CHAPTER 4
GROWTH PATTERN OF PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
PERFORMANCE AND ITSDETERMINANTS

4.1: Introduction

The government of India has provided the educafamilities since the
independence. There were no or very few privateo@shin the days of early
independent India. The number of government rumalshor the public schools has
been increasing slowly and steadily till the EL:S tentury. The education system of
India has improved through the formulation and enpéntation of series of
education policies. It has provided free and commgyl education up to the age of 14
years to the children according to the RTE Act, 20But, despite being, several
efforts and facilities given to the people, theras Hbeen enormous increase in
enrolment in private schools and tremendous graftprivate schools in the 1
century. Therefore, it is the need of the hourdseas the growth, performance and

its determinants of private and public schools.

This chapter is divided into four sections. Theatfisection is a comparative
view of the growth of private and public schools second section is of the growth
of number of students in private and public schotle third section evaluates the
performance of the private and public schools aodrth section examine the

determinants of the performance in private andipwahools.
4.2.. Growth in the establishment of private antliguschools

Education in India as well as in the state of As$a® been under the control
of a number of agencies. Though, it is generallyeunthe control of state
government or the central government but a goodbeurf schools and colleges
which are managed by different agencies such asatpriindividuals, sole
proprietorships, religious bodies, etc. are comipgat a very fast rate. Therefore, it
IS necessary to examine and compare the pattegnowefth in the establishment of
private and public schools.
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For the convenient of the study, it has been divioigo five sections. The
first section highlights the comparative view ofetlpattern of growth in the
establishment of private and public schools in diegrict of Chirang, the second
section is of the comparative view of the pattefrgwth of private and public
schools in Kokrajhar district, the third sectionimsthe Baksa district, the fourth
section is in the Udalguri district and the fiftacsion is for the entire BTAD.

4.2.1: Decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Chirantyidis

It seems that in Chirang district, public schods lits emergence since 1931-
41 while private schools had its emergence duri®§1191. But since their
emergence, the decadal growth of public schookrg low while the decadal growth
of private school is very fast. The cumulative akdagrowth of private and public
schools in Chirang district is highlighted in taidld..

Table-4.1: Cumulative decadal growth of PRSand PUS in Chirang district

Year No. of Private| No. of Public Cumulative Cumulative

School (PRS)| School (PUS) Growth of Growth of
PRS PUS
1901-11 0 0 0 0
1911-21 0 0 0 0
1921-31 0 2 0 2
1931-41 0 1 0 3
1941-51 0 6 0 9
1951-61 0 7 0 16
1961-71 0 10 0 26
1971-81 0 12 0 38
1981-91 1 7 1 45
1991-01 2 3 3 48
2001-11 16 4 19 52

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The above table-4.1 for the cumulative decadal traf private and public
schools in the Chirang district is shown with cuative growth curve and analysed

through figure-4.1.
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Fig. 4.1: Cumulative decadal growth of PRS and PUSin Chirang district
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From the above figure, 4.1, it is seen that evaresthe emergence of public
schools the cumulative growth is very low while #hemulative growth of private
school is very steep since their emergence. Thgsgtowth of private schools is
much faster than the growth of public schools inr&tg district in the recent

decade.

4.2.2: Decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Kokrajhsiridt

In the Kokrajhar district it seems that private guls had its emergence
during 1981-91. On the contrary, public schools iim&mergence since 1911-1921.
Ever since their emergence, the growth of the tsvmat well matched, so, their

comparative view of cumulative decadal growth igegiin table-4.2.

Table-4.2: Cumulative decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Kokrajhar district

Year No. of Private| No. of Public | Cumulative | Cumulative
School (PRS)| School (PUS)| growth of growth of
PRS PUS
1901-11 0 0 0 0
1911-21 0 1 0 1
1921-31 0 1 0 2

57




1931-41 0 4 0 6
1941-51 0 10 0 16
1951-61 0 9 0 25
1961-71 0 16 0 41
1971-81 0 25 0 66
1981-91 1 11 1 77
1991-01 4 2 5 79
2001-11 15 0 20 79

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The above table-4.2 for the establishment of peivatd public schools in
Kokrajhar district is shown with cumulative growtlurve and analysed through
figure-4.2.

Fig.4.2: Cumulative decadal growth of PRS and PUSin Kokrajhar district
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The cumulative decadal growth curve depicted irurigd.2 reveals that
public schools had an increasing growth till theatke of 1981-91 which is the
decade of emergence for the private schools. Stheedecade of 1981-91, public
schools had no any growth while private schools &adncreasing growth since its

emergence till the present decade.
4.2.3: Decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Baksaidlistr

In the Baksa district, it seems that public scekamle much older than the

private schools as the former has began to beles$tath during 1911-21 while the
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latter has began to be established during 1991FQé.end for the increase in the
number of public schools in this district marks theginning for the increase in the
growth of private schools. The comparative viewha growth of private and public

schools are given in table-4.3.

Table-4.3: Cumulative decadal growth of PRSand PUS in Baksa district

Year No. of Private| No. of Public| Cumulative Cumulative
School (PRS)| School (PUS) growth of PRS| growth of PUS
1901-11 0 0 0 0
1911-21 0 1 0 1
1921-31 0 0 0 1
1931-41 0 7 0 8
1941-51 0 10 0 18
1951-61 0 27 0 45
1961-71 0 14 0 59
1971-81 0 15 0 74
1981-91 0 19 0 93
1991-01 11 5 11 98
2001-11 14 0 25 98

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The above table-4.3 for the cumulative decadalvgrmf private and public
schools in Baksa district is depicted with cumuwkatgrowth curve and analysed
through figure-4.3.

Fig.4.3: Cumulative decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Baksa district
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The cumulative decadal growth curve for the pevaid public schools in the
Baksa district depicted in figure-4.3 reveals tpablic schools had an increasing
growth during the decades of 1821-31 to 1981-9induwhich there was no any
emergence of private school, thereafter growth ulip schools stagnated in the
Baksa district. The stagnated growth period of foulsichools experienced the
increasing growth of the private schools during deeades of 1981-91 to 2001-11.

Thus, in the Baksa district there was no emergengeivate schools before
1990s, it has emerged only in the 1990s and itamamcreasing growth during the
two decades, i.e. 1991-2011. However, its countefzal its emergence in the early
1930s and had an increasing growth till 1981-91.nintshell, private schools
emerged and developed in the post 1990s while thdicpschools emerged and

developed in the pre 1990s.

4.2.4: Decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Udalguatirait

In the Udalguri district, public schools began ® dstablished during 1921-
31 while its counterpart began to be establishethgu971-81. So, public schools
are much older than the private schools, but tp@wth doesn’t go in line with what
ought to be. The cumulative decadal growth of ge\and public schools is given in
table-4.4.

Table-4.4: Cumulative decadal growth of PRSand PUS in Udalguri district.

Year No. of Private | No. of Public| Cumulative | Cumulative
School (PRS) | School (PUS) growth of growth of
PRS PUS
1901-11 0 0 0 0
1911-21 0 0 0 0
1921-31 0 1 0 1
1931-41 0 2 0 3
1941-51 0 3 0 6
1951-61 0 16 0 22
1961-71 0 13 0 35
1971-81 1 16 1 51
1981-91 0 12 1 63
1991-01 2 6 3 69
2001-11 15 0 18 69

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.
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The above table-4.4 for the cumulative decadalvgrmf private and public
schools in Udalguri district is depicted with cumtide growth curve and analysed

through figure-4.4.

