.2
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 16.0 | 23.6 | 304 | 31.9
Computer being used by children on day of visit 13.4 | 159 | 14.6 9.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std 1-IV/V) 84.6 82.5 80.4 83.5
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIIT) 6.3 10.0 14.3 15.5

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
70 Schools with v Vil | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 66.4 79.9 78.0
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 20.7 12.9 14.0
PhySin‘;“ No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 12.9 72 8.0
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 1.6 42.3 36.0
Physical Other physical education teacher 63.0 447 47.5
education
teacher No physical education teacher 35.4 13.0 16.4
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 57.4 84.8 80.7
Playground outside the school premises 15.6 8.6 9.6
Playground
No accessible playground 27.1 6.7 9.7
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 51.9 76.4 72.5
g;l\[j:asri\tnsed physical education activity observed on day 215 35.0 329

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 92.1 90.5 93.7
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 8.8 5.8 4.8

Between July and September 88.3 78.1 88.5

After September 2.9 16.6 6.7
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School enrollment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Age group Govt Pvt Other SNC?]:):; Total
Age 6-14: All 48.1 46.9 5.0 0.1 100
Age 7-16: All 50.3 44.2 5.3 0.3 100
Age 7-10: All 44.8 51.1 4.1 0.0 100
Age 7-10: Boys 41.9 54.1 4.0 0.0 100
Age 7-10: Girls 47.6 48.3 4.1 0.0 100
Age 11-14: All 52.1 41.8 5.8 0.2 100
Age 11-14: Boys 50.7 43.7 5.6 0.0 100
Age 11-14: Girls 53.5 40.0 6.1 0.5 100
Age 15-16: All 58.1 34.2 6.8 0.9 100
Age 15-16: Boys 58.5 34.3 6.1 1.2 100
Age 15-16: Girls 57.7 34.2 7.5 0.6 100

N
(=}

—_
U1

% Children

—_
(=)

(%3}

e —

——

—

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
— 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls

'Other includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Chart 2: Trends over time
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
enrolled in school was 1.1% in 2006, 0.7% in 2012, and 0.6% in 2018.

% Children

Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII
m2010 =2012 2014 ®2016 W2018

aple Age-grade d D 0

% dre ea grade by age 2018

W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 Total
I 9.4/59.1/15.5 15.9 100
I 2.0| 9.0/64.5[20.5 4.0 100
1 0.7 | 8.7/66.9220.2 315 100
v 1.3 10.1/66.8[21.3 0.6 100
\Y 0.8 8.3(73.0[16.3 1.7 100
\4 0.4 8.5/62.7125.4 3.0 100
VI 1.8 12.3/62.921.8 1.3 100
Vil 1.3 13.168.516.0‘ 1.1 | 100

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std 11 is 55.1%
as compared to 39.6% in Std VIII.

Young children in pre-school and school

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
Std 111, 66.9% children are 8 years old but there are also 8.7% who are 7, 20.2% who
are 9, and 3.5% who are 10 or older.

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in
pre-
Age _ Govt | Pvt school | Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o
UKG | UKG school
Age3| 60.0 99 | 11.8 2.4 1.0 | 0.0 | 15.0 | 100

Age4| 20.9 20.1 | 53.0 0.6 12| 0.2 3.9 | 100

Age 5 3.8 22.7 | 60.3 78| 35| 1.2 0.7 | 100

Age 6 0.3 58 | 11.3 | 37.1 | 412 | 43 0.0 | 100
Age 7 0.0 0.3 05 | 416 | 545 | 3.2 0.0 | 100
Age 8 0.2 0.2 0.0 | 431529 | 3.6 0.0 | 100
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Reading

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level Reading Tool (Malayalam)

All children 2018

Std Ncl)tt!taven Letter | Word | St(ljtl < Stcll t” | ot Std I level text Std | level text
etter evel te. evel tex
| 55 33.1 39.8 4.4 17.3 100 o
memileng mlka

I 18 | 136 | 327 16.2 35.8 | 100 A amoomad omaed]. L s

1T 0.7 9.7 | 197 17.4 52.5 100 RO I IS SHO0K D0 %R'E“W:-‘;mﬂﬂ
awalle] aaemand. aealigfiab DOSTHE DD

\ 0.4 3.1 9.8 14.7 72.0 100 il mem nfaRa])s Dani

v 13 1.9 7.6 12.0 772 | 100 SoN.. MER Srold

: : : : : FOSIIENNS BKTe e, b 2w |

\Y/| 0.5 1.8 4.5 12.0 81.2 100 - " Letters Words
Onigy]s. & ooupE. M.,

ViI 1.7 2.5 3.9 5.0 86.8 100 5 8 P .
apenpRmTd @spnmy amaail & W@ i

VIl 0.3 1.2 2.4 6.5 89.6 100
89091 aglaods. MR SerRInd a o eoal ]

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s

reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 0.7% PN, AIVTH s B THIEIRRIDE il M om m gl )

cannot even read letters, 9.7% can read letters but not words or higher, 19.7% can 3 PN

read words but not Std | level text or higher, 17.4% can read Std | level text but not O o0 L al & e 2

Std Il level text, and 52.5% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these

exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time The highest level in the Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

ASER reading assessment is 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h h . ¢ % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
v can read Std Il level text Sl Ui (Ll s © Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
£y Cai children in Std Ill who can GOl & oo
0
Govt Pvt Pyt* read Std Il level text. This Govt Pvt Put* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 381 | 432 | 412 | figureisaproxy for “grade 2012 5909 | 69.0 | 652 | 839 | 846 | 843
2014 366 | 403 | 390  'cvel”reading for Std IIl. 2014 | 613 | 707 | 666 | 892 | 881 | 885
Data for children enrolled
2016 38.0 51.5 45.7 . 2016 63.3 74.5 69.4 83.0 87.7 85.3
in government schools and
2018 43.8 60.2 52.2 SIS aeels 5 SiEe 2018 73.1 81.8 77.5 87.0 91.9 89.1
iV i W
* This is the weighted average for children in * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
10
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 63.1% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 82.9%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 84.3%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Arithmetic Tool (Malayalam)

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99
| 4.0 24.4 59.6 2.0 9.9 100
1] 2.0 6.0 71.6 17.5 2.9 100
1 0.8 3.1 48.2 42.7 5.2 100
\Y 0.0 2.7 35.4 46.5 515 100
\% 0.3 1.5 28.7 25.8 43.7 100
VI 0.3 0.7 25.3 22.4 51.3 100
Vil 0.8 0.8 21.0 28.2 49.1 100
VIl 0.3 0.0 21.2 26.7 51.8 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 0.8%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 3.1% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 48.2% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 42.7% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 5.2%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
R UUEIARES IR EIRTSEY  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who  porrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt Pt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 43.4 58.5 52.7 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 36.0 51.7 46.1 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 35.9 53.2 45.7 for children enrolled in

2018 447 52.4 28.7 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
do division can do division

Govt & Govt &
Pvt* Gout Pvt Pvt*

Year

Govt Pvt

2012 38.0 51.5 45.9 74.7 75.2 75.0

2014 25.6 49.7 39.3 52.2 64.3 59.4

2016 27.1 48.5 38.7 49.1 57.8 53.2

2018 BSID 52.5 43.2 43.3 63.5 51.8

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 23% and in Std
VI (in 2010) was 65.1%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
75%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.




Annual Status of Education Report

Kerala ruraL
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Basic reading and arithmetic

[ RURAL

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and

gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 56.2 74.2 65.4 Age 8-10 54.4 61.2 57.9 19.3 21.5 20.4
Age 11-13 81.0 89.1 85.3 Age 11-13 73.3 79.0 76.3 48.1 51.3 49.8
Age 14-16 90.0 92.7 91.4 Age 14-16 81.8 80.9 81.4 62.1 67.7 64.9

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.
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Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _decmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All
Age 14 43.6 | 395|416 |58.4 | 35.3 | 47.1 | 41.7 | 58.0 |49.7 | 26.0 | 13.1 | 19.7
Age 15 746 | 319 |56.6 |47.1 | 43.3 | 455 | 329 | 27.8 |30.7 | 46.1 | 17.2 | 33.9
Age 16 56.4 | 36.0 |50.4 | 515 | 443 |49.4 | 22.7| 21.1 |22.2 | 22.2 | 12.0 | 19.2

Age 14-16 | 57.7 | 36.2 | 49.1 | 52.4 | 40.0 | 47.4 | 31.6 | 39.5 |34.8 | 30.4 | 14.1 | 23.9

Calculating discount

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Agel4 |76.4 | 71.5|73.8 | 61.5 | 64.0 | 62.8 | 58.7 | 67.4 |63.3 [ 44.0 | 28.8 | 35.9
Age 15 82.7 | 71.7 | 76.6 | 66.3 | 57.8 | 61.5 | 60.2 | 58.3 |59.1 | 55.3 | 40.8 | 47.2
Age16 |[70.3 | 75.2 |73.0 |56.5 | 69.9 | 63.8 | 55.8 | 62.1 |59.2 | 46.9 | 46.0 | 46.4
Age 14-16 [ 76.3 | 72.8 | 74.4 | 61.3 | 64.0 | 62.8 | 58.2 | 62.5 | 60.5 | 48.6 | 38.8 | 43.3
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School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.
able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

o
o
o
N
o
o)
Q
o
00

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std I-IV/V) 176 145 160 138 (Std 1-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std I-VII/VII) 99 120 168 141 % Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other
Total schools visited 275 | 265 | 328 | 279 classes 9 791 1121125 | 16.2

Table 15: Trends over time
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other 7.1 9.8 | 11.3 | 19.9

