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1. Introduction

Although universal elementary education up to the age of 14 was written into the Indian
constitution (Article 45) in 1950, India’s record on the spread of basic education has, until recently,
been embarrassing- not only relative to its intentions but also relative to the record of other
countries (Sen and Dreze 1995). While elementary (primary) education has witnessed considerable
progress, India continues to exhibit a shortfall in secondary education with respect to other
developing countries (World Bank 2006). There is limited systematic evidence of how social gaps
in primary and secondary education have evolved over time.

The last decade and a half has seen unprecedented economic growth in India. Concomitant with
this, educational enrolment has grown faster than ever since Independence in 1947. Growth will
have relaxed family liquidity constraints, allowing them to invest in their children. It may have
raised aspirations and led families to revise upwards their expectations of the return to education.
Together these factors explain a rise in the demand for education. But there were a number of
important supply side initiatives too.

Social expenditure in poor countries tends to be pro-cyclical (e.g. Woo 2005, Bhalotra 2007) in
contrast to the case in richer countries (e.g. Lane 2003), so we may expect that government
education expenditure will have risen with growth. Government expenditure on education both as
a proportion of total government expenditure and as a proportion of GDP has been rising over
time but slowly (see Bhalotra and Zamora 2009).

Figure 1 below). More notable are a series of government initiatives explicitly aimed to widen
access and participation of children of all backgrounds in formal education. India’s flagship
initiative programme is the National Campaign for Universal Education (Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan). Its
goals are: access for all children in the 6-14 age group to formal primary schools by 2003; universal
completion of five years of education by 2007 and eight years by 2010; focus on elementary
education of satisfactory quality; bridging all gender and social gaps at the primary level by 2007
and at the elementary level by 2010; universal retention by 2010. The Sarva Shiksha Abhiyanwas
introduced in 2004. We may expect to see some initial effects of this in our data from 2004/2005 but

1 Department of Economics and CMPO. Tom Cochrane provided excellent research assistance. | would like
to acknowledge an ESRC-DFID research award that gave me time to think about this topic and the related
question of social disparities in health and survival in India.
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we will need to wait for more recent survey data to be released before we can seriously assess its
impact. The predecessor of this programme was the District Primary Education Programme
(DPEP).2 The DPEP has received positive evaluations. In particular, it is estimated to have raised
participation of low caste children and girls (Schmid 2006; also see Jalan and Glinskaya 1999).
Earlier initiatives such as Operation Blackboard or the introduction of para-teachers appear to
have had more mixed success (Dyer 2001, Leclercq 2002). A mid-day meals scheme introduced in
2001 had become widespread by 2006 (see Khera 2006), but there are no systematic evaluations of
this as yet. Alongside government initiatives, a number of educational NGOs have appeared on
the stage and made a noticeable impact, for example, Pratham and Seva Mandir. Overall, the Indian
education system has higher targets and more resources than ever before. Some recent papers have
documented overall progress (Kingdon 2007, Pratham 2007, Bhalotra and Zamora 2008). This
paper concentrates on the much less studied question of whether historically marginalised sections
of society have exhibited any catch up (on which, see Bhalotra and Zamora 2009).

Figure 1: Government expenditure on education?
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This paper identifies social inequalities in education in India and the extent to which they have
narrowed during 1993-2005, a period of rapid economic growth. It considers attendance, dropout
and completion rates. India has historically been divided along the lines of caste and religion,
which we collectively refer to as community. We describe and analyse the relative educational
deprivation of Hindu low caste and Muslim children in India, and compare community
differentials n education with other differentials, associated with gender, wealth, rural/urban
location and state of residence. We argue that these characteristics interact to reinforce one another
so that, for example, Muslim girls from relatively poor and uneducated families who live in rural
areas of certain states suffer an enormous disadvantage relative to high caste Hindu boys from
richer, educated families residing in urban areas of other states. We present the total unconditional

2 see http://www.educationforallinindia.com/page81.html

3 Source: Ministry of Human Resource Development, Government of India (2006)
2


http://www.educationforallinindia.com/page81.html

effects of characteristics that predict marginalisation. We then use multiple regression to describe
their conditional effects. In a third leg of the analysis, we decompose observed community
differentials at three points in time to identify the share of the gap that is explained by observed
characteristics- such as gender, wealth, rural and state location and parental education- and the
residual “unexplained” variation that may be associated either with community differences in
tastes and social norms or with differential access of communities to publicly provided goods.

We study attendance, completion and dropout using data from three rounds of the National
Sample Survey, conducted in 1993/1994, 1999/2000 and 2004/2005. None of these was an atypical
year. Average annual growth is estimated at 5.9%, 6.1% and 7.5% respectively, for the three survey
years, which is close to the average rate of 6% estimated for 1980-2005 (Basu and Maertens 2007).
We find that educational participation falls short of universal attendance, completion and retention
even at the primary level. Overall attendance of formal school peaks at 91% for 11 year olds, fewer
than 90% of children who enrol complete their primary education, and the dropout rate, though
below 4% for primary age children, accelerates rapidly after the official primary completion age of
11 to 28% at age 15 and 63% at age 19.

Education participation remains strongly dependent on family wealth, especially for secondary
age children. Wide community and sector/state gaps persist. Girls have forged ahead. Although
they still have lower attainments than boys they do no worse at completion conditional upon
attendance. Though relatively narrow at primary level — for attendance the gender gap is 4
percentage points and the sector gap 5 percentage points, for example - these gaps widen
considerably for older children — to 10 percentage points and 17 percentage points respectively for
15-18 year olds. They also interact, marginalising small sections of society. Low caste rural girls do
much worse than high caste urban boys, such that attendance and completion rates for the most
disadvantaged children are as much as 40 percentage points lower than for the most advantaged
children. The overall picture is one of an education system marked by inequality.

Some progress has certainly been made in particular areas and at particular times. Attendance
increased strongly between 1999/2000 and 2004/5 for young children. However, completion and
dropout rates did not. This is of course disappointing but it is worth emphasising that the fact that
completion and dropout did not rise suggests that vastly increased attendance did not come at the
cost of lower pupil retention. Almost all social gaps were narrower in 2004/5 than in the previous
decade, and in urban locations, for example, the gender gap had largely been eliminated. In
particular, attendance rates for young rural low caste girls — the most marginalised category, as
noted above — have increased much faster than for urban high caste boys.

The decomposition of community gaps suggests that the caste gap, between low and high caste
Hindus, can largely be explained by differences in characteristics. This is the case for both
scheduled caste and scheduled tribe children, treated separately. Our estimates indicate that if low
caste Hindu children enjoyed the spending power and parental education of their high caste
counterparts, much of their deficit in educational participation would vanish. For Muslim children,
however, the religion gap relative to Hindus is harder to explain on the basis of differences in



characteristics. The estimates suggest that even with improved circum stances the participation of
Muslim children would remain persistently low, consistent with variation in preferences or
discrimination. Using alternative survey data, the National Family Health Survey, for 1992/3 and
1998/9, Bhalotra and Zamora (2007) report a similar finding.

The paper unfolds as follows. Section 2 outlines the data and definitions of key variables, section 3
provides evidence on overall levels of attendance, completion and dropout, with recent trends,
and breakdowns by sex, rural/urban location and community. Section 4 presents the main results
of a model which decomposes community differences into portions explained and unexplained by
the explanatory variables in our model, and section 4 discusses the results.