Fig.4.4: Cumulative decadal growth of PRS and PUS in Udalguri district
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The cumulative decadal growth curve for the privaatd public schools in the
Udalguri district depicted in figure-4.4 revealstipublic schools had an increasing
growth during the decades of 1821-31 to 1981-9induwhich there was no any
emergence of private school, thereafter growth uflip schools stagnated in the
Baksa district. The stagnated growth period of foulsichools experienced the
increasing growth of the private schools duringdbeades of 1981-91 to 2001-11.

Thus, in the Udalguri district there was no empogeof private schools
before 1980s, it has emerged only in the 1980shawidan increasing growth during
the decades of 1991-11. However, its counterpadlt ittaemergence in the early
1930s and recorded an increasing growth till 199@snutshell, private schools
emerged and developed in the post 1990s while thiigpschools emerged and
developed in the pre 1990s.
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4.2.5: Decadal growth of PRS and PUS in BTAD

In the entire BTAD, public schools are much oldeart the private schools as
the former had its emergence during 1911-21 wthike latter had its emergence
during 1971-81. But, in the recent years, therenishrooming growth of private
schools while the growth of old aged public schatégynated or even declined. The
comparative view of the pattern of growth of prevaind public schools in the BTAD

is shown in table-4.5.

Table-4.5: Cumulative decadal growth of PRSand PUSin BTAD.

Year No. of Private| No. of Public| Cumulative Cumulative
School (PRS)| School (PUS) No. of PRS No. PUS
1901-11 0 0 0 0
1911-21 0 2 0 2
1921-31 0 4 0 6
1931-41 0 14 0 20
1941-51 0 29 0 49
1951-61 0 59 0 108
1961-71 0 53 0 161
1971-81 1 68 1 229
1981-91 2 49 3 278
1991-01 19 16 22 294
2001-11 60 4 82 298

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The above table-4.5 for the cumulative decadal traf private and public
schools in the BTAD is depicted with cumulative gtb curve and analysed through

figure-4.5.
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Fig.4.5: Cumulative decadal growth of PRSand PUSin BTAD
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The cumulative decadal growth curve for the pevad public schools in the
Udalguri district depicted in figure-4.5 revealstlipublic schools had an increasing
growth during the decades of 1911-21 to 1981-9Tirguthese decades, there was
no any emergence of private schools, however,amptist 1981-91 growth of public
schools stagnated in the Baksa district, which ntlagkemergence and rapid growth
of the private schools during the decades of 19Bic2001-11.

Thus, there were sharp differences in the decadalt of private and public
schools in the BTAD. There were steady and contisugrowths of private schools
in the post 1981-91 while there were steady andimaous growths of public
schools in the pre 1981-91, in the post 1981-94,gfowth of public schools has
stagnated. The private sector has been expandihgdia quite rapidly during the
post reform period with 29 percent of aggregateestti enrollment in the age group
of 6-14 years (The Hindu, 2014)

4.3: Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of studemtolment in
PRS and PUS
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There has been widespread withdrawal of studeots the government
schools and increasing enrolment in private schoble report of SSA (2018)
revealed that between 2010-11 to 2014-15 enrolimegvernment primary schools
across India has come down by 15 percent and weriiyu33 percent in private
schools. NITI Aayog (2017)also reported that in the state of Karnataka, the
enrolment of students in government rural schoals dropped from 85 percent in
the year 2006-07 to 70 percent in the year 201%i6ilar trends can be observed in

the study area and in many other states acrogothwry.
4.3.1: CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUShimang district

A gist of comparative view in the CAGR of student@ment in the private
and public schools in Chirang district are givenahble-4.6.

Table-4.6: CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUS in Chirang District
during 2009-14.

Year No. of ST in PR school No. of ST in PU Sdhoo
2009-10 1408 4076
2010-11 1681 4258
2011-12 1914 4360
2012-13 2094 4464
2013-14 2214 4413
CAGR 9.47 % 1.60 %

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

During the period, 2009-10 to 2013-14, the CAGRstfdent enrolment in
the private school of Chirang district is 9.47 metcwhile in the same district and
over the same period; the CAGR of student enrolnremie public school is only
1.60 percent.

4.3.2: CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUISakrajhar district

The CAGR of student enrolment in Kokrajhar distrscgiven in table-4.7.

Table-4.7: CAGR of student in PRSand PUS in Kokrajhar district during

2009-14.
Year No. of ST in PR school No. of ST in PU Sdhoo
2009-10 1901 6430
2010-11 2149 6396
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2011-12 2350 6429
2012-13 2393 6400
2013-14 2757 6417
CAGR 7.72% -0.04 %

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The CAGR of student enrolment in the private schail Kokrajhar district
during the period of 2009-10 to 2013-14 is 7.72ceet while in the same district

and over the same period; the student enrolmehieipublic school is negative i.e. -

0.04 percent.

4.3.3: CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUBaksa district

The CAGR of student enrolment in private and pubtihools in Baksa

district is shown in table-4.8.

Table-4.8: CAGR of student in PRS and PUS in Baksa during 2009-14.

DO

Year No. of ST in PR schoo No. of ST in PU Sdhg
2009-10 1829 7961
2010-11 2128 8093
2011-12 2465 8139
2012-13 2904 7946
2013-14 3310 7718
CAGR 12.60 % -00.61 %

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

During the period 2009-10 to 2013-14, the CAGRtaflent enrolment in the

private schools of Baksa district is 12.60 peraghile in the same district and over

the same period, the CAGR of student enrolmenénpublic school is negative i.e.

-0.61 percent.

4.3.4. CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUSdalguri district

The CAGR of student enrolment in private and pusticools in Udalguri

district is given in table-4.9.

Table-4.9: CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUS in Udalguri district

during 2009-14.

DO

Year No. of ST in PR schoo No. of ST in PU Sdhg
2009-10 1051 5267
2010-11 1209 5244
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2011-12 1423 5308

2012-13 1621 5482

2013-14 2056 5426
CAGR 14.36 % 00.59%

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The CAGR of student enrolment in the private schawl Udalguri district
during the period 2009-10 to 2013-14 is 14.36 pdrediile in the same district and

over the same period, it is only 0.59 percent enghblic schools.

4.3.5: CAGR of student enrolment in PRS and PUBTIAD

The CAGR of student enrolment in private and pubkthools in BTAD is

given in table-4.10.

Table-4.10: CAGR of student enrolment in PRSand PUSin BTAD during

2009-14.
Year No. of ST in PR school No. of ST in PU Sdhoo
2009-10 6189 23734
2010-11 7167 23991
2011-12 8152 24236
2012-13 9012 24292
2013-14 10337 23974
CAGR 10.8% 00.20 %

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The CAGR of student enrolment in the private schadlBTAD during the
period 2009-10 to 2013-14 is 10.8 percent while@#e¢GR of student enrolment in
the public schools of BTAD is 0.20 percent.

Thus, among the four districts of BTAD, the CAGRstudent enrolment in
the private school is highest in Udalguri distridtich is 14.36 percent and lowest in
Kokrajhar district which is 7.72 percent while t8AGR in the public school among
the four districts is positive in Chirang and Udaigdistricts but it is negative in the
Kokrajhar and Baksa districts. However, the CAGRsufdent enrolment in the
Private schools of BTAD is much higher than the GAGf student enrolment in
public school. It is 10.8 percent in private scisoahd only 0.20 percent in public
schools. This findings is consistent with the studyKingdon, G. G. (20174)on

‘Budget Private Schools in India’ revealing thae thverage enrolment per school
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during 2010-11 to 2014-15 in the state of Assamganernment schools is — (minus)
2 on the contrary, it is 13 in private schools what all India (20 States) level, it is —
(minus) 12 in government schools and 5 in privatesls. Kingdon, G. G. (2017b)
in her review on the private schooling phenomenoindia revealed that over the
period 2010-2015, the total enrolment in governnsetiools fell by 11.1 million in
government schools where as, total enrolment wapeischools rose by 16 million

over the same period.