10, 204,2016 and 2018 classes
(Srt'?ﬁ?”ig 008 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 P
E/leier;;(;!;ed children present 931 906 913 827 (std 1-VIIVIIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/XVL?ZSZ?S present 94.0 89.9 911 85.8 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(l.é:adptle-:/ ﬂ;{m&lt)ry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 s g 6.3 | 12.1| 13.9 | 18.8
Z/szer;;g!)ed children present 91.2 89.9 92.4 83.8 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other 2.2 95| 10.3 | 22.0
(Average) 90.2 89.9 89.4 84.1 classes
School facilities
aple enas ove e
% 00 elected fa e
010 014 016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 98.1 | 98.8 | 98.1 | 99.2
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 100.0 | 746 | 94.1 | 96.1
No facility for drinking water 2.6 4.2 5.8 2.2
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 11.7 12.8 | 14.2 | 44.9
water Drinking water available 85.7 | 83.0 | 80.5 | 52.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 41.4 | 15.2 | 18.0 | 10.6
Toilet useable 58.2 | 84.8 | 82.0 | 89.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 5.1 1.9 1.5 383
. Separate provision but locked 8.7 4.6 3.1 8.5
t?):lrzlei Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 42.3 | 13.3 | 16.6 4.8
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 439 | 80.2 | 78.8 | 83.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 16.9 5.3 6.4 | 10.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 20.7 | 12.5| 12.2 | 59.5
Library books being used by children on day of visit 62.4 | 82.2 | 814 | 305
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 93.5 | 99.6
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 804 | 961
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 17.2 | 10.2 | 11.0 | 24.6
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 16.1 | 48.7 | 19.0 | 52.9
Computer being used by children on day of visit 66.7 | 41.1 | 69.9 | 224
Total 100 100 | 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

Primary schools
(Std 1-IV/V) 29.0 43.4 31.7 37.2

Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VII/VIIT) 4.1 14.7 10.2 10.9

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
70 Schools with v Vil | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 69.8 94.9 82.8
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 20.2 51 124
PhySin‘;“ No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 10.1 0.0 4.9
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 14.8 62.0 38.6
Physical Other physical education teacher 54.1 27.0 40.4
education
teacher No physical education teacher 31.1 11.0 21.0
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 67.2 72.8 70.0
Playground outside the school premises 9.0 11.8 10.4
Playground
No accessible playground 23.9 15.4 19.6
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 56.0 755 65.9
Sup_er_wsed physical education activity observed on day 11.9 23.9 18.0
of visit
able 20 00 anageme 0 ee 00

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 99.2 96.6 98.2

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 1.2 3.0 0.0
Between July and September 23.2 33.1 30.9
After September 75.6 63.9 69.1
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School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 69.6 26.1 0.1 4.2 100
Age 7-16: All 68.0 | 24.2 0.1 7.7 100 30
Age 7-10: All 68.7 29.1 0.1 2.2 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 64.7 33.2 0.1 1.9 100 3 20 —
o
Age 7-10: Girls 72.7 24.7 0.1 2.4 100 g N
15
Age 11-14: All 70.7 22.8 0.1 6.5 100 B ~
Age 11-14: Boys 67.4 | 27.2 0.1 5.3 100 10 -
Age 11-14: Girls 74.2 18.0 0.1 7.7 100 5 ~~ —
TN
Age 15-16: All 60.2 16.3 0.1 23.4 100
Age 15-16: Boys 50.4 20.3 0.1 20.2 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
e Aol @l ~ = an . e — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ — s s : Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
‘Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 23.4% in 2006, 18.6% in 2012, and 26.8% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII 0 e each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 Total
70 I [36.639.115.9| 5.6 2.9 100
60 I 4.9/18.1/46.1[22.5 8.3 100
550 11 46 [18.7/49.5(17.3| 7.2 2.8 100
40
5 \" 5.5 20.0/40.3|24.8| 5.6 3.8 100
- 30
= \Y 1.8 6.0[12.6/48.519.2| 8.3 3.7 100
20 H H
\4 5.9 18.3[39.6[27.1| 5.8 3.3 100
10 1 1 1
0 VII 1.6 6.1/14.3/48.0[21.7| 6.0 2.4 100
Std Il std Iv Std VI Std VIl VIl 6.1 18,612,982 1 7'6‘3.5 100
m2010 ®2012 2014 2016 W2018
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std 11 is 33.7% Std 111, 49.5% children are 8 years old but there are also 18.7% who are 7, 17.3% who
as compared to 22.2% in Std VIII. are 9, 7.2% who are 10, and 2.8% who are 11 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt sc‘:)r:ce);)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 72.6 0.3 | 11.3 1.4 0.6 | 0.0 | 13.7 | 100
Age 4 61.4 0.4 | 215 5.3 3.0 0.0 8.4 | 100
Age5| 24.4 04 | 233 | 320 | 13.0 | 0.1 6.7 | 100
Age 6 5.0 0.3 | 134 | 563|221 | 0.1 2.9 | 100
Age 7 1.1 0.1 35 | 639|294 | 01 2.0 | 100
Age 8 0.5 0.1 1.1 | 66.6 | 29.8 | 0.1 1.9 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Hindi)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

Std Noteven| | oo Word Std | S ll Total
letter level text level text
| 53.5 33.9 6.4 2.8 3.5 100
1l 28.7 42.4 13.4 6.4 9.1 100
1l 15.3 36.4 17.3 13.4 17.6 100
\Y 9.8 25,5 16.4 16.2 32.2 100
Vv 7.2 19.2 15.1 16.9 41.6 100
\Y/| 5.2 14.7 10.4 16.1 53.6 100
ViI 3.9 12.0 9.6 15.1 59.3 100
VIl 2.4 10.5 8.3 14.5 64.4 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std I1l, 15.3%
cannot even read letters, 36.4% can read letters but not words or higher, 17.3% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 13.4% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 17.6% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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Table 6: Trends over time

Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h 0 i ¢
v can read Std Il level text SIS Ui [Fepenile ©
e T children in Std Ill who can
oV

Gouvt Pvt ULt read Std Il level text. This
2012 70 32.9 12.1 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 81 33.4 141 level” reading for Std IlI.
Data for children enrolled

2016 10.3 33.1 16.6 _
in government schools and

2018 10.4 33.6 17.6

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt*
2012 27.5 64.5 33.1 64.6 85.9 67.8
2014 27.5 58.9 34.1 61.5 87.1 65.8
2016 31.4 63.3 38.8 59.4 85.4 64.3
2018 34.4 63.1 41.6 57.9 86.3 64.4

private schools is shown
separately.

* This is the weighted average for children in
government and private schools only.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 65.9% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 75.9%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 67.8%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99
| 48.6 35.8 135 1.5 0.7 100
1] 23.7 46.4 24.7 3.9 1.3 100
1 11.8 40.7 33.6 9.8 4.1 100
\Y 6.2 31.7 34.7 16.9 10.5 100
\% 4.5 23.4 34.7 17.7 19.8 100
VI 3.3 17.3 32.1 19.9 27.4 100
Vil 2.3 15.3 29.7 19.9 329 100
VIl 1.3 10.6 30.8 20.8 36.6 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 11.8%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 40.7% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 33.6% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 9.8% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 4.1%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
R UUEIARES IR EIRTSEY  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who  porrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt Pvt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 6.8 31.7 11.7 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 55 27.1 10.6 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 8.4 27.9 13.8 for children enrolled in

2018 85 25.6 13.9 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who

Year do division can do division
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt Govt Pvt Pt*
2012 8.9 31.2 12.3 30.5 58.8 34.7

2014 10.0 28.9 13.9 24.8 58.0 30.4

2016 15.3 33.0 19.4 29.2 51.5 33.4

2018 16.5 29.5 19.8 32.1 52.0 36.6

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 53.6% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 60.5%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
34.7%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Basic reading and arithmetic

[ RURAL

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . o .
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 27.8 31.1 29.5 Age 8-10 24.5 24.8 24.6 10.8 10.8 10.8
Age 11-13 58.1 55.4 56.8 Age 11-13 52.8 47.4 50.1 32.5 27.3 29.9
Age 14-16 74.6 70.1 72.3 Age 14-16 62.8 53.3 57.9 445 33.6 38.9

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.
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Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _decmon
Age method making

Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 30.3 | 30.3 [30.3 | 44.0 | 32.7 | 38.2 | 21.5| 23.2 |224 | 147 | 53 | 9.8
Age 15 36.7 | 32.7 | 34.7 | 46.0 | 28.8 | 37.3 | 31.7 | 19.7 | 25.6 (149 | 8.4 | 11.6
Age 16 30.6 | 28.0 |29.1 | 42.4 | 33.2 | 37.2 | 35.7| 23.3 |28.7 (11.2 | 12.0 | 11.6
Age 14-16| 32.4 | 30.2 |31.2 | 44.2 | 31.8 | 37.6 | 28.8 | 22.2 |25.3 | 13.8 | 8.4 |10.9

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 425 | 36.9 |40.2 | 51.0 | 426 [47.5| 33.7| 33,5 |33.6 | 21.1 | 16.2 | 19.1
Age 15 45.2 | 40.3 | 43.0 | 54.4 | 48.7 | 519 | 31.9 | 36.4 |33.9 | 26.9 | 21.7 | 24.6
Age 16 53.1 | 37.0 | 45.5 | 56.8 | 50.5 | 53.8 | 38.4 | 37.3 |37.9 | 32.1 | 23.4 | 28.0
Age 14-16| 46.3 | 38.1 | 42.7 | 53.7 | 47.1 | 50.8 | 34.4 | 35.7 |34.9 | 26.1 | 20.3 | 23.5
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS. 50 OUT OF 50 DISTRICTS ey S

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.
School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.
able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

o
o
o
N
o
o)
Q
o
00

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(Std I-IV/V) 709 902 | 1085 922 (Std 1-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std I-VI/VII 510 355 373 529 % Schools where Std Il children were
Total schools visited 1219 | 1257 | 1458 | 1451 gll;z(:;\éed sitting with one or more other | g9 | 785 | 78.9 | 85.0
Table 15: Trends over time . % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 59.9 | 70.5 | 71.5 | 78.4
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 classes
'(;rt'?ﬁx,fghoms 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 P
E/leier:;(;!;ed children present 65.9 625 585 571 (std 1-VIIVIIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/XVLTZSZ?S present 88.5 84.4 83.5 85.6 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(l.é:adptle-:/ ylalmiry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 s g 63.8 | 76.3| 76.6 | 78.4
Zﬁ\g:;g!;ad children present 67.6 57.5 54.8 53.4 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 53.9 | 66.6 | 70.1 | 68.8
(Average) 87.1 84.7 82.2 85.9 classes
School facilities
aple enas ove e
% 00 elected fa e
010 014 016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 89.9 | 89.8 | 857 | 85.7
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 94.7 | 88.3 | 88.4 | 82.9
No facility for drinking water 13.4 | 12.7 | 15.6 | 16.8
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 8.1 120 | 11.4 12.2
water Drinking water available 785 | 75.3 | 73.0 | 71.0
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 20.0 8.7 5.6 5.2
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 29.8 | 36.3 | 359 | 265
Toilet useable 50.3 | 55.1 | 58,5 | 68.3
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 50.8 | 33.5| 234 | 18.6
. Separate provision but locked 8.5 | 10.5| 11.0 7.9
t?):lrzlei Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 11.8 | 158 | 19.6 | 17.0
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 289 | 40.3 | 459 | 56.5
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 43.7 16.0 | 20.5 16.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 27.3 | 40.3 | 39.5 | 40.3
Library books being used by children on day of visit 29.1 | 43.7 | 40.0 | 438
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 26.2 | 40.8
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 470 | 59.4
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 92.6 | 959 | 975 | 96.2
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 5.7 3.3 2.2 3.1
Computer being used by children on day of visit 1.7 0.9 0.3 0.7
Total 100 100 100 100
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std 1-IV/V) 17.8 35.8 40.6 49.6
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-viviIn 0.2 1.7 5.7 6.2