2. Data and definitions

This exercise uses representative data on 189,012 children aged 5-19 surveyed in 1993/4, 201,211
children surveyed in 1999/2000 and 196,445 children surveyed in 2004/5. These data are taken from
the 50t 55" and 61 rounds of the National Sample Survey (NSS). Though focused on employment
and expenditure, these surveys include detailed information on education attendance and
attainment for all household members, allowing analysis both of current patterns and
intergenerational relationships. An advantage of survey data over administrative data is that the
latter are often compiled in an environment where there is an incentive to exaggerate attendance as
this reflects well upon local or national government officials. The data are not pooled; rather the
three rounds are analysed separately and trends inferred by comparing statistics from successive
rounds. The data include sample weights, and it is noted in each table when these are used to
create averages that are representative of the national population.

In determining children’s education participation we make use of two key survey questions. The
first asks whether the child has never attended, once attended but no longer does, or is currently
attending.* The respondent must also indicate which level the child attends: informal or pre-
primary, primary, middle, secondary or higher5 From this we create a binary variable indicating
attendance at formal school if the child attends at primary level or above. Children who attend
informal or pre-primary schools are treated as not attending. We also create a binary variable
indicating dropout if the child once attended but no longer does. Overall most children attend
formal school, though the proportion varies with age with many older children having dropped
out. A small number, around 3% of all children in 2004/5, attend a pre-primary or informal school,
though such attendees are scarce above the age of 9. The proportion of children who never attend
school is higher — in 2004/5 around 5% of 11 year olds had never attended — and shows more
variation by community — in 2004/5 as many as 8% of 11 year old Muslims had never attended.

4 The 1993/4 data (the 50t NSS survey) only distinguish between aurrent attendance and non-attendance,
and so dropout cannot be calculated for this survey.
5 Informal schools include various village or community-based projects, some of which are government
sponsored. These are not considered to be part of the mainstream education system.
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The survey also asks the child’s educational attainment in terms of the highest level of schooling
completed. Again the options cover informal or pre-primary, primary, middle, secondary and
higher levels, and again the focus here is on formal schooling. From this we create binary variables
indicating completion of primary and secondary school.

The school system in India has three main tiers: primary education generally covers children
between the ages of 6 and 11; upper primary or middle education covers children between the ages
of 12 and 14; and secondary education covers children between the ages of 15 and 18.6 Together the
primary and middle tiers comprise elementary education. Attendance rates are calculated for these
three main age groups. Primary completion rates are calculated at two ages: the figure at age 12
captures the proportion of children completing by the official completion age of 11, and the figure
at age 15 allows for late completion (which is prevalent). Secondary completion is calculated at age
19. Dropout rates are also calculated at ages 12, 15 and 19.

There are many dimensions on which the above definitions can vary and alternative figures are
difficult to compare unless precisely defined. In particular, enrolment and attendance rates might
differ in cross-sectional snapshots. The ideal data to examine enrolment and subsequent progress
through school are longitudinal data but such data are unavailable. For clarity and reference, we
explicitly define each of our three main indicators here. Attendance rates have the greatest
potential for variation. Our definition captures children who are attending any level of formal
school at the time of the survey, aggregated by age group. There are two common sources of
departure from this. NFHS surveys, for example, record attendance at any point in the school year
rather than at the time of the survey. This allows calculation of a rate of enrolment rather than
current attendance. UNESCO, for example, often calculates attendance for specific levels rather
than for specific age groups — for example, the total number of children (of any age) attending
primary school as a proportion of primary-age children.” Completion rates vary more subtly. Our
definition of primary completion at age 12 is the number of children aged 12 who have completed
primary school as a proportion of all 12 year olds who have ever attended. A common alternative
when panel data are available is the number of children of any age completing primary school in a
given year as a proportion of the number of children of the official primary-completing age.? Since
late completion is common the former definition will tend to produce a lower attendance rate than
the latter, which includes completion by children of any age. However, inspection of Figure 3
shows that substantially all children who complete primary school have done so by age 15. Our
definition of primary completion at age 15, if not at age 12, is likely to correspond very closely to

6 It is worth noting that age of admission to class 1 varies by state, such that elementary education is best
thought of as beginning at age 5-7 rather than at age 6 precisely.

7 This definition was rejected here due to concerns about data validity. A significant proportion of children,
around 3%, report both attendance and completion of primary school, and nearly 6% report both attendance
and completion of secondary school; more importantly these proportions vary by community. As a result it
was felt that a definition focused on attendance of a specific level had the potential to obscure rather than
illuminate.

8 Note that this is not restricted to be bounded at 100% since late completers are included in the numerator
but not the denominator.
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the above alternative.® Finally, children are defined as having dropped out if they once attended
but did not at the time of the survey.

Schooling is by its nature a sequential process, with completion of primary school dependent on
initial enrolment and completion of secondary dependent on completion of primary. In some cases
it is therefore more meaningful to calculate statistics for appropriate subsamples. Naturally,
dropout rates are calculated as a proportion of children who have ever enrolled. Primary
completion rates are also calculated as a proportion of children who have ever enrolled, and
secondary completion rates as a proportion of children who completed primary school. Further
sample restrictions are imposed for some decompositions, again to support a more meaningful
interpretation. Since any caste or religion differences in attendance at elementary age will persist at
secondary age we decompose attendance gaps at ages 15-18 only for children who completed
primary school. These then reflect incremental differences that open up at secondary level.
Similarly, any differences in dropout at age 15 will also be reflected in differences at age 19. Hence
dropout at age 19 is also decomposed only for children who completed primary school. It is noted
in each table which sample restrictions are in place.

Four main categorical variables are used to provide aggregations of key statistics.1° First, statistics
are calculated by gender. Second, a distinction is made between urban and rural location, hereafter
referred to as sector. The sector gap is defined as the difference between urban and rural statistics.
Third, four distinct communities are analysed: high caste Hindus, Scheduled Tribes, Scheduled
Castes and Muslims.1! Caste gaps are defined as the difference between high caste Hindus on the
one hand and each of Scheduled Tribes or Scheduled Castes on the other. The religion gap is the
difference between high caste Hindus and Muslims. Families are divided into wealth quintiles
based on their reported monthly per capita expenditure.

Explanatory variables are divided into five groups.2 Child-specific variables include age, gender
and whether one of the child’s parents is the head of household. Household demographic
variables include household size, and dummies for rural location and whether the head of
household is female. Household income and wealth are represented by respectively per capita
household expenditure and land possessed. Household education is captured by dummy variables
for the attainment of the head of household and their spouse, and for the sex of the most educated
member of the household. We also allow for state-level fixed effects.

9 Since the numerator in each case is very similar. The two definitions could of course still vary due to
differences in the denominator, i.e. differences in the size of the cohort of 12 year olds compared with the
cohort of 15 year olds.

10 See Table 1 for an overview of sample frequencies broken down by these categories.

11 The full sample includes individuals of other religions, but these are not the focus of this study. “Other
backward castes” are identified in the survey, and are classified as high caste.

12 See Table 2 for sample averages.
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3. Descriptive statistics

Indian children in 2004/5 were substantially more likely to attend and complete school than in
1993/4. The attendance rate for all children was 18 percentage points higher, and conditional on
this primary completion was 21 percentage points higher and secondary completion 18 percentage
points higher.’3 The NSS data for 2004/5 suggest that the overall attendance rate peaked at over
90% for 11 year olds, and that of the children who did attend nearly 90% went on to complete
primary school before reaching adulthood (see Figure 2 and Figure 3). As noted in section 2 above,
alternative attendance and completion rates may not be directly comparable. However, official
UNESCO figures showing overall net primary enrolment at 89% and primary completion of 86%
match closely with the figure in this paper .