The alternative hypothesis:aHu # Ho; There is a difference between the
growth of private and public schools in the studgaais accepted and found to be
true in terms of the growth in the number of esthibhent of schools and growth of

student enrollment in the private and public schkaolthe BTAD.
4.4: Performance of private and public schools

The performance of private and public educationatitutions is measured
and compared in two ways, first in terms of ovepa$sed percentage of students in
the board exams or in the exams of highest cladssacond in terms of percentage
of students passed in first division in the boaxdnes or in the exams of highest

class in each category of two school types.

4.4.1. Performance of PRS and PUS in terms of dverassed

percentage

In this section, the comparison of the performanteprivate and public
schools is compared on the basis of the overali pascentage in the board exams or
in the exams of the highest class in the four aateg of the schools in the two

school types.

4.4.1.1: Performance of PRS and PUS in terms ofrallvepass

percentage in Chirang district

The performance of private and public schools irmge of overall pass
percentage in Chirang district in four categoriésahools are given below (table-

4.11).
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Table-4.11: Performance of PRS and PUS in Chirang district during 2014-15

Category of schools Performance in PRS Performance in PL
(% tage) (% tage
LPS 100 100
UPS 100 100
HS 76.92 54.0(
HSS 80.00 50.0(
Total 89.23 76.0(

Source: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The abovedble-4.11 for the performance of private and public schoal
Chirang districis shown with the help of sirre bar diagram for having a b’s eye
view of data for comparist.

Fig.4.6: Performance of PRSand PUSin Chirang
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In the Chirang district, it is observed that theseno difference in th
performance of private and public schools up toeugpimary level, this is becau
of the ‘no detention’ policy of SSA, that no anydents were allowed to make fall
the examinationsip to standard VIIl. In the HS and H level private school
outpeformed public school. In the S level performance of private school is 7€
percent while in the public schools itonly 54 percent. Again, in theSS level, the
difference is greater, performance of private sth®®0 percent but in the publ
schod it is only 50 percent. Thus, the mean percentafeprivate schoo

performance i89.23 percent while in the public schools it isyon6.00 percent. S
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the performance of private schools in Chirang dists 13.23 percentages ahe
than that of the yiblic school.

4.4.1.2 Performance of PRS and P in terms of overall pas

percentage in Kokrajhar distt

The performance of private and public schools img of overall pas
percentage in Kokrajh district in four categories of schools amshrined belov
(table-4.12).

Table-4.12: Performance of PRS and PUS in Kokrajhar district during 2014-15

Category of schools Performance in PRS Performance in PU
(% tage) (% tage
LPS 100 100
UPS 100 100
HS 85.93 57.92
HSS 83.42 61.8¢
Total 92.34 79.9¢

Sour ce: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The above tab-4.12 for the performance of private and public school
Kokrajhar district is depicted with multiple baadramand analysed through figt-
4.7.

Fig.4.7: Performance of PRSand PUSin Kokrajhar
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In the Kokrajhar district also, there is no diffece in the performance of
private and public schools up to upper primary lethes is also because of the ‘no
detention’ policy of SSA, i.e. ‘no fail system’ wp standard VIII. But, in the HS and
HS level
performance of private schools is 85.93 percentempiiblic school performance in

HSS category, private schools perform better than gublic schools.

the same level is only 57.92 percent. Furtherhm HSS category, private school
performance is 83.42 percent but public schoolqguarance in the same level is
61.85 percent. Thus, the mean percentage of pra@ieol performance is 92.34
percent while in the public schools it is only 7.percent. So, private schools
performance in the Kokrajhar district outshined tpablic schools by 12.4

percentages.

4.4.1.3: Performance of PRS and PUS in terms ofrallvgpass

percentage in Baksa district

The performance of private and public schools irmge of overall pass
percentage in Kokrajhar district in four categoragdsschools are enshrined below
(table-4.13).

Table-4.13: Performance of PRS and PUS in Baksa district during 2014-15

Category of schools

Performance in privat
schools (% tage)

e Performance in public
schools (% tage)

LPS 100 100
UPS 100 100
HS 86.44 60.50
HSS 82.85 62.96
Total 92.32 80.87

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The above table-4.13 for the performance of pevatd public schools in

Baksa district is represented with multiple baigd#éen and analysed through fig.-4.8.
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Fig.4.8: Performance of PRSand PUSin Baksa
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In Baksa district also, due to ‘no detention’ pgliof SSA, there is n
difference between the performance of private anaip schools both in thLP and
UP level. But, in the HS andSS level, performance of private school is thead of
public school. In the B level, performance of private school is 86.44eet while
it is only 60.50 percenn public school. Again, in the $5 level, it is 82.85 perce
in private school on the othhand;it is only 62.96 percent in public schoThus,
the mean percentage of private school performasc@i32 percent while in tt
public schools it is only 80.87 percent. So, Pevathools in Baksa district perfol
better by 11.45 percentages than that of the psbhool

4.41.4: Performance « PRS and PUSIn terms of overall pas

percentage in Udalguri distr

The performance of private and public schools iimge of overall pas
percentage in Udalguudlistrict in four categories of schools are enstttitelow
(table-4.14).

Table-4.14: Performance of PRS and PUSin Udalguri district during 2014-15

Category of schools Performance in private| Performance in publi
schools (% tage) schools (% tag:
LPS 100 100
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UPS 100 100

HS 92.15 65.2¢
HSS NA 68.3(
Total 97.38 83.3¢

Sour ce: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The above tab-4.14 for theperformance of private and public schools
Udalguri district is depicted through multiple bdiagramand analysed throug

figure-4.9.
Fig.4.9: Performance of PRS and PUS in Udalguri district
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In the Udalguri district also, there is idifference in the performance
private and public schools up to upper primary leVée reason is because of -
‘no detention’ policy of SSA in which no any studenvere allowed to be failed
the examinatios upto standard VIII. In the t level, peformance of private scho
is 92.15 percent while it is only 65.26 percentpuablic school. here was no
recognised private &S in Udalguri district till 014-15. The performan: of public
HSS is 68.30 percenThus, the mean percentage of private sclperformance is
97.38 percent while in the public schools it isyodB.39 percent. So, Private schc
in Udalguri district perform better by 13.99 perzges than that of the pub
school.
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4.4.1.5. Perforrance of PRS and Pl in terms of overall pas

percentage in BTA

The performance of private and public schools iimge of overall pas
percentage in BTARIistrict in four categories of schools are enslttibelow (talle-

4.15).

Table-4.15: Performance of PRS and PUSin BTAD during 2014-15

Category of schools

Performance in private
schools (% tage)

Performance in publi
schools (% tag:

LPS 100 100
UPS 100 100
HS 85.36 59.42
HSS 82.09 60.77
Total 91.86 80.04

Sour ce: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The aboveable-4.15 for the performance of private and public schoal
the BTAD is highlighted with multiple bar diagramrfhaving a gist at a glanand
analysed through figuré.10.

Fig.4.10: Performance of PRSand PUSin BTAD
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In the entire BTAD, private and public schools apupper primary leve
doesn’t have any difference in their performanclisTholds good due to ‘r

detention’ policy of SSA. In the HS and SS level the performance differer
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between the two school types is very sharp. Asha HS level, performance of
private school is 85.36 percent but it is only 29p&rcent in public schools. Again,
in the HSS level, performance of private school8299 on the other hand it is only
60.77 percent in public school3hus, the mean percentage of private school
performance is 91.86 percent while in the publiwostds it is only 80.04 percent. So,
Private schools in BTAD perform much better thae thublic schools by 11.82
percentages. Tooley, J. et al. (2008¥o0 revealed that students in the private schools

perform much better than students in the publiosishacademically.