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
70 Schools with v Vil | schools
Physical education period in the timetable| 56.8 65.1 59.8
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 19.1 15.1 176
PhySin‘;“ No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 24.1 19.8 22.5
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 5.5 9.6 7.0
Physical Other physical education teacher 59.1 58.2 58.7
education
teacher No physical education teacher 35.4 32.3 34.3
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 65.7 77.9 70.2
Playground outside the school premises 14.8 8.1 12.3
Playground
No accessible playground 19.5 14.0 17.5
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 53.5 64.2 57.4
g;l\[jiz\t/lsed physical education activity observed on day 20.7 245 221

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 98.1 97.7 97.8
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 5.0 4.3 4.6

Between July and September 69.6 60.6 82.9

After September 25.4 35.1 12.5
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 33 OUT OF 33 DISTRICTS
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

—_
<
[
o]
[
M

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 61.6 37.6 0.1 0.8 100
Age 7-16: All 54.0 | 44.7 0.1 1.3 100 30
Age 7-10: All 76.5 23.1 0.1 0.3 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 73.6 26.0 0.1 0.3 100 @20
o
Age 7-10: Girls 79.7 19.9 0.1 0.3 100 %
15
Age 11-14: All 44.9 53.8 0.1 1.2 100 B \
. 10
Age 11-14: Boys 42.9 56.2 0.1 0.8 100 [ =~ //\\
Age 11-14: Girls 46.9 51.3 0.1 1.6 100 5 ~ —
Age 15-16: All 20.2 5.3 0.0 4.3 100
Age 15-16: Boys 20.8 75.7 0.1 34 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
e Aol @l o5 = 0 = e — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ _—— : s s Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
"Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 16.4% in 2006, 8.5% in 2012, and 5.1% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII 0 e each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 Total
| 8.1/57.531.4 3.1 100
Il 58 [36.852.9 45 100
c I 4.8 33.8/55.8 5.5 100
S 40
= v 4.1 30.1(60.0 5.8 100
Y30
= \Y 4.1 31.0/59.7 5.3 100
20
\4 5.5 28.060.8 5.6 100
10 1 1
0 U 5.0 33.254.4| 6.4/ 1.0 | 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIl Vil 11 56B6.351.9 5.1 100
m2010 ®2012 2014 2016 W2018
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 22% as Std 111, 33.8% children are 8 years old but there are also 4.8% who are 7 or younger,
compared to 70.9% in Std VIII. 55.8% who are 9, and 5.5% who are 10 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt s(‘:)r:ce);)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 77.9 1.7 | 105 0.7 0.5 | 0.0 8.7 | 100
Age 4 72.4 2.9 | 20.8 0.7 05| 0.0 2.7 | 100
Age5| 56.2 3.7 | 27.4 7.7 36| 0.1 1.5 | 100
Age6| 13.0 0.9 9.0 | 59.0| 17.3 | 0.1 0.8 | 100
Age 7 1.2 0.1 14 | 73.1| 23.8 | 0.2 0.2 | 100
Age 8 0.2 0.2 0.7 | 77.1 | 216 | 0.1 0.2 | 100
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Marathi)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

std  (NOteven| ) eter | word Std | Sl | ot
letter leveltext | level text
| 29.5 45.4 17.0 5.7 2.6 100
1l 11.8 23.6 21.4 22.1 21.2 100
1l 5.4 13.0 16.3 23.3 42.0 100
\ 2.8 7.1 11.7 19.8 58.6 100
\% 2.7 5.6 7.0 18.4 66.4 100
\Y/| 2.1 3.6 5.6 14.5 74.3 100
ViI 1.5 3.7 4.5 12.1 78.3 100
VIl 1.8 2.7 4.3 11.0 80.2 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 11, 5.4%
cannot even read letters, 13% can read letters but not words or higher, 16.3% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 23.3% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 42% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h 0 i ¢
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
£y T children in Std Il who can
0
Govt Pvt PVi* read Std Il level text. This
2012 34.9 37.6 353 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 331 37.0 338 level” reading for Std Ill.
2016 41'1 38.5 40.6 Data for children enrolled
5018 44'2 33'6 42'1 in government schools and
- 5 g rivate schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in P
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt
2012 55.3 62.2 58.3 81.4 83.7 83.3
2014 51.7 56.2 5E5 71.6 78.3 76.5
2016 63.1 62.6 62.9 75.2 76.1 75.9
2018 66.0 67.1 66.5 79.4 80.4 80.1

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 53% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 82.6%. When the cohort reached Std VIl in 2012, this figure
was 83.3%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level : : :
All children 2018 Arithmetic Tool (Marathi)

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total r T -
19 1.9 10-99 o et AL War — oy
LR A 4§ BN
| 28.8 51.1 18.9 0.8 0.4 100 —
¥4 Y B %3c
I 101 | 391 | 444 5.9 04 | 100 L2 J[ e ]| [sa )] Ly i ) s
1 5.2 21.6 46.2 23.7 3.4 100 | i w |l |
i [4 ] 3
v 2.8 11.7 36.5 31.6 17.6 100 | q | 4 ‘ )—(
| = ¥§ - 3% &) B
\% 1.8 9.5 29.7 28.8 30.2 100 | = ] 2 |
v 1.8 73 | 206 | 250 | 36.3 100 le]l 2 | 4 39
VI 1.8 6.2 30.4 23.5 38.2 100 | | - 1 = | - 3 - 83 £ i‘tmi
VIl 1.6 5.8 32.0 20.5 40.5 100 l % || N i :
The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s - '/ ¥4 1’
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 5.2% | | 3% || 1 | . | ] | o i‘-l‘ﬂi
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 21.6% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot | )
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 46.2% can recognize numbers up to 99 but Wi i o | o v e s 0 | el g e e g
cannot do subtraction, 23.7% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 3.4% e e cdekairhn dove asshanlmcni
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.
Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are Table 9: Trends over time
R UUEIARES IR EIRTSEY  cxpected to do 2-digit by Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018 2-digit subtraction with 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
% Children in Std Il who i % Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
borrowing by Std II. Table 8
Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of Year do division can do division
Govt vt Govt*& children in Std Il who can Govt Pvt Govt*& Govt vt Govt*&
Pvt do subtraction. This figure Pvt Pvt
2012 22.5 34.1 24.0 is a proxy for “grade level” 2012 20.2 25.8 22.6 45.1 44.2 44.4
2014 17.9 22.6 18.7 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data 2014 16.6 22.2 18.9 30.8 33.6 32.9
2016 224 | 290 | 238  for children enrolled in 2016 19.7 21.7 | 205 32.4 | 310 31.4
2018 281 | 233 | 271  9dovernmentschools and 2018 | 317 280 | 302 | 414 | 404 | 407

— - - - rivate schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in P

: * This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 27.5% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 55%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
44.3%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Basic reading and arithmetic

[ RURAL

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . PO ;
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 42.5 51.7 47.0 Age 8-10 35.0 35.3 35.1 11.2 11.4 11.3
Age 11-13 71.3 77.7 74.5 Age 11-13 58.1 62.7 60.4 33.8 37.6 35.6
Age 14-16 79.7 84.3 82.1 Age 14-16 58.2 59.9 59.1 38.5 40.6 39.6

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method

15 st areft o et 3 wefhliren s e wem, w35 wie
unt e e asirem s i e et 7

Calculating time

i i wntT wrt ael w af Hee o e, T i A e
el e g 7

Calculating discount

Financial decision making

TR GERRE 2 g s i i 5 g R, 9w g A
arendt e vt et s, TR g ant aeh fawh o a

Freffefh vt

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _de0|3|on
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 40.3 | 20.0 | 29.6 [ 53.1 | 37.9 |45.1 | 38.6 | 24.1 |31.0 | 16.0 | 10.3 | 13.0
Age 15 42,2 | 37.0 | 395|489 | 39.7 [44.1| 44.1| 30.5 |37.0 | 299 | 9.1 |19.1
Age 16 32.2 | 28.4|30.3 |53.8|405 |47.3|36.0| 20.4 |28.4 (20.2 |19.6 |19.9
Age 14-16| 38.6 | 27.6 [ 33.0 [51.9 | 39.1 | 45.4 | 39.6 | 25.3 |32.2 | 21.6 | 12.2 | 16.8