Figure 2 to Figure 4 show how overall attendance, completion and dropout vary by age, and how
these rates changed from 1993 to 2005.15 Some clear features emerge. While attendance rates are
high for elementary-age children, an accelerating dropout rate from age 10 up means secondary
attendance is far lower. This accelerating dropout rate also means that secondary completion is
significantly lower than primary completion.

Though overall the period 1993 to 2005 was one of improvements in both attendance and
completion, the timing of these improvements varied. Attendance grew relatively little between
1993/4 and 1999/2000 but it improved dramatically between 1999/2000 and 2004/5. By contrast
completion grew far more between 1993/4 and 1999/2000 than between 1999/2000 and 2004/5. The
age pattern of these changes varied too, with attendance rates improving mainly for young
children and completion rates as much for old children as for young. This is consistent with the
average age of primary completion being “pulled forward”, meaning that although the proportion
of secondary age children attending school has remained unchanged, a greater proportion of these
children are now actually working towards secondary level qualifications rather than merely late
completion of primary.

Inequality by gender, sector, caste and religion has tended to narrow over the period in question,
though at far from uniform rates. Two general points are worth noting. First, it is often necessary
to pay careful attention to the disaggregated statistics since, for example, the gender gap has
largely been eliminated for urban children but persists in the rural sector. Second, most success has
been in narrowing gaps for primary age children: all gaps tend to widen over the age range such
that outcomes for secondary age children remain highly unequal. Though secondary-age gaps
generally have narrowed this has often been at a slower rate than for the equivalent primary-age
gaps. The sector gap in attendance, for example, fell from 16 to 5 percentage points for 6-11 year
olds, while for 15-18 year olds it fell from 22 to 17.

13 Primary completion reported by age 12 and secondary completion by age 19.
14 See http://stats.uis.unesco.org (accessed in February 2009)
151999 to 2005 for dropout, which cannot be calculated for the 1993/4 data.
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Attendance

Table 3 to Table 8 present attendance rates. All-India attendance rates in 2004/5 were highest for
primary age children at 85% on average for 6-11 year olds, reaching a peak of 91% for 11 year olds.
Attendance tails off moderately for 12-14 year olds before declining steeply, averaging only 48%
for secondary age children (i.e. 15-18 year olds). For primary age children this represents a
dramatic improvement of 26 percentage points since 1993/4, the vast majority d which came
between 1999/2000 and 2004/5. While some states, notably Himachal Pradesh and Kerala, are
approaching the goal of universal primary attendance, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and Uttar
Pradesh have primary attendance rates of around 82%, and in Bihar the figure is 67%.

Improvements in attendance have been stronger at all ages for girls than for boys, such that the
gender gap in primary age attendance dipped below 4 percentage points, though it remained
around 10 percentage points for older children (i.e. 15-18 year olds). The gender gap has been
narrowing steadily for children of all ages.

The sector gap too has narrowed, though far more rapidly for young children than for old. While
2004/5 rural primary age attendance rates lagged urban rates by fewer than 5 percentage points,
the difference at secondary age was 17 percentage points. Well under half of all secondary age
rural children attended school. It is also apparent that what remained of the gender gap was
highly concentrated in rural locations. While attendance for urban girls is almost as high as that for
urban boys — there is less than a 1 percentage point difference overall — attendance for rural girls
lags around 9 percentage points behind that for rural boys.

Turning to the breakdown by community it is children in the most disadvantaged groups who
have recently gained the most. High caste children once enjoyed an attendance rate 13 to 20
percentage points higher than other groups, but this gap stood at only 9 to 14 percentage points in
2004/5. All three disadvantaged groups have improved, though more for primary age than
secondary age children.

Attendance rates vary most dramatically across wealth quintiles, particularly for older children.
Yet here too progress has been made in reducing inequality, and the poorest 20% of children are
no longer marginalised to the same extent they once were. Though primary-age attendance for
these children, at 79%, is still 13 percentage points lower than for the richest 20%, this compares
very well to the situation in 1993/4, when fewer than half of the poorest children attended school.

Completion

Table 9 to Table 14 present completion rates. Primary completion by the official age of 12 stood at
70% in 2004/5, though a substantial number of children complete late such that by age 15 the rate
reaches 88%.16 Secondary completion, at 55% at age 19, is much lower. Changes between 1993 and
2005 wvere strikingly unbalanced, with tremendous gains from 1993/4 to 1999/2000 in both primary
and secondary completion— 17 and 18 percentage points respectively using the official completion

16 Age 15 appears to be a reasonable cut-off for late completion of primary school because, beyond age 15,
completion rates do not improve much.
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ages of 11 and 18 respectively.l” There was then little movement in the proportion of children
completing primary at age 15 and a relatively small 4 percentage point improvement at age 12.
Recent improvements have come in the form of increased numbers completing on time, rather
than higher rates overall, and given the large increases in attendance rates it is clear that the
absolute number of children completing has risen. Again the best-performing states, Kerala and
Tamil Nadu, are approaching universal primary completion with rates of 97% by age 12 and 98%
by age 15. Several states have relatively low primary completion rates by age 12, with Bihar (51%)
and Uttar Pradesh (53%) the lowest. Allowing for late completion, however, the figures for the
worst-performing states are closer to those for the best. Madhya Pradesh has the lowest primary
completion rate by age 15, but it is 83% — a marked improvement on the rate of 59% by age 12.

Conditional on attendance the overall gender gap in primary and secondary completion no longer
exists, thanks to enormous gains in completion for girls, particularly between 1993/4 and
1999/2000. Indeed, the proportion of girls completing by age 12, the official primary completion
age, actually rose above that for boys in 2004/5. It is important to note, however, that we calculate
completion as a proportion of children who have ever enrolled. Thus the gender gaps we calculate
in attendance and completion are additive, and the net gender gap still favours boys.

Sector gaps in completion are more persistent, especially for secondary completion. For both
primary and secondary completion, gaps were above 25 percentage points in 1993/4, and for
completion by the official ages remained high at 13 and 18 percentage points respectively in
2004/5. And while the gender gap is small at all ages the sector gap varies significantly. For
primary completion in 2004/5 it stood at 13 percentage points at the official age of completion, 12,
but falls below 6 percentage points by age 15. Not only were urban children more likely to
complete primary school than their rural counterparts, but they were also more likely to complete
at the correct age.

There is less variation between communities in the completion rate than in the attendance rate.
Muslim children, the least likely to complete, lag high caste Hindus by around 10 percentage
points, and low caste Hindu children lag by only around 6 percentage points. As with attendance
there has been less progress in reducing marginalisation among secondary age children.

Differences between wealth quintiles are substantially larger than between other groups, and
again most progress in narrowing these gaps appears to have been made between 1993/4 and
1999/2000. Completion of primary school is more than 14 percentage points lower among the
poorest children than among the richest, a similar figure to that for attendance. And though this
gap remains large it nevertheless represents a vast improvement on the situation in 1993/4 when
well under half of the poorest children completed primary school.

There are significant sectoral differences in the gender gap in completion. In 2004/5 urban girls
were more likely to complete both primary and secondary school than urban boys, even allowing

17 Statistics are reported here at ages 12 and 19 to reflect completion for all children in their 11t and 18t
years.
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for late completion of primary. For rural children the picture is mixed: a greater proportion of boys
eventually complete primary and secondary school, but girls have a better primary completion
rate at the official completion age. Such differences are hardly large enough to suggest that either
sex is marginalised.