4.4.2: Performance of the PRS and PUS in termssifdivision passed

percentage

Since the ‘no detention policy’ of SSA couldn’t tiguish the performance
of private and public schools in the lower primand upper primary, therefore, for
the better comparison of the performance of priaaie public schools in LP and UP
category, percentage of students passed in thedivssion in the highest class
examination (or board examination) were consideredi compared between the two

school along with the other two higher categoriesvo school types.

4.4.2.1: Performance of PRS and PUS in terms ef flivision pass

percentage in Chirang district

The performance of private and public schools rmgeof first division pass

percentage in Chirang district in four categoriesatools are given in table-4.16.

Table-4.16: Performance of PRS and PUS in termsof first division in Chirang
district during 2014-15

Category of schools Performance in private Performance in public
schools (% tage) schools (% tage)
LPS 55.83 34.07
UPS 49.04 30.75
HS 53.85 28.31
HSS 46.67 32.07
Total 41.08 31.3

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.
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The alove tabl-4.16 for the performance of private and public schoal
terms of first division pass percentage in Chirdrggrict is highlighted with the hel

of multiple bar diagram for having a bird’s eye view of datadomparisor

Fig.4.11: Percentage of first division of PRSand PUS in
o Chirang
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In the Chirang district, performance in terms ofstfi division passe
percentage in the LPS category of private schod@5i83 percent while in publ
school it is 34.07 percent. In 1 UPS category, performance of private scho
49.04 percent but public school performance is 30.75 percer In the HS level
performance of private school is 53.85 percent evhilthe public schools it is ¢y
28.31 percent. Again, in theSS level,performance of private school is 46.
percent but in the public school it is only 32.03tgent. Thus, the mean percent
of private school performance is 41.08 percent evirilthe public schools it is on
31.3 percent. So, the performance of pri\schools in terms of first division pass
percentage in Chirang district is 9.78 percentagiesad than that of the pub
schools.

4.4.2.2: Performance of PRS and F in terms of first division pas

percentage in Kokrajhar distt

The performance of private and public schools imgeof first division pas
percentage in Kokrajhar distriin four categories of schools ag&ven in tabl-4.17.
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Table-4.17: Perfor mance of PRS and PUS in terms of first division in
Kokrajhar district during 2014-15

Category of schools | Performance in private Performance in publi
schools (% tage) schools (% tag:
LPS 61 37.7¢
UPS 56 34.81
HS 54 29.5]
HSS 46.96 35.6¢
Total 54.49 34.4¢

Source: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The abovetable-4.17 for the performance of private and public schoaol
terms of first division pass percentage in fouegaties of schools is depicted w
the help of multiple bar diagram for ready compari®etwen the two school type
(Fig.4.12).

Fig.4.12: Percentage of first division of PRSand PUSin
Kokrajhar
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In the Kokrajhar district, performance in terms ofsfidivision passe
percentage in the LPS category of private scho6lipercent while in public scho
it is 37.79 percent. In the UPS category, perforceanf private school 56 percent
but public scbol performance is on 34.81 percentin the HS level performance ¢
private school is 54 percent while in the publib@us it is ony 29.51 percen
Again, in the FBS level, performance of private school is 46.9@q®& but in the
public school it is only 35.69 percent. Thus, theam percentage of private sch
performance is 54.49 percent while in the publiwosds it is only 34.45 percent. £
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the performance foprivate schools in terms of first division pasgsercentage i
Kokrajhar district is 20.04 percentages ahead thanof the public schoo

4.4.2.3: Performance of PRS and F in terms of first division pas

percentage in Baksa disti

The performace of private and public schools in terms of fastision pass
percentage in Baksa district in four categc of schools are given in tal-4.18.

Table-4.18; Perfor mance of PRS and PUS in terms of first division in Baksa
district during 2014-15

Categoryof school: Performance in private| Performance in publi
schools (% tage) schools (% tag:
LPS 64 37.0¢
UPS 53.94 32.6¢
HS 57.63 33.7¢
HSS 51.43 37.04
Total 56.75 35.1¢

Sour ce: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The above tab-4.18 for the performance of private and public schoal
terms of first division pass percentage in Baksridi in four categories of schoc
is depicted with the help of multiple bar diagraon feady comparison between !
two school types.

Fig.4.13: Percentage of first division of PRSand PUSin Baksa
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In the Baksa district, performance in terms of tfidivision passed
percentage in the LPS category of private schodtipercent while in public school
it is 37.05 percent. In the UPS category, perforreaaf private school i$3.94
percent but public school performance is oB8.66 percentin the HS level
performance of private school is 57.63 percentevinlthe public schools it is only
33.76 percent. Again, in the HSS level, performanteprivate school is 51.43
percent but in the public school it is only 37.6Fgent. Thus, the mean percentage
of private school performance is 56.75 percent evirilthe public schools it is only
35.13 percent. So, Private schools in Baksa disperform better by 21.62
percentages than that of the public school. Bhattyet al. (2015aj argued that
learning outcomes of children in government schaoésvery low-much lower than

those in private schools.

4.4.2.4: Performance of PRS and PUS in terms ef flivision pass

percentage in Udalguri district

The performance of private and public schools rmgeof first division pass

percentage in Udalguri district in four categoéschools are given in table-4.19.

Table-4.19: Performance of PRS and PUS in terms of first division in Udalguri
district during 2014-15

Category of schools Performance in private Performance in public
schools (% tage) schools (% tage)
LPS 62.72 36.35
UPS 52.23 38.60
HS 53.93 35.26
HSS NA 39.34
Total 56.29 37.39

Sour ce: Field Survey (Primary data), 2015-16.

The above table-4.19 for the performance of pevaatd public schools in
terms of first division pass percentage in Udalgiistrict in four categories of

schools are depicted in figure-4.14.
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Fig.4.14: Percentage of first divisonof PRS and PUSIin
Udalguri
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In the Udalguri district, performance in terms ofstf division passe
percemmage in the LPS category of private school is 6@&ent while in publi
school it is 36.35 percent. In the UPS categoryfopmance of private school
52.23 percent but public school performance is 38.60 percer In the HS level
performance of private school is 53.93 percentevhilthe public schools it is on
35.26 percent. flere was no recognised privatSS in Udalguri district till 201-15
but in the public school it is 39.34 percent. Thile mean percentage of vate
school performance is 56.29 percent while in thelipuschools it is only 37.3
percent. So, Private schools in Udalguri distrietfprm better by 18.90 percentag
than that of the public scho

4.4.2.5 Performance of PRS and P in terms of fir$ division pas:

percentage in BTA

The performance of private and public schools rmgeof first division pas
percentage in BTAD in four categor of schools are given in tab#e2(.

Table-4.20: Performance of PRS and PUS in termsof first divison in BTAD
during 2014-15

Category of schools

Performance in private
schools (% tage)

Performance in publi
schools (% tag:

LPS 60.89 36.32
UPS 52.80 34.21
HS 54.85 31.64
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HSS 48.35 36.04
Total 54.22 34.55
Source: Field SurveyPrimary date, 2015-16.

The above tabl-4.20 for the performance of private and public schoal
terms of first division pa: percentage in BTADN four categories of schot are
highlighted with muiiple bar diagram i figure-4.15.