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 43.2 | 37.9 | 405 | 63.4 | 548 [ 59.1 | 43.2 | 38.7 |40.9 | 32.1 | 23.9 | 28.0
Age 15 41.4 | 47.7 | 44.8 | 56.8 | 57.1 | 57.0 | 42.6 | 443 |43.5 | 40.3 | 25.2 | 32.2
Age 16 549 | 454 1 49.3 | 67.3 | 58,5 | 62.1 | 38.2 | 37.0 |37.5 | 37.5 | 29.0 | 325
Age 14-16| 45.6 | 43.5 | 44.4 | 62.2 | 56.7 | 59.2 | 41.7 | 40.0 | 40.8 | 36.2 | 25.9 | 30.7
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. . .. . Facilitated by PRATHA
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

o
o
o
N
o
o)
Q
o
00

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(std V) 435 | 409 354 | 419 (Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VIIVII 467 | 466 | 427 | 508 % Schools where Std Il children were
Total schools visited 902 875 781 927 ggz(:;\éed sitingwithone ormore offer | 47.5 | 53.2 | 65.6 | 56.9
Table 15: Trends over time % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 46.8 | 49.4 | 51.9 | 52.7
210, 204,2016 and 2018 classes
'(Dsrt'?ﬁ?”fg 008 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 P
E/leier;;gg;ad children present 915 851 851 865 (std 1-VIIVIIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/szizggfrs present 93.8 90.8 91.8 88.3 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(lé:)dpﬂ/ ﬂ;{melt)ry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 s g 34.3 | 38.9| 45,5 | 44.0
Z/zvlier;;(;:el)ed children present 92.4 86.9 86.9 86.2 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 26.9 | 32.1 | 40.9 | 37.9
(Average) 91.7 91.8 915 90.3 classes
School facilities
aple enas ove e : |
% 00 elected fa e
010 014 016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 78.2 | 92.0 | 95.6 | 94.9
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 90.7 | 948 | 945 | 94.7
No facility for drinking water 18.7 | 159 | 14.6 | 15.7
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 12.3 13.7 | 18.4 13.4
water Drinking water available 69.0 | 70.5| 67.1 | 70.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 2.9 2.9 3.1 1.7
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 44.1 | 309 | 29.0 | 28.2
Toilet useable 53.0 66.3 | 679 | 70.1
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 13.7 9.8 7.8 6.6
. Separate provision but locked 323 | 182 | 12.1 | 14.6
t?):lrtlei Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 10.8 | 13.0 | 17.7 | 149
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 43.2 | 59.1 | 62.4 | 63.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 14.0 17.4 | 16.3 11.6
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 19.6 | 46.2 | 37.8 | 51.5
Library books being used by children on day of visit 66.5 | 36.4 | 459 | 36.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 92.0 | 91.8
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 783 | 78.9
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 66.7 | 53.7 | 449 | 354
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 135 | 31.6 | 37.2 | 455
Computer being used by children on day of visit 19.8 | 14.7 | 17.8 | 19.0
Total 100 100 100 100
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std I-IVIV) 33.0 39.5 44.0 45.4
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-vVIIAVIIT 1.3 5.0 10.6 10.7

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
70 Schools with v Vil | schools
Physical education period in the timetable] 91.0 94.4 92.9
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 75 4.0 56
PhySiC?| No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted L5 1.6 L5
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 6.2 16.4 11.8
Physical Other physical education teacher 88.8 77.9 82.8
education
teacher No physical education teacher 5.0 5.7 5.4
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 83.6 89.9 87.0
Playground outside the school premises 8.0 5.8 6.8
Playground
No accessible playground 8.5 4.4 6.2
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 68.8 78.7 74.2
g;lsgi\tnsed physical education activity observed on day 242 30.2 275

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 98.7 98.8 98.9
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July Bl 4.9 28

Between July and September 85.9 71.9 77.2

After September 9.1 23.2 19.9
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School enrollment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Age group Govt Pvt Other SNC?]L:; Total
Age 6-14: All 28.0 70.4 0.3 1.3 100
Age 7-16: All 27.6 70.3 0.3 1.9 100
Age 7-10: All 27.0 71.8 0.2 0.9 100
Age 7-10: Boys 27.4 71.6 0.0 1.0 100
Age 7-10: Girls 26.9 71.7 0.5 0.9 100
Age 11-14: All 28.0 70.1 0.4 1.6 100
Age 11-14: Boys 25.9 72.0 0.5 1.6 100
Age 11-14: Girls 29.9 68.3 0.2 1.6 100
Age 15-16: All 28.2 65.6 0.1 6.1 100
Age 15-16: Boys 25.9 67.1 0.0 7.0 100
Age 15-16: Girls 30.1 64.3 0.2 5.4 100

N
(=}

—_
U1

% Children

(=)

/

I —— ——

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
— 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls

'Other includes children going to Madarsa or EGS.
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out.

Chart 2: Trends over time
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII

2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children

Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
enrolled in school was 14.5% in 2006, 9.7% in 2012, and 5.4% in 2018.

Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII
m2010 =2012 2014 ®2016 W2018

aple Age-grade d D 0

% dre ea grade by age 2018

W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 Total
| |11.430.1[38.0[14.7 5.8 100
Il 3.1/10.3[31.932.2(12.8| 6.8 3.0 100
I 1.7 | 8.9[27.028.5[20.7| 8.3 5.0 100
v 1.4 7.9[22.9(35.5(17.4[10.0 5.0 100
\Y 2.3 6.5/27.3(31.0[20.4| 9.1 3.6 100
\4 1.7 10.0[28.4/36.1[15.7| 6.1| 2.0 100
Vil 2.2 10.5[32.1[31.3[16.7| 7.3 100
Vil 15 13.530.433.4[6.7‘4.6 100

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std I is 68.7%
as compared to 75.7% in Std VIII.

Young children in pre-school and school

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
Std 111, 27% children are 8 years old but there are also 8.9% who are 7, 28.5% who
are 9, 20.7% who are 10, 8.3% who are 11, and 5% who are 12 or older.

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in
pre-
Age _ Govt | Pvt school | Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o
UKG | UKG school

Age3| 16.2 15.2 | 21.9 00| 08| 0.0 | 46.0 | 100

Age4| 11.4 22.6 | 41.7 2.3 20| 0.0 | 19.9 | 100

Age 5 5.6 22.7 | 59.3 46| 43| 00 3.5 | 100

Age 6 9.4 107 | 416 | 141|234 | 0.2 0.7 | 100

Age 7 8.3 54 | 159 | 179 | 51.7 | 0.1 0.7 | 100

Age 8 4.0 2.8 7.9 | 229611 ] 05 0.7 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (English)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

std  (NOteven| ) eter | word Std | Sl | ot
letter leveltext | level text
| 4.1 34.8 45.2 11.8 4.1 100
1l 2.1 22.3 31.4 25.0 19.2 100
1l 0.9 12.3 20.5 30.5 35.8 100
\ 0.2 6.8 11.4 21.2 60.5 100
\% 0.0 6.4 9.5 16.6 67.5 100
\Y/| 0.2 2.9 8.2 12.7 75.9 100
ViI 0.7 2.1 55 10.4 81.4 100
VIl 0.0 1.8 3.0 8.7 86.5 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 0.9%
cannot even read letters, 12.3% can read letters but not words or higher, 20.5% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 30.5% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 35.8% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h . i .
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
B o E children in Std 11l who can
0

Govt Pvt ULt read Std Il level text. This
2012 211 36.4 31.2 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 173 20.2 345 level” reading for Std Ill.
Data for children enrolled

2016 21.9 375 32.2 )
in government schools and

2018 24.5 42.2 35.8

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in
separately.

government and private schools only.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
10

A big tree stood in a garden. |

It was alone and lonely. One
day a bird came and sat on it
The bird held a seed in its
beak. It dropped the seed
near the tree. A small plant
grew there. Soon  there was
another tree. The big tree
was happy.

Rani likes her school.
Her class is in a big room.

Rani has a bag and a book.
She also has a pen.
Letters Words
e d W hand sfar
bus

5 C il book

g h =z day few
i ol

b sing  bald

Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt put*
2012 46.9 71.0 63.6 68.1 92.6 85.3
2014 43.1 74.7 66.6 72.2 92.9 88.3
2016 64.7 73.5 70.7 82.4 94.2 91.4
2018 50.6 74.0 67.6 72.5 90.9 86.5

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
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Cohort in
Std IV in 2008

Cobhort in
Std IV in 2014

Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012

B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 54.2% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 73.4%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 85.3%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Arithmetic Tool (English)

[ Moueniver recogniion | Mumbes recogeilion
1-2 10-95

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 19 10-99
| 2.0 11.6 75.1 7.2 4.1 100
1] 1.4 5.1 56.6 27.7 9.3 100
1 0.3 1.9 39.3 355 23.1 100
\Y 0.2 1.0 24.7 30.4 43.8 100
\% 0.0 0.4 22.6 26.5 50.5 100
VI 0.2 0.0 16.9 24.3 58.6 100
Vil 0.7 0.5 14.8 20.8 63.2 100
VIl 0.0 0.1 11.3 16.1 72.5 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 0.3%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 1.9% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 39.3% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 35.5% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 23.1%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

In most states, children are
R UUEIARES IR EIRTSEY  cxpected to do 2-digit by
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with

% Children in Std Il who  porrowing by Std I1. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of

Govt Pt Govt &  children in Std Il who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 38.4 61.1 53.3 is a proxy for “grade level”

2014 52.0 61.9 59.4 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

2016 53.2 63.0 59.7 for children enrolled in

2018 53.5 61.5 58.6 government schools and

* This is the weighted average for children in private schools is shown
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 4: Trends over time

% Children who can do division
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
do division can do division

Year

Govt & Govt vt Govt &

Govt Pvt Pyt PVi*

2012 26.5 52.9 44.7 58.1 80.5 73.9

2014 43.1 58.7 54.7 48.3 79.2 72.5

2016 46.9 55.1 52.5 67.3 82.1 78.6

2018 38.4 55.2 50.6 62.3 75.7 72.5

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 41.7% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 59.2%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
73.9%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

155



Annual Status of Education Report

Manipur rRuraL

Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

Basic reading and arithmetic

[ RURAL

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . PO ;
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 39.6 41.4 40.5 Age 8-10 57.4 56.2 56.8 29.1 27.1 28.1
Age 11-13 71.5 70.3 70.9 Age 11-13 81.0 76.6 78.8 57.6 54.2 55.9
Age 14-16 82.7 89.1 86.1 Age 14-16 83.4 85.6 84.6 67.6 69.1 68.4

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Calculating time Applying unitary method

If this girl sleeps at this time at night and wakes up at this time In
the morning, then for how many hours does she sleep?

If 3 tablets are needed to purify 15 litres of water, how many
tablets are needed to purify 35 fitres of water?

Financial decision making Calculating discount

These 5 books are avallable in fwo shops In a market. If you
have to buy all 5 books, whatisthe legst amount of money you
would havetospend 7

This is the price of this T-shirt
and it is available on a discount

of 10 percent. If you were 1o
buy this T-shirt, how much

maney would you need to
spend?