Dropout

Table 15 to Table 20 present dropout rates. The dropout rate in 2004/5 for both girls and boys
remains low - below 5% - until age 12, from which point it rises throughout the age range,
reaching nearly 45% before the official secondary completion age of 18 and 63% by age 19.
Relatively little progress was made in lowering the dropout rate between 1999/2000 and 2004/5: it
fell by around 2 percentage points at ages 12 and 19, but rose by 2 percentage points at age 15. In
this respect the dropout rate behaved similarly to completion, though as data are not available for
1993/4 this apparent similarity cannot be subjected to further scrutiny.18

The gender gap for dropout in 2004/5 was similar to that for attendance, at around 4 percentage
points for 12 year olds and 9 percentage points for 19 year olds. It narrowed for older children
between 1999/2000 and 2004/5 but remained more or less constant for 12 year olds.

The sector gap exhibits large variations depending on age. It falls below 2 percentage points in
2004/5 for 12 year olds: the dropout rate during primary school for rural children, at just under 8%,
is nearly as low as that for urban children. But dropout during middle and secondary school is
much higher for rural children than for urban with the result at by age 19 most rural children
(71%) drop out and the sector gap grows to over 20 percentage points.

Unlike for attendance and completion, Muslim children do better than both groups of low caste
Hindu children, though still less well than high caste children. The caste and religion gaps peak at
age 15 before falling back by age 19, perhaps a consequence of large increases in participation for
low caste and Muslim children. These “new” participants are relatively likely to drop out soon
after completing primary school, whereas high caste Hindu children tend to drop out quite late in
their education, if at all.

4. Decomposition results

In Table 2, we see how some of the characteristics (or attributes) that we expect are relevant to
school participation vary across social groups in India, and section 3 shows how attendance,
completion and dropout rates vary across communities. It is then natural to consider the extent to
which the observed differences in attendance, completion and dropout rates can be explained by
differences in (average) characteristics rather than by differences in the returns (or responses) to
given characteristics. Differences in responses or behaviours specific to a community are often
referred to as community effects; here we consider caste and religion effects separately.

18 Recall that a distinction is made between dropout (the proportion of children who have ever attended that
now report non-attendance) and non-completion (the proportion of children who have ever attended that
either report non-attendance or still attend but have not yet completed a given level).
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Following Fairlie (2005), who develops for the nonlinear probit model the linear model techniques
of decomposition outlined in Oaxaca (1973) and Blinder (1973), we decomposed the differential
between upper caste Hindus and the other two groups into the effects of characteristics and the
(residual) effects of how these characteristics impact upon schooling. We did this by wave, gender
and sector. The results of this exercise are presented in this section and can be found in detail in
Table 21 to Table 35.

In general two patterns are clear. First, caste differences are more easily explained by
characteristics than religion differences. This holds for attendance, dropout and, to a slightly lesser
extent, completion, and seems to have been a consistent feature in all three periods.t® This is
consistent with an especially strong religion effect, though its precise form is unknown. Second,
caste differences tend to be more easily explained by characteristics for older children, while for
religion differences the reverse is true.

An alternative source of data to the NSS survey is the NFHS survey, and this analysis was also
carried out using these data. The two surveys are not identical, as variable availability and
definitions are different. A brief comparison of main results is nevertheless useful to separate areas
where a consistent story emerges from those results that may be idiosyncratic.

In the NFHS data, too, the Muslim disadvantage is larger than the low-caste Hindu disadvantage,
and is more difficult to explain. This is consistent with the general conclusion that there is a large
religion fixed effect in attendance, at least in relation to any scheduled tribe/caste fixed effect. The
estimated strength of the religion fixed effect is heightened in the NFHS data since the low-caste
Hindu disadvantage is very strongly related to observed characteristics — as much as 71% is
explained. The additional explanatory power comes from the set of variables covering household
wealth; specifically, where the NSS data use per capita monthly spending and land holdings to
represent wealth, the NFHS data include an index of wealth. This additional variable has little
impact on the Muslim gap, suggesting that the NSS data may understate the strength of the
religion fixed effect.

Bhalotra and Zamora (2007) use the NFHS data to estimate a decomposition of attendance gaps,
obtaining results that only partially support those presented above. The main conclusion — that
characteristics explain significantly more of the low-caste Hindu gap than of the Muslim gap,
consistent with some large religion fixed effect — continues to hold. It also remains the case that
gaps are larger in rural areas and for girls.

There are two key points of departure, however. First, and most conspicuously, the measured gap
for rural Muslim girls is lower than that for rural low-caste Hindu girls, and lower than the
corresponding gap in the other result sets. This runs counter to the conclusion that gaps are
generally higher for Muslims than low-caste Hindus. It is, however, potentially explained with
reference to the dependent variable used. Attendance of primary school (as opposed to any formal
school) appears inflated for Muslims relative to other communities, owing to the large number of

19 Or both periods in the case of the dropout rate.
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Muslim children recorded as attending primary school having already completed primary
school.2® It may be that Bhalotra and Zamora’s focus on primary attendance specifically contributes
to this anomalous result2!

Second, the proportion of the low-caste Hindu gap that is explained is relatively high. However, as
noted in the above comparison of these results with those for a similar exercise using NFHS data,
this seems likely to be a result of inclusion of an index of assets as an explanatory variable.

Attendance

Table 21 to Table 24 focus on attendance. The disadvantage relative to high caste Hindus of the
three lower status groups is similar in size. For low caste Hindus the gap is largely explained by
differences in characteristics — though attendance for Scheduled Tribe children does seem
unusually low. For Muslim children by contrast most of the gap reflects unmodelled differences in
behaviour.22 Less than a third of the 9 percentage point advantage in attendance that high caste
Hindu children hold over Muslims seems to be related to the set of characteristics included in our
model. This is mirrored in the decomposition of Muslim gaps relative to low caste Hindus:
Muslims’ characteristics suggest they should be at a moderate advantage, yet any gap is negligible.

These overall patterns mask some significant variations in the disaggregated decompositions. For
primary age children gaps are larger and more easily explained in the urban sector than in the
rural sector, suggesting that any caste or religion fixed effects exert a particularly strong influence
on rural primary attendance. The caste gap is more easily explained for girls than for boys,
suggesting that for Hindus at least female attendance responds more strongly to family
circumstances than male attendance. The religion gap shows less variation by gender, with one
striking exception: rural secondary age Muslim girls should, according to the model, enjoy an
advantage in attendance over high caste Hindus of about 3 percentage points. That the actual gap
is 3 percentage points in the opposite direction suggests that for this group there is an unusually
strong religion effect; and that this is a feature of the results for 1993/4 and 1999/2000 as wvell as
2004/5 suggests that this is not merely an anomaly.

Completion

Table 25 to Table 28 focus on completion. Overall, as with attendance, gaps between high caste and
low caste Hindus are more easily explained by characteristics than gaps between high caste
Hindus and Muslims. Here though this pattern is less clear-cut. In particular, primary completion
by the official age of 12 does not seem to exhibit a caste effect that is any different from a religion
effect. The religion gap is smaller than the caste gap at ages 12 and 19, and so it seems that Muslim
children have a relatively good record in completion compared to attendance, both as a result of
their characteristics and given their characteristics.

20 |n 2004/5, fewer than 9% of Hindu children aged 6-14 who report completion of primary school also report
attendance of primary school. For Muslim children the proportion is over 12%.