Fig.4.15: Percentage of first division of PRSand PUSin BTAD
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In the entire BTAD performance in terms of first division passed petage
in the LPS category of private school is 60.89 peredmte in public school it i
36.32 percent. In the UPS category, performangerighte school i 52.80 percent
but public school performance is 0 34.21 percentin the HS level performance ¢
private school is 54.85 percent while in the pubtibools iis only 31.64 percent. |
the HSS level performance of private school is 48.35ibuhe public schol it is
36.04 percent. Thus, the mean percentage of pra@teol performance is 54..
percent while in the public schools it is only 3l percent. So, Private schools
BTAD perform much better than the public schools b9.67 percentag
(BasumataryR. and Debnath, ., 2018f. OECD (2012 reported that privatel
managed schools tend to have better performanacd tean publicly manage
schools.Gbadegesian al. (2015¥° alsopointed out that students in private sche
did better than theicounterparts in public schools academic Further,Mehrotra,

80



S. et al. (2007} finds that the facilities and attendance are ficanitly better in
private schools and performance is also.

For testing the null hypothesisly: 1 = pp; There is no difference between
the performance of private and public schools; &:tdwo Sample for means is
applied and found that the calculated value of sesiistic, Z=2.4476 is greater than
the critical value of Z=1.96 (ar=0.05<p=0.0385) for two tail and therefore, thel nul
hypothesis is rejected at 5 percent level of sigaifce on the basis of it can be said
that there is a difference between the performanh@eivate and public schools.

4.5: Determinants of the performance of private uolic schools

The following multiple linear regression model ised for both the private
and public schools for each and every categorglbals to assess the determinants

of the performance in the BTAD:
Yp= Po + P1X1i + P2Xoi+ BaXai + PaXs + BsXsi + PeXei + Wi (i)

Where, Yo measures the determinants of performance in grisetiool, Xis
a vector of variables assumed to determine perfoceg@s are the corresponding
vector of coefficients to be estimated ands an error term.

X1= Number of students enrolled

Xo= Student teacher ratio

X3= Student classroom ratio

X4= Number of periods offered per day
Xs= Frequency of unit test

Xe = Frequency of bandhs and holidays

Before running the regression for both the privatd public schools in each
category and for all categories, all the assumptadiregression were tested and met.
To test autocorrelation, Durbin-Watson Test wasduaed for heteroscedasticity,

Breusch-Pagan test was applied.
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4.5.1: Results for private lower primary schools

Yprips= —0.398 + 0.504%+ 0.032% + 0.169% + 0.219% — 0. 615%— 0.360%
SE (B) (2.240) (0.167) (0.200) (@13 (1.021)  (0.383)  (1.177)
Tval. (-0.178) (3.021) (0.163) (1827 (1.683) (-1.605)  (-0.306)
R? = 0.808, Adjusted R= 0.748

The 0.81 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 81 percent chandep@ndent variable. However,
the model is unable to explain 19% variations ipedelent variables as’Rakes the
value 0.81 in lower primary level private schodlugeof educational institutions in
BTAD. The value changes to 0.75 along with adjustithe The mean effect of
included variables is reflected by intercept of thedel which takes the value —0.398
significantly. The variable Xwhich is number of student enrolled in private sitho
has highly significant positive effect on the tdrgariable i.e. 0.504 while fourth
variable which is number of periods offered per @di?D) X, has a low significant
positive effect on the student’s performance i.219. Second and third variables of
the model which is student teacher ratio (STRaXd student classroom ratio (SCR)
X3 pose insignificant positive effect on the perfomoa The fifth (5§) and sixth (%)
variables has insignificant negative effect onghelent’s performance. Thus, in the
private lower primary school number of student #adboand number of periods

offered per day are the only significant factorfeeting the students’ performance.

Table-4.21: Regression statistics of Private lower primary schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.81
Adjusted R Square 0.75
Standard Error 0.128412
Observations 26
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ANOVA

Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 1.320 0.220 13.342 000
Residual 19 0.313 0.016
Total 25 1.633
Variable Coefficients | Standard Error t-Stat P-value
Const. —0.398 2.240 —-0.178 0.861
X1 0.504 0.167 3.021 0.007***
Xz 0.032 0.200 0.163 0.872
X3 0.169 0.132 1.278 0.217
X4 0.219 1.021 1.683 0.089*
Xs -0.615 0.383 -1.605 0.125
Xe -0.360 1.177 —-0.306 0.763

Source: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
*** Significant at 1 %. *Significant at 10 % probdiby of significance level.

4.5.2: Results for public lower primary schools

Auto correlation is detected in the variable of F4®d the variable has been
dropped out and the new model is used for the mtants of performance in lower

primary public school:
Yp=Bo + P1X1+ BoXot BaX3 + BaXs + PsXs + 1 (i)

Where, Yo measures the determinants of performance in grisetiool, Xis
a vector of variables assumed to determine perfocegs are the corresponding

vector of coefficients to be estimated ands an error term.
X1= Number of students enrolled

Xo= Student teacher ratio

X3= Student classroom ratio

X4= Number of periods offered per day

Xs = Frequency of bandhs and holidays

Ypurps= 1.869 + 0.968X— 0.135)% — 0.049X% + 0.254%— 1.428%
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SE(B) (1.808) (0.079) (0.081) (®P5 (0.573) (1.029)

TVal. (1.034) (12.295) (-1.664) (-0.B89 (0.443) (~1.388)

R? = 0.621, Adjusted R= 0.613

The 0.62 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 62 percent chardgpendent variable. However, the
model is unable to explain 38% variations in dependiariables as Rtakes the
value 0.62 in lower primary public schools in BTADhe value changes to 0.61
along with adjustments. The mean effect of includediables is reflected by
intercept of the model which takes the value 1.8&fificantly. The variable X
which is number of student enrolled in public lowsimary school has highly
significant positive effect on the target variable 0.968 while second variable of
the model i.e. STR (¥ has low significant negative effect on studepgsformance
l.e. — 0.135. The third and fifth variable of th@del which is SCR (¥ and FBHD
(Xs) of the model has insignificant negative effect the student’s performance
respectively. However, the model shows that fougthable X, which is number of
periods offered per day pose insignificant posig¥iect on the performance. Thus,
X; and X are the only statistically significant variable$feating student’s

performance.

Table-4.22: Regression statistics of public lower primary schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics

R Square 0.62
Adjusted R Square 0.61

Standard Error 0.18409
Observations 236

ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 5 12.789 2.558 75.478 000
Residual 230 7.794 0.034
Total 235 20.583
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Variable Coefficients | Standard Error t-Stat P-value
1.869 1.808 1.034 0.302
X1 0.968 0.079 12.295 0.000***
X2 -0.135 0.081 —-1.664 0.097*
X3 —0.049 0.055 —-0.889 0.375
X4 0.254 0.573 0.443 0.658
Xs —1.428 1.029 —-1.388 0.166

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
***Significant at 1 %, *Significant at 10 % probdity of significance level.