Hama of book Name of book Price

Science Soence
Kath Math
Hindi Himeli

Engiish English

History Histary

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _decmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 33.7 | 405 |37.7 348 301 |321| 75| 88| 83|16.1|20.2 |185
Age 15 38.6 | 38.8 |38.7 | 559 | 22.1 | 405|142 | 27| 89 (16.0 | 21.9 | 18.7
Age 16 55.6 | 435|473 119.7 | 158 |17.0| 54| 00| 1.7 (136 | 47| 75
Age 14-16 | 39.4 | 40.9 | 40.2 [ 409 | 241 |31.3| 99| 48| 7.0|15.6 | 16.3 | 16.0

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjecmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 409 | 48.0 | 449|518 | 470 [49.1| 87| 9.7 | 9.2 300|327 |315
Age 15 419 | 404 | 411 | 60.7 | 474 |53.7 | 11.8| 9.9 |10.8 | 30.5 | 31.1 | 30.8
Age 16 55.6 | 38.7 | 45.7 | 40.7 | 479 | 449 | 9.2 | 16.6 |13.5 | 37.2 | 29.2 | 325
Age 14-16| 43.7 | 43.9 |43.8 [53.1 | 47.3 |49.9 | 99| 11.1 |10.5 | 31.4 | 316 | 31.5
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.
School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.
able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

o
o
o
N
o
o)
Q
o
00

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 .
Primary schools

Primary schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

(std V) 97 | 100 107 89 (Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std I-VI/VII 28 79 73 69 % Schools where Std Il children were
Total schools visited 125 179 180 158 222‘;;!“ siting withone ormore offer | 40.7 | 39.3 | 49.5 | 50.0
Table 15: Trends over time . % Schools where Std IV children were
Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit observed sitting with one or more other | 35.2 | 38.5 | 50.0 | 42.9
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 classes
'(Dsrt'?ﬁlr\yﬂfghoms 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018 P
E/leier:;(;!;ed children present 66.1 570 56.7 578 (std 1-VIIVIIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
0,
(/,:V-Lizgsfrs present 70.8 63.5 65.2 66.9 % Schools where Std Il children were
i observed sitting with one or more other
(l.é:adptla-:/ﬂm%ry schools 2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018 classes g 28.0 | 25.7 | 36.7 | 36.5
Z/zvlzer:;g!;ad children present 71.3 52.6 53.9 56.1 % Schools_vx{here _Std IV children were
% Teachers present observed sitting with one or more other | 20.0 | 23.2 | 29.5 | 32.8
(Average) 75.1 70.6 71.2 70.0 classes
School facilities
aple enas ove e . = I
% 00 elected fa e
010, 2014, 2016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 58.4 | 52.8 | 51.5 | 61.6
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 47.8 | 345 | 494 | 46.4
No facility for drinking water 84.6 | 75.8 | 80.8 | 88.9
Drinking Facility but no drinking water available 10.3 8.4 4.0 4.6
water Drinking water available 51 | 15.7 | 153 6.5
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 214 | 15.6 9.0 | 147
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 385 | 31.3 | 47.2 | 404
Toilet useable 40.2 | 53.1 | 43.8 | 44.9
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 78,5 | 64.3 | 50.3 | 64.0
. Separate provision but locked 47 | 108 | 179 | 154
t?):lr::t Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 8.4 5.1 7.8 5.2
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 84 | 198 | 245 | 154
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 90.8 82.0 | 88.3 91.0
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 3.4 | 15.2 8.3 5.8
Library books being used by children on day of visit 5.9 2.8 3.3 3.2
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 36.3 | 55.6
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 500 | 74.7
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 915 | 83.7 | 85.0 | 91.0
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 59 | 11.2 | 10.6 5.8
Computer being used by children on day of visit 25 5.1 4.4 3.2
Total 100 100 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018
Primary schools
(Std 1-IV/V) 40.4 74.5 73.3 78.2
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VH/VINT) 17.9 25.3 34.8 44.8

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. Std I-IV/ | Std I-vII/ | All
0,
70 Schools with v Vil | schools
Physical education period in the timetable] 3.7 15.2 8.8
Dedicated | No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 13.6 227 1rr
PhySin‘;“ No physical education period and
education | ng dedicated time allotted 82.7 62.1 3.5
Total 100 100 100
Separate physical education teacher 2.5 6.2 4.1
Physical Other physical education teacher 17.5 13.9 15.9
education
teacher No physical education teacher 80.0 80.0 80.0
Total 100 100 100
Playground inside the school premises 50.0 73.1 60.1
Playground outside the school premises 20.9 11.9 17.0
Playground
No accessible playground 29.1 14.9 22.9
Total 100 100 100
Availability of any sports equipment 41.2 58.5 48.7
g;l\[jiz\t/lsed physical education activity observed on day 94 132 11.1

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 87.6 94.2 97.5
Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July B515 33.1 23.8

Between July and September 59.7 38.6 58.0

After September 4.8 28.4 18.2
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ANALYSIS BASED ON DATA FROM HOUSEHOLDS. 7 OUT OF 7 DISTRICTS
Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.

School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
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<
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o]
[
M

Facilitated by PRATHA

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
ge group school
35
Age 6-14: All 35.7 58.6 0.5 5.3 100
Age 7-16: All 355 | 58.0 0.5 6.0 100 30
Age 7-10: All 31.1 64.0 0.4 4.5 100 25 \
Age 7-10: Boys 310 | 628 0.5 5.7 100 820\ /
he]
Age 7-10: Girls 314 64.9 0.3 35 100 = \\ \
U5 —
Age 11-14: All 40.3 54.6 0.6 4.6 100 2 \ /
Age 11-14: Boys 39.0 | 53.2 0.5 7.3 100 10 \\ v
Age 11-14: Girls 41.5 55.9 0.7 2.0 100 5 \V
~——"
Age 15-16: All 2.8 55.0 0.4 12.3 100
Age 15-16: Boys 318 522 02 159 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
e Aol @l . . G 9% e — 11 to 14 Boys — 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ — : s s Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
‘Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 17.1% in 2006, 13.7% in 2012, and 9.2% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std 11, IV, VI and VIII 0 e each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
W <5|6|7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 Total
70 I 10.625.3[27.5[12.6[10.8| 5.8 7.4 100
60 Il 3.7| 5.3[17.5[27.8[15.514.5| 8.3 7.4 100
550 I} 1.7 | 5.9(16.124.7/19.7[13.0[10.3 8.7 100
T 40
'S \Y 5.8 15.6/22.1119.3|16.5/10.7| 6.1 3.9 100
% 30
& \ 5.6 15.6[21.2[21.6(18.5[11.0| 6.6 100
20
Vi 1.2 6.1/15.120.8[25.9/16.1| 8.0| 6.9 100
10
o Vil 3.2 13.1[24.7[25.018.7 [15.3| 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIII Vil 48 51.3p7.9p8.9117.1 100
2010 m2012 2014 m2016 M2018

This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in

The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also Std 111, 16.1% children are 8 years old but there are also 5.9% who are 7, 24.7% who
changes over time. Ft_)r example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 62% as are 9, 19.7% who are 10, 13% who are 11, 10.3% who are 12, and 8.7% who are
compared to 66.3% in Std VIII. 13 or older

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of
pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in
pre-
Age _ Govt | Pvt school | Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other| o
UKG | UKG school
Age 3 9.1 8.3 | 16.5 0.4 0.4 | 0.0 | 65.4 | 100

Age 4 9.5 19.6 | 411 03| 31| 00 | 26.4 |100
Age 5 7.9 25.3 | 49.6 38| 44| 0.0 8.9 | 100
Age6| 13.6 22.1 | 34.7 6.8 | 169 | 0.0 6.0 | 100
Age7| 16.8 135 | 21.4 | 139 | 309 | 0.1 3.3 | 100
Age8| 11.9 13.7 | 116 | 16.9 | 41.7 | 0.0 4.1 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (English)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

std  (NOteven| ) eter | word Std | Sl | o)
letter leveltext | level text
| 12.3 47.9 29.6 7.2 3.0 100
1l 5.8) &35 32.6 16.5 11.7 100
1l 1.9 19.0 29.6 24.9 24.6 100
\ 0.9 14.6 21.7 25.7 37.2 100
\% 0.2 6.9 17.0 25.9 50.1 100
\Y/| 0.2 3.6 OS5 25.1 61.8 100
ViI 0.2 3.6 8.3 18.3 69.6 100
VIl 0.4 2.2 6.0 8.7 82.8 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 1.9%
cannot even read letters, 19% can read letters but not words or higher, 29.6% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 24.9% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 24.6% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Ill by school type

The highest level in the
ASER reading assessment is

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Salma is a little girl. She had
a pretty doll. She loved
playing with her doll. One
day the doll fell from her
hand to the foor. It broke
into many pieces. Salma was
very sad. She cried a lot.
Her mother gave her

another doll. Now she is

happy again.

Ravi is a boy.
He has many friends,
He loves to draw.
He does not like to sing.