21 | haven’t been able to confirm this — | can only assume this could be the case since your slides suggest you
used primary attendance as the dependent variable.

22 Or behaviour towards Muslims, such as (positive) discrimination.
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For low caste Hindu children the decomposition is relatively stable over time. Though gaps
narrow for all ages, the proportion explained varies little. Any caste effect thus seems to be
constant. The religion gap on the other hand seems, over time, to be better explained by the model.
This is consistent with a diminishing religion effect on completion, and in particular primary
completion where the proportion explained reaches nearly 60% in 2004/5.

The decomposition by gender does not suggest any simple pattern in either caste or religion
effects, though there is some evidence that modelled characteristics are particularly important for
primary age boys. There is much variation by sector in the caste effect, however, which seems to be
stronger for urban children.

Dropout

Table 29 to Table 32 focus on dropout. The existence of a distinct religion effect is most strongly
supported by the decomposition of the dropout rate. By age 15 as little as 11% of the difference in
dropout between high caste Hindu and Muslim children can be explained by the model, while
over 80% of the gap can be explained for Scheduled Tribes and over 50% for Scheduled Castes. For
post-primary school dropout the picture is even more striking as substantially all of the caste gaps
and just 10% of the religion gap can be explained. Comparison of the figures from 2004/5 with the
figures for 1999/2000 suggests that the religion effect may be drengthening. It is worth noting,
however, that though less well explained by the model the religion gap is narrowing, and was
smaller than the caste gap in 2004/5.

Explanatory variables

Table 33 to Table 35 present detailed decompositions of attendance, completion and dropout for
the 2004/5 data, showing the relative contributions of the seven or eight sets of explanatory
variables.z2 Most have little impact on caste or religion differences. Variation in children’s gender,
age, relation to the head of house or sector generally do not contribute much to differences in
attendance, completion or dropout across communities, with the possible exception of the effect of
a child’s relation to the head of house on the likelihood of primary completion and primary age
dropout. Variation in household demographics helps to explain as much as 10% of the religion gap
(attendance), and variation in household wealth helps to explain as much as 35% of the caste gap
(dropout). The most consistently important set of variables pertain to the level and distribution of
education in the child’s household; these variables have explanatory power far in excess of others,
accounting for as much as 58% of the caste gap (completion) and 69% of the religion gap (dropout).
Finally, there is some evidence that state of residence exerts a strong influence on some results,
notably those for the secondary age religion gaps in attendance and dropout. These may of course
reflect either sampling biases or true patterns in residence.

23 See section 2 for an overview of these variables.
13



5. Discussion/Interpretation

Like caste and religion, gender is immutable: a person cannot change identity in order to progress.
Parental education is similarly fixed in that a child is typically born to parents with a pre-
determined level of education. Migration means that rural/urban and state location are not
immutable as, in principle, families can move towards areas with better provision. In fact, inter-
state migration in India is very limited (Topalova 2005, Munshi and Rosenzweig 2005) and even if
rural-urban migration flows are thicker, they are small as a percentage of the population and they
are seldom motivated by sectoral gaps in educational opportunities. Moreover, migration is costly
and only households that are completely destitute or that are relatively educated and wealthy can
afford the direct costs and risks that it involves. Familial wealth is determined by inheritance of
capital (land, enterprises) and by education. Despite land reforms sequenced between xx and xx,
the distribution of capital is severely unequal. Similarly, to the extent that low caste or Muslim
communities or girls had low educational attainment, they will have had lower wealth which, in
turn, jeopardises the chances that their children will attain higher education and wealth. Overall,
an important aspect of the marginalisation that we observe rests in the intergenerational
persistence of disadvantage. It is fairly clear from a wealth of historical evidence that
improvements in social mobility depend upon redistribution of wealth and the effective and even
provision of widespread public services for health and education. Alongside this, appropriate
policies would include sustained efforts to remove discrimination on labour markets and positive
encouragement, for example, through information and media campaigns, of social groups that
have fallen into the margins and do not perceive a gain from participation in education or in other
aspects of development.

In principle the above decompositions allow the estimation of a set of counterfactuals: if Muslim
children (and their households), instead of possessing the characteristics of Muslims possessed the
characteristics of high-caste Hindus, how would we expect their school attendance, completion
and dropout rates to change? Once any residual differences accounted for in this way are isolated,
by definition what remains is a difference in attendance, completion or dropout for a given set of
characteristics.

It is useful at this point to reflect on what, conceptually, is captured by the residual. It admits a
variety of different underlying sources of group variation. One source could be that groups
generate different outcomes given the same set of characteristics; this could arise due to a constant
religion fixed effect as suggested above (for example if, other things equal, Muslims have a lower
preference for education) or due to parameter heterogeneity (for example if Muslims respond
particularly strongly to additional wealth). An alternative source could be omission of key
variables or misspecification of functional form.

A common interpretation is that the unexplained portion represents discrimination against
Muslims though, with the available data, it is not possible to test this hypothesis. An added
complication is that over time the two additive portions of the decomposition may interact as, for
example, tastes or levels of discrimination respond to changes in socio-economic status. With this
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in mind it is perhaps unlikely that an assessment can be made of the effectiveness of national
policies to reduce educational marginalisation, at least based on standard survey data.

One feature of the trend over time does suggest a tentative conclusion, however. Though gaps
narrowed between the 1999/2000 and 2004/5 surveys the proportion explained remained roughly
constant. This is consistent with two explanations. First, improvements in key characteristics — in
particular parental education — may have been matched by improvements in opportunities for or
preferences of Muslim children and their parents. Alternatively, participation and attainment of
Muslim children may respond more strongly to their characteristics than that of Hindu children; in
other words, the true model has parameter heterogeneity. It seems unlikely that the religion fixed
effect takes the form of a simple constant.
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Figure 2: Attendance rate by age
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Figure 3: Completion rate by age
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Figure 4: Dropout rate by age
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24 Al charts are sourced from NSS data (round 61 for 2004/5 data, round 55 for 1999/2000 and round 50 for
1993/4).
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Figure 5: Comparison of three representative states?>
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state of Punjab serving as an intermediate point of reference.
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Figure 6: Attendance rates by age

Scheduled Castes

100% 4

High Caste Hindus

s 4
L3
o K+ 7777777
5 6 7 8B 9 WM 12134151 1718 13 5 6 7 B 9 1011121314 1516 17 18 19
Age Age
100% Scheduled Tribes

6 7 B % 1071 1213 14 1516 17 18 19
Age

200475 —— 19952000

Figure 7: Attendance rates by age (2004/5)
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Figure 8: Completion rates by age
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Figure 10: Dropout rates by age
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Figure 11: Dropout rates by age (2004/5)
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Sample statistics

Table 1: Sample frequencies (2004/5)