4.5.3: Results for private upper primary school
Y prups= 9.850 + 0.596%— 0.067% + 0.088% + 0.146% — 0.110%— 0.226X%

SE (B) (31.830)(0.033) (0.338) (0.079)(3.853) (1.578) (0.554)

Tval. (0.309) (2.630) (~0.316) (0.646)(1.183)  (-0.911) (~1.793)

R? = 0.596, Adjusted R= 0.512

The 0.59 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 59 percent chandep@ndent variable. However,
the model is unable to explain 41% variations ipetelent variables as’Rakes the
value 0.59 in upper primary private school setupedficational institutions in
BTAD. The value changes to 0.51 along with adjustit;meThe mean effect of
included variables is reflected by intercept of thedel which takes the value 9.850
significantly. The variable Xwhich is number of student enrolled in upper prinar
private school has significant positive effect tie target variable i.e. 0.596 while
the sixth variable (¥ which is frequency of bandhs and holidays hasow |
significant negative effect on student performanee —0.226. Second and fifth
variables of the model which is student teacheo (ETR) X and frequency of unit
test FUT (6) has insignificant negative effect on the studep&formance i.e. —
0.067 and —0.110 respectively. The third and fowdriables X and X, which is
student classroom ratio and number of periods edfgrer day shows very low
insignificant positive effect on students’ performoa. Thus, X and X are the only
significant factors affecting the target variable.
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Table-4.23: Regression statistics of Private upper primary schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.596
Adjusted R Square 0.512
Standard Error 8.68
Observations 36
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 3225.61 537.60 7.1272 000
Residual 29 2189.13 75.48
Total 35 5414.75
Variable Coefficients | Standard Erron t-Stat P-value
Const. 9.850 31.830 0.309 0.759
X1 0.596 0.033 2.630 0.014**
Xz -0.067 0.338 -0.316 0.754
X3 0.088 0.079 0.646 0.523
X4 0.146 0.853 0.183 0.246
Xs -0.110 1.578 -0.911 0.370
Xe —0.226 0.554 -1.793 0.083*

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
**Significant at 5 %, *Significant at 10 % probaityl of significance level.

4.5.4: Results for public upper primary school

Y puups= —118.849 + 0.759% 0.159% + 0.289X% + 0.080% — 0. 183% + 0.043%
SE (B) (158.832) (0.038) (0.275) (@14 (6.818) (3.681) (2.619)
Tval. (-0.748) (5.553) (-1.306) 6&8) (0.821) (-2.051) (0.460)
R? = 0.758, Adjusted R= 0.716

The 0.76 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 76 percent chardgpandent variablélowever, the
model is unable to explain 24% variations in dependiariables as Rtakes the

value 0.76 in public upper primary school setugddicational institutions in BTAD.
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The value changes to 0.72 along with adjustmene mean effect of included
variables is reflected by intercept of the modeliowhtakes the value -118.849
significantly. The variable Xwhich is number of student enrolled in private sitho
has highly significant positive effect on the targariable i.e. 0.759 while the
variable X% has a low significant positive effect on the sttte performance i.e.
0.289 but frequency of unit test, FUT sXhas a low significant negative effect on
the target variable i.e. —0.183. Second variabtb@model which is student teacher
ratio (STR) % has a low negatively insignificant effect on tiedent’s performance
i.e. —0.159 while the other variableg 2nd X shows insignificant positive effect on
student’s performance. Thus;, X3 and X are the significant variables affecting the

students’ performance in the public upper primatyo®ls.

Table-4.24: Regression statistics of public upper primary schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.758
Adjusted R Square 0.716
Standard Error 18.461
Observations 41
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 36334.192 6055.699 17.768 000
Residual 34 11588.198  340.829
Total 40 47922.39(
Variable Coefficients | Standard Erron t-Stat P-value
Const. -118.849 158.832 -0.748 0.459
X1 0.759 0.038 5.553 0.000***
Xz -0.159 0.275 -1.306 0.200
X3 0.289 0.142 2.648 0.012**
X4 0.080 6.818 0.821 0.417
Xs -0.183 3.681 -2.051 0.048**
Xe 0.043 2.619 0.460 0.649

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
***Significant at 1 %, **Significant at 5 % probaltty of significance level.
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4.5.5: Results for private high school

Yprus= —122.212 + 0.423%- 0.033% — 0.724% + 0.267X% — 0. 036%+ 0.220%
SE (B) (106.574) (0.109) (0.372) (0.p37(11.255) (3.427) (1.304)
TVval. (-1.147) (3.769) (-0.154) @%5) (1.081) (-0.137) (0.912)
R? = 0.832, Adjusted R= 0.663

The 0.832 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significant
effect of independent variables on dependent vigriabd show one unit changes in
independent variables causes 83 percent changspendent variablédowever, the
model is unable to explain 17% variations in dependiariables as Rtakes the
value 0.83 % in private high school setup of edoaal institutions in BTAD.The
value changes to 0.663 along with adjustmefiise mean effect of included
variables is reflected by intercept of the modelickhtakes the value —122.212
significantly. The variable X which is number of student enrolled in private high
school has a significant positive effect on thgeawariable i.e. 0.423 while the third
variable which is student classroom ratig ¥as a negatively significant effect i.e. —
0.724 on the student’s performan&econd and fifth variable of the model which is
student teacher ratio (STR) dnd frequency of unit test (FUT)sXas insignificant
negative effect on the students’ performantewever, the model shows that fourth
(X4) and sixth () variables pose insignificant positive effect tve {performance.
Thus, X and X% are the only significant variables affecting stitkeperformance.

Table-4.25: Regression statistics of private high schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.832
Adjusted R Square 0.663
Standard Error 7.3293
Observations 13
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ANOVA

Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 1590.606 265.101 4,935 0.03
Residual 6 322.317 53.719
Total 12 1912
Variable Coefficients| Standard Error t-Stat P-valug
Const. -122.212 106.574 -1.147 0.295
X1 0.423 0.109 3.769 0.009***
Xz —0.033 0.372 -0.154 0.883
X3 -0.724 0.237 —2.055 0.086*
X4 0.267 11.255 1.081 0.321
Xs —0.036 3.427 -0.137 0.895
Xe 0.220 1.304 0.912 0.397

Source: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
***Significant at 1 %, *Significant at 10 % probdlby of significance level.

4.5.6: Results for public high school
Ypuns=—117.081 + 0.519% 0.322X% + 0.318% — 0.052X, — 0. 417%+ 0.351%

SE (B) (383.864) (0.070) (0.985)  (0.18%P1.009)  (10.469) (6.138)

T Val. (-0.305) (2.345) (2.127) (0.454)

(1334 (-0.214) (-1.460)

R? = 0.889, Adjusted R= 0.805

The 0.889 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significant
effect of independent variables on dependent vigriabd show one unit changes in
independent variables causes 88 percent chandep@ndent variable. However,
the model is unable to explain 12% variations ipetelent variables as’Rakes the
value 0.889 in private high school setup of edwocsti institutions in BTAD. The
value changes to 0.80 along with adjustmenite mean effect of included variables
is reflected by intercept of the model which takes value -117.08 significantlyn
the public high school, the only significant vat@baffecting the students’
performance positively is the number of studenoléed X; and student teacher ratio
Xz, i.e. 0.51 and 0.322 respectivel@ther variables do not have significant effect on

the students’ performance.
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Table-4.26: Regression statistics of public high schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.889
Adjusted R Square 0.805
Standard Error 13.40267
Observations 15
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 11484.947 1914.158 10.656 002
Residual 8 1437.053 179.632
Total 14 12922
Variable Coefficients | Standard Errof t-Stat P-value
Const. -117.081 383.864 —0.305 0.768
X1 0.519 0.070 2.345 0.017**
Xz 0.322 0.985 2.127 0.016**
X3 0.318 0.185 1.443 0.187
X4 -0.052 21.009 -0.214 0.836
Xs -0.417 10.469 -1.460 0.182
Xe 0.119 6.138 0.454 0.662

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
**Significant at 5 % probability of significancevel.