Letters Words
5 0 ring b
ball
k m cold king
# b clap Toat
fan
1 X il crow

Table 6: Trends over time

Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

] ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h 0 i ¢
v can read Std Il level text SIS Ui [Fepenile ©
e T children in Std Ill who can
0

Govt Pvt PVi* read Std Il level text. This
2012 23.9 38.7 30.1 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 23.2 252 243 level” reading for Std Ill.
Data for children enrolled

2016 16.9 22.1 19.6 )
in government schools and

2018 19.6 28.0 24.7

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt & Govt &
Govt Pvt Pyt* Govt Pvt Pyt
2012 58.4 69.3 64.5 69.0 86.6 78.4
2014 46.1 69.1 58.3 86.8 88.6 88.0
2016 41.3 53.0 47.6 84.5 87.2 86.0
2018 38.9 58.1 50.2 76.9 85.5 82.5

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in

government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
10
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20
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Cobhort in
Std IV in 2014

Cohort in Cohort in

Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012
B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

Cohort in
Std IV in 2008

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 42% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 84.5%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 78.6%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Arithmetic Tool (English)

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Std NBECNED | (MBS TIPS M 27 Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 1-9 10-99 Nuriier recognien | Mumibier reecgnilon E PR Dbk
| 11.1 39.9 | 477 11 0.2 100 AP ——— P 8 | 35
I 43 218 | 663 7.2 04 | 100 (4] 51 (83| o9 _39 DT
1 2.8 11.3 66.8 18.1 1.2 100 — == (1% ’ . .47- : 45
37 | | 85

. . . . . || E— - 28 =17 5 t
\Y 1.7 7.3 58.8 26.2 6.0 100 7 |3 | 6)824
\% 0.2 3.5 53.0 36.2 7.2 100 = ol i |
VI 0.6 1.7 45.1 39.2 13.3 100 8112 | uid s

: : : ; : 6 9 | -76 =57 | gyees(
VI 0.3 1.3 37.1 42.9 18.5 100 T 91 43 | -

L) ety

VIl 0.4 1.2 32.9 37.5 28.1 100 T T| 52 66
The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s Sl § S i Y 5_5 | 27 | -14 -48 45 51?{
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 2.8% J
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 11.3% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot —————— - -
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 66.8% can recognize numbers up to 99 but it e e, [ i e e i ] i et b | . S ]

cannot do subtraction, 18.1% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 1.2%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time

Arithmetic in Std 111 by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by

Table 9: Trends over time

Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2-digit subtraction with
borrowing by Std II. Table 8
shows the proportion of

children in Std I1ll who can
do subtraction. This figure

is a proxy for “grade level”

arithmetic for Std Ill. Data

for children enrolled in

% Children in Std Il who

can do at least subtraction
Year

Govt &
t Pvt

Gov ULt
2012 27.7 32.7 29.9
2014 23.1 33.8 28.8
2016 21.6 23.0 22.3
2018 14.2 22.6 19.3

government schools and

private schools is shown

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year do division can do division
Govt PVt G:\‘/'tt*& Govt | Pwt Gs\‘/’tt*&
2012 17.3 20.1 18.8 37.5 65.0 52.5
2014 5.9 15.4 10.9 45.8 49.6 48.3
2016 11.4 10.0 10.6 30.2 33.9 32.2
2018 4.7 8.8 7.1 23.3 30.3 27.9

* This is the weighted average for children in
government and private schools only.

separately.

* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Cohort in
Std IV in 2014

Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012

B Std IV Std VI Std VIII

Cohort in
Std IV in 2008

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 24.9% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 65.1%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
52.8%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and . PO ;
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 18.9 24.9 21.9 Age 8-10 15.3 19.8 17.5 1.9 4.3 3.1
Age 11-13 41.2 53.6 47.6 Age 11-13 39.8 42.7 41.3 7.5 11.8 9.7
Age 14-16 63.3 72.3 68.0 Age 14-16 54.4 59.6 57.1 17.2 23.1 20.2

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Applying unitary method

If 3 tablets are needed to purify 15 litres of water, how many
tablets are needed to purify 40 litres of water?

Calculating time

Ifthis girl sleeps at this time at night and wakes up at this time in
the morning, then for how many hours does she sleep?

| (e
il

Financial decision making Calculating discount

Thesa 5 bogks are available in two shops in a market. If you
have to buy all 5 books, what s the least amount of money you
would have tospend ?

Shop 1 - Rate list
Mame of book Price Hame ol book Price

Seiance Special Offerll Seisnte oo
Setnd 5 Books for
Math Tan

Hindi
English

This is the price of this T-shirt
and it s available on a discount
of 10 percent. if you were to
buy this T-shirt, how much
money would you need to
spend?

Math

Hindi Tro

English L]

T4l

Hilstary

Histary

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who
can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial _decmon
Age method making
Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 20.6 | 41.2 | 28.9 | 25.7 | 19.6 | 23.2 | 144 | 25.4 |19.6 70| 0.0 | 42
Age 15 33.9 | 27.2|30.0 | 351|231 |28.1|10.1| 19.6 |14.8 (149 | 8.4 |11.1
Age 16 374 | 18.0 |27.6 | 429 | 35,5 | 39.2 | 45.8 | 46.0 | 45.9 14| 54| 35
Age 14-1629.2 | 28.3 | 28.8 | 33.6 | 26.4 | 30.1 | 21.6 | 30.5 | 26.1 70| 48 | 59

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer

by age and gender 2018

" Calculating time Applr)T/]i:tghg(rjlitary Finan;::ll(ﬁ]egcision
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male |Female| All

Age 14 29.5 | 50.5 |42.8 (275 | 38.2 | 34.2 | 83.3| 27.0 |47.0 | 8.8 | 149 |12.6
Age 15 29.8 | 46.7 | 38.8 | 30.2 | 45.2 | 38.2 | 33.7 | 144 | 23.2 | 18.7 | 15.0 | 16.8
Age 16 56.4 | 51.8 |53.8 [ 50.9 | 354 |42.2 | 29.7 | 43.6 |39.0 | 17.4 5.6 | 10.8
Age 14-16| 39.6 | 49.8 |45.4 | 37.2 | 39.4 | 385 | 48.4| 314 (37.7 | 15.7 | 11.6 | 13.4
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School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
010, 2014, 2016 and 3 2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018
2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Bri hool All schools
rimary schools 101 114 118 127 (Std I-V/V and Std 1-VIIVIT) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
(Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VIIVIN) 91 15 11 16
Total schools visited 110 129 129 143 9% Schools where Std Il children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 64.7 | 66.9 | 59.8 | 76.8
classes

Table 15: Trends over time

Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools
(Std 1-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VIIT)

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 61.3 | 60.7 | 59.0 | 75.0
% Enrolled children present 755 738 748 749 classes

(Average)

% Teachers present 93.0 88.3 83.0 86.6

(Average)
School facilities
aple enas ove e
% 00 elected fa e
010 014 016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 60.6 | 83.3 | 86.7 | 845
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 51.9 | 40.7 | 47.9 | 47.9
No facility for drinking water 706 | 71.7 | 72.2 | 76.1
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 5.5 11.8 7.9 8.5
water Drinking water available 239 | 16.5| 19.8 | 155
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 349 | 20.2 2.3 7.0
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 40.6 | 41.1 | 45.7 | 483
Toilet useable 245 | 38.8 | 51.9 | 4438
Total 100 100 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 64.8 | 525 | 294 | 37.3
. Separate provision but locked 9.1 | 198 | 24.8 | 20.9
t?):lrtlei Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 11.4 | 10.9 7.3 | 11.9
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 14.8 | 16.8 | 385 | 29.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 78.0 76.4 | 71.3 89.4
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 6.4 1.6 6.2 7.8
Library books being used by children on day of visit 15.6 | 22.1 | 225 2.8
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 16.8 | 15.9
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 389 | 80.0
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 97.3 | 985 | 98.3 | 97.9
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 1.8 0.8 0.9 1.4
Computer being used by children on day of visit 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.7
Total 100 100 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

All schools

(Std I-IV/V and Std VIV 710 68.6 69.9 69.0

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. All schools
0,
70 Schools with (std VAV and Std VIV
Physical education period in the timetable 22.0
Dedicated No physical education period but
time for dedicated time allotted 18.2
physicgl No physical education period and 59.9
education | g dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 6.8
Physical Other physical education teacher 15.8
education
teacher No physical education teacher 77.4
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 54.3
Playground outside the school premises 13.6
Playground
No accessible playground 32.1
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 19.7
Supervised physical education activity observed on day
of visit 8.6

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018
2014 2016 2018

% Schools which reported having an SMC 91.3 78.9 90.1

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 56.1 48.2 32.5
Between July and September 41.1 39.5 48.8
After September 2.8 12.4 18.7
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School enroliment

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by Chart 1: Trends over time

% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender

age group and gender 2018
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
ge group school
35
Age 6-14: All 72.4 27.2 0.0 0.4 100
Age 7-16: All 72.9 | 261 0.0 1.0 | 100 30
Age 7-10: All 70.3 29.4 0.0 0.3 100 25 \\
Age 7-10: Boys 716 | 280 | 00 | 04 | 100 5 50 \\
i)
Age 7-10: Girls 68.9 31.0 0.0 0.1 100 g \\ A
15
Age 11-14: All 758 | 237 | 00 | 05 | 100 = \\ VAN
N
Age 11-14: Boys 76.9 | 22.4 0.0 0.7 100 10 N / \\
Age 11-14: Girls 74.5 25.3 0.0 0.2 100 5
= — N
Age 15-16: Al 728 | 217 0.2 53 | 100 —~ — S
Age 15-16: Boys 71.7 21.0 05 6.9 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
P ™ 7 o - o — 11 to 14 Boys = 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys — 15 to 16 Girls
Age 15_-1 el s. - 3 S : ! ! Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
‘Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
*Not in school’ includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 18.9% in 2006, 12.9% in 2012, and 3.7% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time A5l 2 Acrsiect chsaii
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std I, IV, VI and VIII 0% dE each arade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
sd <5/ 6|7 |8 |9 [10[11|12 |13 |14 |15 |16 |Total
70 | 23.5[36.5[28.0| 9.0 3.0 100
60 Il 4.912.027.2[34.0/11.4| 5.7 4.9 100
£ I 37 | 9.023.432.5(15.4] 7.1] 6.1 2.9 100
D40
5 v 3.7 9.2/17.8|29.8|14.4(14.2| 7.7 3.3 100
- 30
e \ 1.9 6.8| 7.8130.0[22.921.1| 7.4 2.1 100
20|
Vi 4.4 10.4[23.6[33.8(16.2| 7.1| 4.4 100
10
0 Vi 1.6 5.8/ 5.0(27.437.6/12.9| 9.8 100
Std Il std IV Std VI std VIl Vil 18 BT —— ‘ 48| 100
m2010 ®2012 2014 MW2016 MW2018 ; S Rt i Bt B
- - - - - This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also std 11, 23.4% children are 8 years old but there are also 9% who are 7, 32.5% who
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std Il is 29.7% are 9. 15.4% who are 10, 7.1% who are 11. 6.1% who are 12. and 2.9% who are 13
as compared to 22.5% in Std VIII. or older. ' ' '

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of
pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in

Age Govt | Pvt s(?r:g;)l Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt| Pvt | Other|