Panel A: Communities

. Gender Sector Age
All-India -
Boys Girls Urban Rural 6-11 12-14 15-18
High caste Hindu 53.7% 53.2% 46.8% 24.9% 75.1% 45.7% 24.5% 29.7%
Scheduled Caste 19.0% 53.2% 46.8% 18.2% 81.8% 48.2% 23.8% 27.9%
Muslim 14.8% 52.5% 47.5% 31.9% 68.1% 47.8% 24.1% 28.2%
Scheduled Tribe 7.6% 53.4% 46.6% 8.2% 91.8% 50.6% 23.3% 26.1%
Total 53.1% 46.9% 23.3% 76.7% 46.9% 24.2% 28.8%
Panel B: Wealth quintiles
. Gender Sector Age
All-India -
Boys Girls Urban Rural 6-11 12-14 15-18
1st 26.8% 54.3% 45.7% 90.3% 9.7% 51.1% 23.5% 25.4%
2nd 22.9% 53.6% 46.4% 85.0% 15.0% 48.5% 24.6% 27.0%
3rd 19.4% 53.0% 47.0% 75.5% 24.5% 45.9% 24.8% 29.4%
4th 16.5% 51.7% 48.3% 65.8% 34.2% 43.0% 24.4% 32.6%
5th 14.4% 52.2% 47.8% 50.7% 49.3% 41.5% 24.7% 33.8%
Total 53.1% 46.9% 76.5% 23.5% 46.8% 24.3% 28.9%
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Panel C: States

. Gender Sector Age

State All-India -

Boys Girls Urban Rural 6-11 12-14 15-18
Andrha Pradesh 7.5% 51.6% 48.4% 25.2% 74.8% 43.9% 24.7% 31.4%
Assam 2.9% 53.8% 46.2% 8.4% 91.6% 49.5% 24.7% 25.8%
Bihar 8.7% 55.6% 44.4% 10.0% 90.0% 54.7% 22.8% 22.5%
Gujrat 5.0% 55.2% 44.8% 31.9% 68.1% 46.0% 24.8% 29.2%
Haryana 2.4% 54.4% 45.6% 26.0% 74.0% 43.8% 24.6% 31.7%
Himachal Pradesh 0.7% 52.3% 47.7% 8.4% 91.6% 42.5% 25.6% 31.9%
Karnataka 5.0% 52.7% 47.3% 29.2% 70.8% 42.8% 23.8% 33.5%
Kerala 2.7% 52.0% 48.0% 22.9% 77.1% 43.1% 25.2% 31.7%
Madhya Pradesh 7.3% 53.9% 46.1% 22.3% 77.7% 49.3% 23.8% 27.0%
Maharastra 9.5% 54.3% 45.7% 37.8% 62.2% 42.4% 25.9% 31.6%
Orissa 3.9% 51.1% 48.9% 13.0% 87.0% 44.2% 24.7% 31.1%
Punjab 2.6% 54.3% 45.7% 29.6% 70.4% 43.0% 25.1% 31.9%
Rajasthan 6.9% 51.9% 48.1% 23.2% 76.8% 47.5% 24.6% 27.8%
Tamil Nadu 5.1% 52.2% 47.8% 36.5% 63.5% 44.7% 26.1% 29.2%
Uttar Pradesh 21.3% 53.4% 46.6% 19.1% 80.9% 49.3% 23.3% 27.4%
West Bengal 8.5% 50.8% 49.2% 19.8% 80.2% 45.8% 24.6% 29.5%
Total 53.2% 46.8% 23.1% 76.9% 46.9% 24.3% 28.8%

Source: NSS, round 61.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 2: Explanatory variable averages

Panel A: Communities

Most t
Household Female head Education of Education of sjeriiiii:d PCME Land
size of house head of house spouse female possessed
High caste Hindu 6.16 8.5% 1.89 1.10 11.3% 1.07 1.25
Scheduled Caste 6.17 8.8% 1.14 0.47 8.9% 0.80 0.52
Muslim 7.06 10.0% 1.23 0.69 12.3% 1.05 0.51
Scheduled Tribe 5.99 7.3% 0.83 0.34 7.0% 0.70 1.27
Total 6.26 8.7% 1.57 0.88 11.0% 1.00 1.00
Panel B: Wealth quintiles
Household Female head Education of Education of M:;riil;ﬁtsed PCMEL Land
size of house head of house spouse female possessed
1st 4.87 14.3% 0.86 0.41 9.5% 0.46 0.54
2nd 5.84 7.6% 1.28 0.61 9.2% 0.70 0.79
3rd 6.43 6.5% 1.62 0.81 10.2% 0.92 1.04
4th 7.12 6.2% 2.02 1.17 13.0% 1.24 1.28
5th 8.32 6.5% 2.75 1.84 15.4% 2.30 1.83
Total 6.26 8.7% 1.57 0.88 11.0% 1.00 1.00
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Panel C: States

State Hou§ehold Female head Education of Education of M?:;iiiﬁ?d PCME Land
size of house head of house spouse possessed
female
Andrha Pradesh 5.09 10.0% 1.21 0.76 10.3% 0.88 0.87
Assam 5.89 6.7% 1.68 1.21 10.2% 0.90 1.17
Bihar 6.53 10.8% 1.46 0.50 4.4% 0.79 0.73
Gujrat 6.02 6.2% 1.84 1.10 11.4% 1.16 0.96
Haryana 6.17 9.0% 1.90 0.87 12.9% 1.38 1.14
Himachal Pradesh 5.85 17.3% 1.82 1.15 18.2% 1.18 0.83
Karnataka 5.93 11.9% 1.38 1.03 14.9% 0.92 1.27
Kerala 5.33 24.3% 2.31 2.50 33.5% 1.24 0.27
Madhya Pradesh 6.66 4.6% 1.35 0.61 8.1% 0.88 1.98
Mabharastra 5.93 6.9% 2.03 1.39 14.6% 1.09 1.14
Orissa 6.05 8.0% 1.23 0.72 10.4% 0.68 0.84
Punjab 6.07 9.1% 1.75 1.25 21.1% 1.44 0.90
Rajasthan 6.87 8.4% 1.32 0.39 6.1% 1.15 2.28
Tamil Nadu 4.80 10.0% 1.92 1.44 16.8% 0.87 0.34
Uttar Pradesh 7.33 8.5% 1.48 0.57 8.3% 1.04 0.85
West Bengal 5.88 7.1% 1.36 0.93 12.7% 0.91 0.40
Total 6.26 8.7% 1.57 0.88 11.0% 1.00 1.00

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
Values for "PCME" and "Land possessed® shown as indicies. Education variables are average levels attained, where 1=Incomplete primary, 2=Primary, etc.
1. Per capita monthly (household) expenditure
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Descriptive statistics
Table 3: Attendance rate

State 2004/5 1999/2000 1993/4
Age 6-11 Agel12-14 Age15-18 Age 6-11 Agel12-14 Age15-18 Age6-11 Age12-14 Age15-18

Andrha Pradesh 92.4% 77.0% 38.0% 80.1% 86.9% 65.1% 59.5% 86.1% 47.8%
Assam 88.4% 88.2% 54.2% 67.9% 83.4% 74.7% 75.3% 93.6% 81.6%
Bihar 66.9% 73.7% 44.9% 67.0% 81.6% 67.9% 65.6% 79.7% 57.4%
Gujrat 89.5% 80.2% 39.7% 71.2% 83.9% 60.0% 77.0% 84.5% 61.8%
Haryana 88.4% 86.0% 58.1% 79.9% 85.3% 64.5% 83.9% 89.0% 72.2%
Himachal Pradesh 98.0% 95.4% 78.1% 68.1% 59.8% 32.8% 62.7% 52.1% 25.8%
Karnataka 94.5% 81.5% 44.7% 69.4% 70.8% 37.8% 64.7% 53.9% 17.5%
Kerala 97.2% 97.7% 75.4% 98.1% 95.3% 59.2% 82.2% 87.0% 59.0%
Madhya Pradesh 81.9% 77.8% 43.1% 84.0% 81.3% 43.3% 82.7% 70.8% 35.9%
Maharastra 92.8% 86.0% 55.1% 87.0% 88.0% 59.4% 85.8% 92.0% 63.3%
Orissa 86.7% 71.9% 30.8% 61.2% 63.5% 41.3% 47.4% 56.5% 32.8%
Punjab 90.4% 84.8% 52.9% 45.0% 66.2% 41.5% 49.3% 68.6% 56.8%
Rajasthan 82.5% 75.3% 42.8% 65.4% 81.8% 50.8% 56.4% 74.3% 47.2%
Tamil Nadu 98.2% 92.6% 52.5% 83.2% 87.6% 49.9% 87.3% 93.5% 61.2%
Uttar Pradesh 81.8% 75.8% 46.8% 79.5% 90.3% 72.0% 84.5% 85.4% 59.1%
West Bengal 86.1% 78.4% 43.9% 57.4% 65.4% 40.1% 37.3% 60.3% 33.6%
All-India 85.1% 80.2% 47.9% 63.2% 68.7% 43.1% 59.1% 66.2% 40.7%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.
Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weight ed using NSS sample weights.
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Table 4: Attendance rate by gender