4.5.7: Results for private HS and HSS (CombineduR&s

Yprs=—58.710 + 0.985% 0.059X% — 0.189 + 0.071X% — 0.035)% + 0.351%

SE (B) (72.120) (0.024) (0.314) (0.12(8.760) (2.417) (0.827)

TVal. (-0.814) (14.669) (-0.769) (—2.97B)L01) (-0.494) (0.235)

R? = 0.974, Adjusted R= 0.957

The 0.97 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 97 percent changgpendent variable. The, model
is unable to explain % only 13 percent variatiamsiépendent variables a$ fkes
the value 0.79 in private high school and highecoedary school setup of
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educational institutions in BTAD. The value change$.95 along with adjustments.
The mean effect of included variables is refledbgdintercept of the model which
takes the value —58.710 significantly. The variaklewhich is number of student
enrolled in private school has highly significawisfiive effect on the target variable
i.e. 1.085 while the third variablesMhich is student classroom ratio shows very low
significant negative effect on student’s performamne. —0.189Second and fifth
variable of the model which is student teacheoré®TR) X and frequency of unit
test (FUT) X% has a negatively insignificant effect on the shitde performance.
However, the model shows that the fourth variableaXd sixth variable X pose
insignificant positive effect on the performancéeTcombined result of private high
school and higher secondary schools shows thand X are the only significant

variables affecting the students’ performance.

Table-4.27: Regression statistics of private HSand HSSin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.974
Adjusted R Square 0.957
Standard Error 7.04
Observations 16
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regressiorn 6 16849.583| 2808.264 56.624 000
Residual 9 446.355 49.59
Total 15 15
Variable Coefficients Standard Error t-Stat P-valug
Const. -58.710 72.120 -0.814 0.437
X1 0.985 0.024 14.669 0.000***
X2 -0.059 0.314 -0.769 0.462
X3 -0.189 0.121 —2.976 0.016**
X4 0.071 8.760 1.101 0.299
Xs -0.035 2.417 —0.494 0.633
Xe 0.014 0.827 0.235 0.820

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
***Significant at 1 %, **Significant at 5 % probaltty of significance level.
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4.5.8: Results for public HS and HSS (Combined R&su

Ypus= —178.249 + 0.482)% 0.262% + 0.250% + 0.110% — 0. 359% + 0.068X%
SE (B) (263.430) (0.060) (0.871) (0)97(16.168) (7.582) (0.658)
TVal. (-0.677)  (2.575) (2.277) 4@3) (0.722)  (-2.352) (0.553)
R? = 0.940, Adjusted R= 0.911

The 0.94 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 94 percent chardgpendent variabl@he model is
unable to explain only 16% variations in dependemtables as Rtakes the value
0.94 in public high school and higher secondaryosthin BTAD. The value
changes to 0.911 along with adjustmeiiise mean effect of included variables is
reflected by intercept of the model which takesuhkie —178.249 significantlythe
variables X, X, and X% have significant positive effect on the target able while
the fifth variable X% has significant negative effect on the studentsfqumance.
However, the fourth Xand sixth X% variables pose insignificant positive effect on
the students’ performance. Thus, in the public hsghool and higher secondary
schools, the combined results, shows thatX and X are the variables that have
significant positive effect on students’ performarand X% is the only variable that

have significant negative effect on the studengsfggmance.

Table-4.28: Regression statistics of publicHSand HSSin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.940
Adjusted R Square 0.911
Standard Error 13.301
Observations 19
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 33533.3865588.898 31.590 000
Residual 12 2123.03% 176.920
Total 18 35656.421

92



Variable Coefficients | Standard Erron t-Stat P-value
Const. -178.249 263.430 -0.677 0.511
X1 0.482 0.060 2.575 0.024**
X5 0.262 0.871 2.277 0.042*
X3 0.250 0.097 2.403 0.033*
X4 0.110 16.188 0.722 0.484
Xs -0.359 7.582 -2.352 0.037**
Xe 0.068 4.249 0.553 0.590

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
**Significant at 5 % probability of significancevel.

4.5.9: Results for private schools in BTAD

Yprs= —1.558 + 0.660%— 0.070% + 0.030% + 0.258% — 0. 079%— 0.351%

SE (B) (2.887) (0.092) (0.106) (a/p7 (0.799)  (0.232)  (0.658)
TVal. (-0.540) (7.185) (-0.662) (0.391) (0.324) (-0.339)  (0.534)
R? = 0.785, Adjusted R= 0.618

The 0.79 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable strmv one unit changes in
independent variables causes 79 percent chandep@ndent variable. However,
the model is unable to explain 21% variations ipetelent variables as’Rakes the
value 0.79 in private school setup of educationatitutions in BTAD. The value
changes to 0.78 along with adjustments. The mefattedf included variables is
reflected by intercept of the model which takesvhkie — 1.558 significantly. The
variable X which is number of student enrolled in private aadhhas highly
significant positive effect on the target variabke 0.660 while the fourth variable
X4 which is number of periods offered per day poseagerately low significant
positive effect on the performance i.e. 0.258. d8d¢fifth and sixth variables of the
model which is student teacher ratio (STR)flequency of unit test (FUT) and
frequency of bandhs and holidays (FBHD) Kas negatively insignificant effect on
the students performance while the third variablevMich is student classroom ratio

shows very low and insignificant positive effect stadent’'s performanc&hus, in
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the private schools in BTAD, Xand X, are the only variables affecting the
performance of the student’s.

Table-4.29: Regression statistics of Private schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.79
Adjusted R Square 0.78
Standard Error 0.38630
Observations 82
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 17.976 2.996 20.07)7 000
Residual 75 11.192 0.149
Total 81 29.168
Variable Coefficients | Standard Error t-Stat P-value
Const. -1.558 2.887 —0.540 0.591
X1 0.660 0.092 7.185 0.000***
Xz -0.070 0.106 -0.662 0.510
X3 0.030 0.077 0.391 0.697
X4 0.258 0.799 0.324 0.047**
Xs -0.079 0.232 -0.339 0.735
Xe -0.351 0.658 -0.534 0.595

Source: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
***Significant at 1 %, **Significant at 5 % probality of significance level.

4.5.10: Results for public schools in BTAD

Y ppus =4.486 + 0.969% — 0.203X, — 0.013X3 + 0.223X, — 0. 264%5—0.436%

SE (B) (3.887) (0.061) (0.065) (0.049) (0.426)  (0.154) (0.957)
TVal (1.154) (17.435) (-3.139) (-0.261(0.523)  (-1.716) (-1.501)
R? = 0.79, Adjusted R= 0.78

The 0.79 value of Rshows that the model is good showing significdfeoe
of independent variables on dependent variable slmwv one unit changes in

independent variables causes 79 percent chandep@ndent variable. However,
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the model is unable to explain 21% variations ipatelent variables as’Rakes the
value 0.79 in public school setup of educationatiintions in BTAD. The value
changes to 0.78 along with adjustments. The mefattedf included variables is
reflected by intercept of the model which takes vh&ie 4.486 significantly. The
variable X which is number of student enrolled in public sdhbas a highly
significant positive effect on the target variabk 0.969 but the second variable of
the model which is student teacher ratio (STR)h&As a highly significant negative
effect on the students performance i.e. —0.20 witiike fifth variable which is
frequency of unit test (FUT) has a low significant negative effect on the shisle
performance i.e. —0.264. The third and sixth vaesihich is student classroom
ratio (SCR) X% and frequency of bandhs and holidays (FBHR)sKows negative
and insignificant effect on student’s performanidewever, the model shows that
fourth variable X% which is number of periods offered per day possitpely
insignificant effect on the performance. Thus,, X, and X are the variables

affecting the student’s performance significantly.