UKG | UKG school
Age3| 96.7 0.2 2.1 1.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 100
Age 4 74.5 1.9 | 144 7.1 1.7 | 0.0 0.4 | 100
Age5| 34.8 4.0 | 26.3 | 245 | 10.1 | 0.0 0.3 | 100
Age6| 13.3 6.3 | 17.6 | 42.0| 20.8 | 0.0 0.0 | 100
Age 7 4.7 5.0 49 | 57.6 | 27.6 | 0.0 0.3 | 100
Age 8 1.9 3.2 24 | 654|269 | 0.0 0.2 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (Mizo)

Std 11 level text

Std | level text

std  |[NOLevenl ater | word Std | Sl 1ol
letter leveltext | level text
| 234 29.8 32.1 11.9 2.8 100
Il 6.3 18.9 38.3 25.8 11.2 100
1] 1.0 4.0 33.2 36.2 25.6 100
\Y 0.6 2.0 15.9 34.1 47.4 100
\% 0.6 1.2 8.0 25.9 64.3 100
\| 0.0 1.9 4.4 19.4 74.4 100
VI 0.3 0.8 2.1 11.8 85.0 100
VIl 0.0 0.3 2.1 8.3 89.4 100

Ka thian tha ber chn Lahfika and a Kan
kawmihlangah an awm. A felin lehkha
o thinm thel a, kan in kawmngeih hle
thin, Nitinin sikul kan kal rual {hin =
pawlli drlad kan ni a. Kan Khaw silol
ah kan kal thin, Zirtiria ten o fel em
avangin an dubsak thin hie. Laldiks

chuan sikul kalloh a hreh thin ke,

Ka nu inah a awm thin a

Ka pa pawh inah a awm.

Min hmangaih hle a ni.

Hlim takin kan chengho thin.

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 1% cannot
even read letters, 4% can read letters but not words or higher, 33.2% can read words
but not Std | level text or higher, 36.2% can read Std | level text but not Std Il level text,
and 25.6% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories
is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Il by school type

The highest level in the

2012, 2014. 2016 and 2018 ASER reading assessment is

Tulloa sikul thulh a dub ngal lo. Letels Words
Laldika cha Tlai tin a ouin lehkha o
ahrtir thin a, zamah o eir dah thin bawk. - . il
Laldika chuan mi tanpui nuam a6 hle e
&, A thelh ang chin chinah mi s tanpad | k - - kel
To thin. Pathian thu awib tak ani s, 2 P .
inkhawm dah bawk Vanram kai loh a x roh
Bl bl b

i P dir ran

Table 6: Trends over time

Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

. ] a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h i i ¢
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
Eal SV children in Std Il who can
ovi

Govt Pvt Uit read Std Il level text. This
2012 19.2 315 224 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 148 258 19.0 level” reading for Std Ill.
Data for children enrolled

2016 7.2 18.0 105 .
in government schools and

2018 25.2 26.8 25.6

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year read Std Il level text can read Std Il level text
Govt Pvt Gg\\//tt*& Govt Pvt Gg\\//tt*&
2012 55.2 715 59.6 95.6 89.2 94.3
2014 47.1 60.9 52.1 83.6 81.0 82.8
2016 41.0 61.2 46.6 81.9 88.4 83.5
2018 58.6 74.2 64.3 86.7 98.5 89.3

private schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in

government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VIin 2010, and in Std VIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who could read Std Il level text in Std IV (in 2008) was 68.1% and
in Std VI (in 2010) was 85.6%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure
was 94.3%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.
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* This is the weighted average for children in government and private schools only.
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Arithmetic

ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 7: % Children by grade and arithmetic level
All children 2018

Std WIEL @ | RECEIEE MUITIEE Subtract | Divide Total
1-9 1-9 10-99
| 21.4 27.3 41.6 9.0 0.8 100
Il 6.4 14.1 46.2 29.4 3.9 100
11l 1.0 5.3 34.9 50.3 8.6 100
\ 0.2 2.6 18.3 54.9 24.0 100
\% 0.3 0.9 11.4 47.2 40.2 100
VI 0.0 1.2 7.6 40.0 51.2 100
Vil 0.3 0.1 2.7 26.4 70.4 100
VI 0.0 0.0 5.5 23.5 71.0 100

The arithmetic tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
arithmetic levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 1%
cannot even recognize numbers 1-9, 5.3% can recognize numbers up to 9 but cannot
recognize numbers up to 99 or higher, 34.9% can recognize numbers up to 99 but
cannot do subtraction, 50.3% can do subtraction but cannot do division, and 8.6%
can do division. For each grade, the total of these exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 8: Trends over time In most states, children are
expected to do 2-digit by

2-digit subtraction with

Arithmetic in Std 11l by school type
2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std Il who borrowing by Std Il. Table 8

Year can do at least subtraction shows the proportion of
Govt vt Govt*& children in Std Ill who can

Pvt do subtraction. This figure

2012 58.1 69.4 61.0 is a proxy for “grade level”
2014 63.9 67.7 65.3 arithmetic for Std Ill. Data
2016 33.1 45.9 37.0 for children enrolled in
2018 574 62.7 58.8 government schools and

private schools is shown

* This is the weighted average for children in
separately.

government and private schools only.

Chart 4: Trends over time
% Children who can do division

Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
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Table 9: Trends over time
Arithmetic in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who
Year do division can do division
Govt Pvt vavtt*& Govt Pvt GS\\,’:*&
2012 41.6 49.0 43.6 86.0 84.8 85.7
2014 37.1 45.1 40.0 84.2 88.5 85.5
2016 25.3 35.3 28.1 76.7 76.9 76.7
2018 35.8 48.0 40.2 67.5 82.8 71.0

~
(=)

o

% Children

A U
(=)

0

w
(=)

Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
1 Std IV 7 Std VI 1 Std VI

This graph shows the progress of four cohorts from Std IV to Std VIII. For example, the
first cohort was in Std IV in 2008, in Std VI in 2010, and in Std VIl in 2012. For this
cohort, % children who were at division level in Std IV (in 2008) was 67.9% and in
Std VI (in 2010) was 76.4%. When the cohort reached Std VIII in 2012, this figure was
85.7%. The progress of each of these cohorts can be understood in the same way.

ASER 2018
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Basic reading and arithmetic

Table 10: Basic reading by age group and : - :
gender 2018 Table 11: Basic arithmetic by age group and gender 2018

% Children who can read % Children who can do at least % Children who can
Age group Std Il level text Age group subtraction do division
Male Female All Male Female All Male Female All
Age 8-10 34.4 34.2 34.3 Age 8-10 62.2 61.3 61.8 16.6 15.4 16.0
Age 11-13 66.3 71.3 68.7 Age 11-13 86.0 88.5 87.2 48.8 48.7 48.7
Age 14-16 88.7 89.1 88.9 Age 14-16 94.0 95.2 94.6 79.6 79.9 79.7

Beyond basics

These questions were asked only to children in the age group 14-16. For each task, the surveyor showed the visual and read out the question to the child.
The exact answer given by the child was recorded. The results are reported only for those children who were able to do at least subtraction correctly.

Calculating time Applying unitary method

Hmeichhe naupang hi hetiang darzatah mu ta se la, zingah hetiang Darndawi mum 3 hi tul litre 15 tih thianghlim nan hmang ta se la,
darzatah tholeh ta se, darkar engzatnge mut nan hun a hman ang? tui litre 35 tih thianghlim nan damdawi mum engzatnge ngai ang?

Calculating discount

Financial decision making

Heng lehkhabu 5 te hi dawr pahnih ah lel thelhinaawma, a5
hian lel ta la engmatnge pawisa i sen ang?

Name of book Price Mame of book Price

Sclence 50 Lripnce Special Offer]!
St o 5 Bucenln fr

Math tad Math
Hind| ] Hiinethi
English tm English
Histony LL0) History

He T=shirt hi Rs 400 man a ni a,
10% in an discount a, lei dawn

1z la cheng engzatin nge T-shirt
hi | lei thedh ang?

Table 12: Of all children who can do subtraction but not division, % children who

can correctly answer by age and gender 2018

e Calculating time Appl::gglzgitary Finang:ll(s%cision
Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All
Age 14 279 | 148 1218 |30.9 | 27.2 | 29.1 | 19.6 | 37.2 | 27.8 6.4 3.9 5.2
Age 15 70.7 | 29.3 |47.9 (411 | 84 | 23.0|44.1| 30.2 364 | 00| 93| 51
Age 16 33.6 | 30.4 |31.4 [33.6 | 38.3 | 36.8| 66.4| 38.3 |47.4 (329 | 9.2 |16.9
Age 14-16138.0 | 21.9 | 29.5 | 33.4 | 25.0 | 29.0 | 30.5| 35.7 [33.2 | 81| 6.4 | 7.2

Calculating discount

Table 13: Of all children who can do division, % children who can correctly answer
by age and gender 2018

Calculating time Applying unitary Financial fjemsmn
Age method making
Male [Female| All | Male |Female| All | Male [Female| All | Male [Female| All

Calculating discount

Age 14 479 | 50.9 | 49.4 | 346 | 38.1 | 36.4 | 46.3 | 44.7 | 455 | 20.1 | 189 | 195
Age 15 42.8 | 58.7 | 50.7 | 37.9 | 42.1 | 40.0 | 43.8 | 51.7 | 47.8 | 23.6 | 28.1 | 25.8
Age 16 55.4 | 455 |50.7 | 40.2 | 39.5 | 39.9 | 38.0| 349 |36.,5 |17.7 | 16.7 | 17.2
Age 14-16| 48.6 | 51.7 | 50.1 | 37.2 | 39.6 | 38.4 | 43.2 | 44.1 |43.6 | 20.4 | 21.0 | 20.7
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Data is not presented where sample size is insufficient.
School observations

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report
is based on these visits.