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
All-India Boys Girls All-India Boys Girls
Age 6-11 85.1% 86.9% 83.0% 219 20.4 235
Age 12-14 80.2% 84.8% 75.0% 11.5 10.8 12.0
Age 15-18 47.9% 52.7% 42.3% 4.8 34 6.6
Total 73.1% 76.3% 69.6% 14.2 13.0 15.8
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000
All-India Boys Girls All-India Boys Girls
Age 6-11 63.2% 66.5% 59.5% 4.1 31 5.3
Age 12-14 68.7% 74.0% 63.0% 2.5 0.5 55
Age 15-18 43.1% 49.3% 35.7% 2.4 13 4.1
Total 58.9% 63.3% 53.8% 3.6 2.3 53

Panel C: 1993/4

All-India Boys Girls
Age 6-11 59.1% 63.4% 54.2%
Age 12-14 66.2% 73.5% 57.5%
Age 15-18 40.7% 48.0% 31.6%
Total 55.3% 61.0% 48.5%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school
at the time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 5: Attendance rate by sector

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
All-India Urban Rural All-India Urban Rural
Age 6-11 85.1% 88.9% 84.0% 21.9 18.8 22.8
Age 12-14 80.2% 86.2% 78.3% 115 7.3 12.9
Age 15-18 47.9% 60.4% 43.5% 4.8 3.4 5.6
Total 73.1% 78.9% 71.4% 14.2 10.8 15.5
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000
All-India Urban Rural All-India Urban Rural
Age 6-11 63.2% 70.1% 61.2% 4.1 -1.8 5.7
Age 12-14 68.7% 78.9% 65.4% 2.5 -1.7 4.0
Age 15-18 43.1% 57.0% 37.9% 24 0.0 2.7
Total 58.9% 68.1% 55.9% 3.6 -1.1 5.0

Panel C: 1993/4

All-India Urban Rural
Age6-11 59.1% 71.9% 55.5%
Age 12-14 66.2% 80.6% 61.4%
Age 15-18 40.7% 57.0% 35.2%
Total 55.3% 69.2% 50.9%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school
at the time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 6: Attendance rate by community

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled . High caste Scheduled . Scheduled
All-Ind . Musl . All-Ind . Musl .
naia Hindu Caste usiim Tribe naia Hindu Caste usiim Tribe
Age 6-11 85.1% 88.7% 82.2% 79.2% 77.5% 219 20.9 24.3 23.3 22.6
Age 12-14 80.2% 85.1% 75.3% 72.2% 66.8% 115 10.0 13.8 13.7 15.7
Age 15-18 47.9% 54.1% 39.3% 37.2% 34.2% 4.8 5.2 4.5 55 4.3
Total 73.1% 77.5% 68.6% 65.7% 63.7% 14.2 13.4 16.0 15.6 16.1
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000
. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled . High caste Scheduled . Scheduled
All-India . Muslim . All-India . Muslim .
Hindu Caste Tribe Hindu Caste Tribe
Age 6-11 63.2% 67.8% 57.9% 55.9% 54.9% 4.1 2.0 6.5 1.3 9.5
Age 12-14 68.7% 75.1% 61.5% 58.5% 51.1% 2.5 2.8 6.3 1.0 1.6
Age 15-18 43.1% 48.9% 34.8% 31.7% 29.9% 2.4 4.1 5.2 2.3 5.0
Total 58.9% 64.1% 52.6% 50.1% 47.6% 3.6 3.0 6.4 15 7.0

Panel C: 1993/4

. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled
All-India I?Hndu Caste Muslim Tribe
Age 6-11 59.1% 65.8% 51.4% 54.6% 45.4%
Age 12-14 66.2% 72.3% 55.2% 57.5% 49.5%
Age 15-18 40.7% 44.8% 29.6% 29.4% 24.9%
Total 55.3% 61.1% 46.2% 48.6% 40.6%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.
Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.

35



Table 7: Attendance rate by wealth quintile

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Age 6-11 85.1% 79.0% 84.4% 86.8% 89.1% 92.6% 219 27.2 23.0 19.4 16.0 13.1
Age 12-14 80.2% 70.9% 76.9% 81.6% 87.0% 92.2% 115 19.9 13.3 9.4 7.8 2.8
Age 15-18 47.9% 30.7% 40.4% 48.5% 55.9% 72.1% 4.8 6.1 7.7 7.8 5.4 2.1
Total 73.1% 64.9% 70.7% 74.3% 77.8% 85.6% 14.2 18.8 16.2 13.6 10.6 7.2
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Age 6-11 63.2% 51.8% 61.4% 67.4% 73.1% 79.5% 4.1 6.1 5.3 1.8 3.0 4.1
Age 12-14 68.7% 51.0% 63.6% 72.2% 79.2% 89.4% 2.5 3.9 3.8 2.3 1.9 3.8
Age 15-18 43.1% 24.6% 32.7% 40.7% 50.5% 70.0% 2.4 -1.3 0.3 1.8 5.3 5.9
Total 58.9% 46.1% 54.5% 60.7% 67.2% 78.4% 3.6 4.7 4.1 2.4 4.0 4.6

Panel C: 1993/4

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Age 6-11 59.1% 45.7% 56.1% 65.6% 70.1% 75.4%
Age 12-14 66.2% 47.1% 59.8% 69.9% 77.3% 85.6%
Age 15-18 40.7% 25.9% 32.4% 38.9% 45.2% 64.1%
Total 55.3% 41.4% 50.4% 58.3% 63.2% 73.8%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.
Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 8: Attendance rate, detailed disaggregation