Table-4.30: Regression statistics of public schoolsin BTAD

Regression Statistics
R Square 0.789
Adjusted R Square 0.784
Standard Error 0.430
Observations 298
ANOVA
Df SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 6 201.073 35.512 181.166 000
Residual 291 53.829 0.185
Total 297 254.902
Variable Coefficients | Standard Error t-Stat P-valug
Const. 4.486 3.769 1.154 0.249
X1 0.969 0.059 17.435 0.000***
Xz —-0.203 0.063 -3.134 0.002***
X3 -0.013 0.048 -0.261 0.794
X4 0.223 0.413 0.523 0.601
Xs -0.264 0.149 -1.716 0.087*
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Xe —0.436 0.928 -1.501 0.135

Sour ce: Calculated using IBM SPSS 20 Version, 2017.
***Significant at 1 %, *Significant at 10 % probdlby of significance level.

In the private school set up of educaloinstitutions in BTAD, the
regression statistics implied the mean effect &¢ thcluded variables on the
dependent variable is negative whose value is 8l&%l that only the number of
student enrolled and number of periods offered gy is statistically the most
significant factor which contributes positivelyttte students’ performance, the other
variables are not statistically significant. On thiteer hand, in the public school set
up of educational institutions, the mean effecincfuded variable on the dependent
variable is positive i.e. 4.486 and that numbestofient enrolment, student teacher
ratio and frequency of unit test are the most stiatilly significant variables
affecting the student’s performance. Other varislaee not statistically significant.
Thus, number of student enrolment is the only stiaslly significant common
variable for both the private and public schoolsolhcontributes positively to the
students’ performance. The contradictory variabléhat number of periods offered
per day (%) in private schools of BTAD contributes positively the student’'s
performance while student teacher ratio)(¥ public schools of BTAD affects
negatively to the student’s performance. Frequesicynit test % in the public
schools of BTAD is statistically significant variabaffecting negatively the target
variable while it is not statistically significamariable in the private schools of
BTAD.

4.6: Conclusion

From the above analysis and discussion the fofigwbnclusions are drawn

as follows:
With regard to the pattern of growth of private and public school:

(i) Private schools in the Chirang district hadeteergence and growth in the post
1980s while the public schools had its emergencE20s and continued its rapid
growth till 1980s thereafter its growth has beedideang.
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(i) Private schools in the Kokrajhar district haaegrowth in the post 1980s while
public schools have a rapid growth in the pre 1980s

(iif) In the Baksa district, private schools emeigand developed in the post 1990s

while the public schools emerged and developetdearpte 1990s.

(iv) In the Udalguri district, private schools emed and developed in the post 1990s

while the public schools emerged and developetderpte 1990s.

(v) There were sharp differences in the patterngmmiwth of private and public
schools in the BTAD. There were steady and contisugrowth of private schools in
the post 1970s while there were steady and conisgoowths of public schools in
the pre 1970s, in the post 1970s, there were deglinends in the growth of public

schools.
With regard to the growth of student enrolment in private and public school:

() In the Chirang district, the CAGR of student@ment in the private schools is
greater than that of the public schools. It is Qué¥cent in private schools and 1.60

percent in public schools.

(i) In the Kokrajhar district also, the CAGR ofugient enrolment in the private
schools is much higher than the student enrolnretite public school as it is 7.72
percent in private school while it is negative +8.04 in the public schools.

(i) In the Baksa district, the CAGR of studentreiment in the private school 12.60
percent but the CAGR of student enrolment in thiglipisschool is negative i.e. -0.61

percent.

(iv) In the Udalguri district, the CAGR of studesirolment in the private school is
14.36 percent but its counterpart is only 0.20 @et.c

(v) In the entire BTAD, the CAGR of student enrolmhé the private school is 10.8
percent while CAGR of its counterpart is only Ofcent.

With regard to the performance in terms of overall passed percentages:
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(i) The performance of private schools in Chiramgrett is 13.23 percentages ahead
than that of the public schools.

(i) Private schools performance in the Kokrajhastritt outshined the public

schools by 12.4 percentages.

(i) Private schools in Baksa district perform teetby 11.45 percentages than that of

the public school.

(iv) Private schools in Udalguri district perforretter by 13.99 percentages than that

of the public school.

(v) The mean percentage of private school perfoomas 91.86 percent while in the
public schools it is only 80.04 percent. So, Pevathools in BTAD perform much
better than the public schools by 11.82 percentages

With regard to the performance in terms of first division passed percentages.

() The performance of private schools in termdirst division passed percentage in
Chirang district is 9.78 percentages ahead tharofithe public schools.

(i) The performance of private schools in termdixst division passed percentage in
Kokrajhar district is 20.04 percentages ahead thanof the public schools.

(i) The performance of private schools in ternidicst division passed percentage

in Baksa district is better by 21.62 percentagas that of the public school.

(iv) Private schools in Udalguri district, in termsfirst division passed percentage

perform better by 18.90 percentages than thateoptiblic school.

(v) The mean percentage of private school perfooman terms of first division
passed percentage is 54.22 percent while in thdicpabhools it is only 34.55
percent. So, Private schools in BTAD perform muettdy than the public schools by
19.67 percentages. The study made by Ronguno, (3(K7) in Wareng district,
Kenya also showed that private schools perform niatter in academic than public

schools.
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With regard to the determinants of the performance of private and public schools:

(i) In the private lower primary schools in BTADhet variables affecting the
students’ performance significantly are numbertafisnt enrolled, Xand number

of periods offered per day,;X

(i) In the public lower primary schools, the numb# student enrolled, Xhas
significant positive impact on the students’ pariance while the STR, xXhas

negatively significant effect on the students’ periance.

(i) In the private upper primary schools, variab; has significant positive effect
on the target variable while the variablg Kas significant negative effect on the

students’ performance.

(iv) In the public upper primary schools, the vates X, X3 has significant positive
effect and X has significant negative effect on the studengsfggmance.

(v) In the private high schools,;Xs the only variable that has highly significant
positive effect on the students’ performance wiilke variable X and X affects the

students’ performance significantly negative.

(vi) In the public high schools, Xand X are the two variables that have significant

positive effect on the students’ performance.

(vii) The combined results for private high schoalsd higher secondary schools
have shown that variable;Xhave significant positive effect while the varabfs
have significant negative effect on the studengsfggmance.

(viii) The combined results for public high schoalsd higher secondary results have
shown that variables X X, and X have significant positive effect ands Xave

significant negative effect on the students’ perfance.

(iX) In the private school set up of educational instns (all categories) in BTAD,
the regression statistics implied the mean effécthe included variables on the
dependent variable is negative whose value is 8ldfl that only the number of
student enrolled and number of periods offered gy is statistically the most
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significant factor which contributes positivelyttte students’ performance, the other

variables in the model are not statistically sipaift.

(x) In the public school set up of educational itmgibns, the mean effect of
included variable on the dependent variable istpesi.e. 4.486 and that number of
student enrolment, student teacher ratio and frequef unit test are the most
statistically significant variables. The number sfudent enrolled contributes
positively to the students’ performance while thedsnt teacher ratio and frequency
of unit test impacts negatively to the studentsfgrenance. The other variables in

the model are not statistically significant.

The number of student enrolment is the only stasiy significant common
variable for both the private and public schoolsgaohlcontributes positively to the

students’ performance.

The contradictory variable is that number of pesiadfered per day (X in
private schools of BTAD contributes positively teetstudent’s performance while
student teacher ratio ¢Xin public schools of BTAD affects negatively thet
student’s performance. Frequency of unit testirKthe public schools of BTAD is
statistically significant variable affecting negatiy the target variable while it is not

statistically significant variable in the privateh®ols of BTAD.
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