=
<
o
o]
o

able 14 ends ove e Table 16: Trends over time
ber o 00 ed Multigrade classes
010, 2014, 2016 and 2018 2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018
2010 | 2014 | 2016 2018
Bri hool All schools
rimary schools 166 184 218 298 (Std I-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VII) 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
(Std I-IV/V)
Upper primary schools
(Std 1-VIVII) 8 3 4 >
Total schools visited 174 187 222 233 % Schools where Std 1l children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 31.8 | 25.3 | 285 | 2.2
classes

Table 15: Trends over time

Student and teacher attendance on the day of visit
2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

All schools
(Std I-IV/V and Std I-VII/VIIT)

2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018

% Schools where Std IV children were
observed sitting with one or more other | 29.9 | 25.1 | 28.4 1.7
% Enrolled children present 85.8 86.8 86.2 83.4 classes
(Average) ' ' ' '

% Teachers present 94.4 88.7 89.4 83.2

(Average)
School facilities
s10](C ena ove e -
% 00 elected fa e
010, 2014, 2016 and 2018
% Schools with 2010 | 2014 | 2016 | 2018
Mid-day | Kitchen shed for cooking mid-day meal 96.2 | 94.0 | 936 | 96.1
meal Mid-day meal served in school on day of visit 94.0 | 72.0 | 91.7 | 89.2
No facility for drinking water 47.3 | 245 | 31.2 | 39.6
Drinking | Facility but no drinking water available 4.1 7.1 4.1 3.0
water Drinking water available 485 | 68.5 | 64.7 | 57.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No toilet facility 7.1 7.6 51 | 17.6
Toilet Facility but toilet not useable 373 | 58.7| 549 | 37.8
Toilet useable 55.6 | 33.7 | 40.0 | 44.6
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No separate provision for girls’ toilet 43.4 | 21.1 | 26.2 | 29.8
. Separate provision but locked 145 | 474 | 411 | 30.7
g:lrést Separate provision, unlocked but not useable 11.3 85 7.4 4.6
Separate provision, unlocked and useable 30.8 | 28.1 | 25.3 | 34.9
Total 100 100 | 100 100
No library 93.6 | 83.2| 91.0 | 824
Library Library but no books being used by children on day of visit| 4.7 | 10.9 5.4 | 15.0
Library books being used by children on day of visit 1.7 6.0 3.6 2.6
Total 100 100 | 100 100
Electricity connection 79.7 | 77.6
Electricity | Of schools with electricity connection, % schools with electricity 890 | 82.2
available on day of visit
No computer available for children to use 924 | 98.4 | 95.1 | 90.1
Computer Available but not being used by children on day of visit 1.8 1.1 4.1 9.5
Computer being used by children on day of visit 5.9 0.5 0.9 0.4
Total 100 100 | 100 100
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Other school indicators

In each sampled village, the largest government school with primary sections is visited on the day of the survey. Information about schools in this report is
based on these visits.

Table 18: Trends over time
% Schools with total enrollment of 60 or less

2010, 2014, 2016 and 2018

2010 2014 2016 2018

All schools

(Std 1-IV/V and Std I-VIIVIIT) 398 63.7 57.3 84.1

Table 19: Physical education and sports in schools 2018

. All schools
0,
76 Schools with (Std I-IV/V and Std 1-VII/VIIT)
Physical education period in the timetable 47.6
Dedicated | No physical education period but 24.9
time for dedicated time allotted '
Phy3i0§| No physical education period and 275
education | g dedicated time allotted :
Total 100
Separate physical education teacher 15.1
Physical Other physical education teacher 47.3
education
teacher No physical education teacher 37.6
Total 100
Playground inside the school premises 65.8
Playground outside the school premises 18.0
Playground
No accessible playground 16.2
Total 100
Availability of any sports equipment 75.0
Supervised physical education activity observed on day
of visit 14.9

Table 20: School Management Committee (SMC) in schools

2014, 2016 and 2018

2014 2016 2018 o~ - e
9% Schools which reported having an SMC 95.6 97.7 95.7 R o, 1 B —

Of all schools that have an SMC, % schools that had the last SMC meeting

Before July 68.9 47.0 39.2 .
—
Between July and September 29.9 43.4 43.7
After September 1.2 9.6 17.1
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School enrollment

Chart 1: Trends over time
% Children not enrolled in school by age group and gender
2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

Table 1: % Children enrolled in different types of schools by

age group and gender 2018

Not in 40
Age grou Govt Pvt Other Total
B school
35
Age 6-14: All 49.3 48.6 0.0 2.1 100
Age 7-16: All 493 | 47.7 0.0 3.0 100 30
Age 7-10: All 48.4 50.1 0.0 15 100 25
Age 7-10: Boys 47.2 50.8 0.1 1.9 100 5] T
: % N = N\
Age 7-10: Girls 49.1 49.9 0.0 1.1 100 z —_— \ /
Y15 NN\
Age 11-14: All 50.0 | 47.5 0.0 25 | 100 = ] AN
Age 11-14: Boys 47.9 | 498 0.0 2.3 100 10 \\
Age 11-14: Girls 51.8 455 0.0 2.6 100 5
9 \\\'4/\\_—->‘
Age 15-16: All 49.6 41.3 0.0 9.2 100
Age 15-16: Boys 45.6 42.4 0.0 12.0 100 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
ron A @l =T 0 0 adl e — 11 to 14 Boys =— 11 to 14 Girls — 15 to 16 Boys — 15 to 16 Girls
ge _- o S_ — : s : Each line shows trends in the proportion of children not enrolled in school for a
"Other" includes children going to Madarsa or EGS. particular subset of children. For example, the proportion of girls (age 15-16) not
'Not in school" includes children who never enrolled or have dropped out. enrolled in school was 17.2% in 2006, 13.3% in 2012, and 6.4% in 2018.
Chart 2: Trends over time able NEGTEGE 6 SIS
% Children enrolled in private schools in Std I, IV, VI and VIII % dre cach grade by age 2018
2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018
W <56 |7|8|9|10]11]12[13 14 |15 |16 |Total
70 I ]10.235.5[32.0[12.1 10.3 100
60 Il 4.2| 9.332.6[30.2[11.8| 7.6 4.3 100
550 1 2.7 | 6.3[32.9[28.4[15.4| 6.2 8.3 100
40
5 \" 1.4 6.2[27.3|33.2[14.4/10.0| 5.0 2.5 100
- 30
= \Y 1.9 5.1/31.8[30.0[17.2| 7.9 6.1 100
20
VI 1.6 5.0[25.2[36.5[14.9| 9.5/ 5.3|2.1| 100
10
o VI 4.4 28.2(32.7/19.411.9 | 3.5| 100
Std 11 Std IV Std VI Std VIl Vil 1.1 5.406.534.119.813.1| 100
m2010 =2012 2014 MW2016 MW2018
The proportion of children going to private school often varies by grade. There are also This table shows the age distribution for each grade. For example, of all children in
changes over time. For example, in 2018 private school enrollment in Std I is 43.9% Std 111, 32.9% children are 8 years old but there are also 6.3% who are 7, 28.4% who
as compared to 53% in Std VIII. are 9, 15.4% who are 10, 6.2% who are 11, and 8.3% who are 12 or older.

Young children in pre-school and school

Table 3: % Children age 3-8 enrolled in different types of

pre-schools and schools 2018

Pre-school School Not in
pre-
Age _ Govt | Pvt school | Total
Anganwadi| LKG/ | LKG/ | Govt | Pvt | Other|
UKG | UKG school
Age3| 22.7 9.6 5.9 1.4 0.6 | 0.0 | 59.9 | 100

Age 4 8.8 35.4 | 33.6 17| 17| 0.2 | 18.6 | 100
Age 5 4.4 40.8 | 40.4 65| 40| 0.0 3.9 | 100
Age6| 11.6 20.0 | 242 | 227|196 | 0.0 1.8 | 100
Age7| 10.9 8.9 9.2 | 348|352 | 0.0 1.0 | 100
Age 8 3.2 6.7 59 [ 413 ]412 ] 0.0 1.6 | 100
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ASER learning assessments are conducted in the household. Children in the age group 5-16 are assessed. Assessments are conducted in 19 languages across
the country. The type of school in which children are enrolled (government or private) is also recorded.

Table 4: % Children by grade and reading level

All children 2018

Reading Tool (English)

Std | level text

Std 11 level text

std  [Noteven| ouer | word Std | Sl | ot
letter leveltext | level text
| 10.8 35.2 42.6 7.8 3.6 100
1l 5.9 22.6 44.1 19.8 7.6 100
1l 1.9 14.2 36.2 25.1 22.6 100
\ 0.9 7.0 27.3 28.5 36.2 100
\% 0.7 3.2 17.3 30.8 48.0 100
\Y/| 0.1 1.0 9.3 28.2 61.4 100
ViI 0.0 0.5 6.7 19.1 73.7 100
VIl 0.0 0.0 2.3 14.1 83.6 100

The reading tool is a progressive tool. Each row shows the variation in children’s
reading levels within a given grade. For example, among children in Std 111, 1.9%
cannot even read letters, 14.2% can read letters but not words or higher, 36.2% can
read words but not Std | level text or higher, 25.1% can read Std | level text but not
Std Il level text, and 22.6% can read Std Il level text. For each grade, the total of these
exclusive categories is 100%.

Table 5: Trends over time
Reading in Std Il by school type

The highest level in the

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018 ASER reading assessment is

a Std Il level text. Table 5
% Children in Std Il who h 0 i ¢
v can read Std Il level text shows the proportion o
£y T children in Std Il who can
0
Govt Pvt PVi* read Std Il level text. This
2012 128 33.7 205 figure is a proxy for “grade
2014 16 17.6 91 level” reading for Std Ill.
2016 7'9 27.1 15.6 Data for children enrolled
018 7'4 39'0 22.6 in government schools and
. 5 g rivate schools is shown
* This is the weighted average for children in P
government and private schools only. separately.

Chart 3: Trends over time

% Children who can read Std Il level text
Cohorts of children in Std IV in 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014
10
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Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in Cohort in
Std IV in 2008 Std IV in 2010 Std IV in 2012 Std IV in 2014
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It was the rainy season. The |

This is a big monkey.

sky was full of clouds. There | He lives on a tree.
was a cool breeze blowing, | He likes to jump.
Asif was eager to play on a | He also likes bananas.
swing. His older brother got
a thick rope. They tied it on | I E—
the tree and made a swing. r e ki [jmoes o K
Many children joined them | d i _— ot
and they all started playing. fr vy s haby  dark |
They played till it got dark. net

| b n bus mldl

Table 6: Trends over time
Reading in Std V and Std VIII by school type

2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018

% Children in Std V who can | % Children in Std VIII who

Year read Std Il level text 