Panel A: 2004/5

High Caste Hindus Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls
Age 6-11 93.3% 91.4% 89.4% 85.6% 86.8% 80.3% 84.3% 79.3% 81.7% 83.9% 79.9% 75.1% 85.4% 88.8% 80.9% 72.3%
Age 12-14 92.7%  90.6% 88.8% 76.1% 82.8% 75.0% 82.0% 66.1% 73.4% 76.4% 73.7% 68.0% 79.8% 76.9% 73.4% 56.8%
Age 15-18 68.9% 68.6% 55.1% 40.8% 50.6% 42.3% 42.3% 30.7% 42.4% 41.1% 415% 27.7% 54.0% 57.0% 39.5% 23.0%
Panel B: 1999/2000
High Caste Hindus Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls
Age 6-11 755% 71.0% 69.5% 62.1% 66.0% 59.8% 61.2% 51.9% 66.5% 63.4% 55.4% 47.8% 66.3% 62.2% 59.6% 47.9%
Age 12-14 86.9% 82.0% 78.0% 64.9% 77.9% 66.7% 66.9% 50.1% 67.0% 62.4% 59.3% 51.3% 775% 67.5% 54.6% 41.6%
Age 15-18 675% 61.2% 50.6% 32.8% 49.1% 40.9% 39.5% 22.6% 39.4% 34.8% 34.8% 21.1% 55.4% 42.8% 35.1% 19.1%
Panel C: 1993/4
High Caste Hindus Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls
Age 6-11 76.4%  75.6% 68.2% 55.8% 65.5% 59.2% 54.9% 42.5% 67.4% 63.2% 53.6% 45.1% 60.4% 60.6% 50.8% 36.7%
Age 12-14 87.4% 84.6% 76.7% 55.1% 78.6% 65.9% 63.7% 35.6% 67.6% 58.7% 64.1% 43.5% 80.9% 66.3% 55.9% 37.6%
Age 15-18 66.4% 60.1% 475% 24.8% 46.8% 37.9% 355% 14.4% 41.9% 27.8% 32.6% 16.4% 52.6% 40.7% 29.8% 14.3%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.
The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 9: Completion rate

2004/5 1999/2000 1993/4
State Primary Primary  Secondary Primary Primary  Secondary Primary Primary  Secondary
byagel2 byagel5 byagel9 byagel2 byagel5 byagel9 byagel2 byagel5 byagel9
Andrha Pradesh 80.4% 86.9% 56.0% 86.8% 93.1% 50.3% 63.0% 81.1% 91.9%
Assam 71.4% 87.9% 52.4% 70.7% 88.0% 45.9% 82.8% 83.7% 44.0%
Bihar 50.5% 85.3% 62.5% 70.1% 97.9% 32.6% 51.2% 72.4% 57.0%
Gujrat 86.4% 87.1% 50.9% 58.4% 84.3% 29.8% 64.8% 67.1% 45.0%
Haryana 72.2% 88.9% 62.1% 87.9% 98.9% 67.7% 78.2% 90.4% 56.7%
Himachal Pradesh 79.2% 97.2% 63.3% 75.7% 85.7% 56.8% 49.0% 53.7% 48.3%
Karnataka 93.2% 92.6% 51.2% 80.4% 68.0% 51.7% 36.8% 37.0% 29.9%
Kerala 97.0% 98.3% 61.8% 86.7% 94.8% 23.5% 72.7% 89.8% 13.3%
Madhya Pradesh 58.8% 81.7% 41.1% 85.6% 89.9% 46.2% 74.0% 71.8% 45.8%
Maharastra 91.8% 95.6% 55.2% 80.4% 90.3% 30.9% 67.4% 88.9% 31.6%
Orissa 73.5% 85.0% 37.2% 52.7% 88.8% 54.0% 31.8% 48.6% 51.0%
Punjab 77.0% 91.1% 71.7% 62.3% 88.9% 41.2% 39.4% 52.5% 43.5%
Rajasthan 64.1% 84.1% 54.6% 61.1% 87.1% 55.2% 53.8% 71.6% 56.6%
Tamil Nadu 96.4% 97.6% 63.0% 86.0% 99.4% 51.4% 93.2% 88.1% 51.9%
Uttar Pradesh 52.5% 83.4% 53.5% 70.8% 94.3% 61.4% 59.7% 84.5% 49.5%
West Bengal 68.4% 83.6% 43.3% 60.0% 81.7% 56.1% 41.4% 53.0% 48.2%
All-India 70.3% 87.8% 54.8% 66.3% 87.4% 51.6% 49.1% 60.9% 51.0%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school
as a percentage of the number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary
school as a percentage of the number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 10: Completion rate by gender

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
All-India Boys Girls All-India Boys Girls
Primary by age 12 70.3% 69.3% 71.5% 4.0 19 6.8
Primary by age 15 87.8% 87.8% 87.8% 0.4 -1.1 2.4
Secondary by age 19 54.8% 55.0% 54.5% 3.2 2.3 4.3
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000
All-India Boys Girls All-India Boys Girls
Primary by age 12 66.3% 67.4% 64.7% 17.2 14.6 20.1
Primary by age 15 87.4% 88.9% 85.4% 26.5 22.8 30.9
Secondary by age 19 51.6% 52.7% 50.2% 18.2 131 23.2

Panel C: 1993/4

All-India Boys Girls
Primary by age 12 49.1% 52.8% 44.6%
Primary by age 15 60.9% 66.1% 54.5%
Secondary by age 19 33.4% 39.6% 27.0%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as
a percentage of the number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary
school as a percentage of the number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 11: Completion rate by sector

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
All-India Urban Rural All-India Urban Rural
Primary by age 12 70.3% 80.5% 67.1% 4.0 55 3.8
Primary by age 15 87.8% 92.0% 86.2% 04 0.0 0.7
Secondary by age 19 54.8% 67.0% 48.1% 3.2 1.8 4.7
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000
All-India Urban Rural All-India Urban Rural
Primary by age 12 66.3% 75.0% 63.3% 17.2 6.0 20.0
Primary by age 15 87.4% 92.0% 85.5% 26.5 11.8 30.5
Secondary by age 19 51.6% 65.2% 43.4% 18.2 11.7 18.7

Panel C: 1993/4

All-India Urban Rural
Primary by age 12 49.1% 69.0% 43.3%
Primary by age 15 60.9% 80.2% 55.0%
Secondary by age 19 33.4% 53.5% 24.7%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as
a percentage of the number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary
school as a percentage of the number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 12: Completion rate by community

Panel A: 2004/5

Change: 1999/2000-2004/5

. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled . High caste Scheduled . Scheduled
All-Ind . Musl . All-Ind . Musl .
naia Hindu Caste ustim Tribe naia Hindu Caste ustim Tribe
Primary by age 12 70.3% 74.2% 63.8% 63.8% 65.2% 4.0 3.2 4.2 8.3 7.6
Primary by age 15 87.8% 90.7% 84.4% 80.4% 83.8% 0.4 1.0 0.1 -3.3 6.5
Secondary by age 19 54.8% 59.8% 43.3% 44.3% 42.8% 3.2 2.9 8.1 14 25
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000
. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled . High caste Scheduled . Scheduled
All-India . Muslim . All-India . Muslim .
! Hindu Caste ustl Tribe I Hindu Caste ustl Tribe
Primary by age 12 66.3% 71.0% 59.6% 55.5% 57.6% 17.2 14.2 20.4 16.1 24.7
Primary by age 15 87.4% 89.7% 84.3% 83.7% 77.3% 26.5 20.1 34.1 34.3 38.3
Secondary by age 19 51.6% 56.9% 35.2% 42.9% 40.3% 18.2 0.1 -2.2 5.3 4.7
Panel C: 1993/4
. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled
All-1 Musl
ndia Hindu Caste usiim Tribe
Primary by age 12 49.1% 56.8% 39.2% 39.4% 32.9%
Primary by age 15 60.9% 69.6% 50.2% 49.4% 39.0%
Secondary by age 19 33.4% 56.8% 37.4% 37.6% 35.6%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a percentage of the number of children of that age who have

ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a percentage of the number of children of that age who

have completed primary school.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 13: Completion rate by wealth quintile

Panel A: 2004/5

Change: 1999/2000-2004/5

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th All-India Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Primary by age 12 70.3% 65.6% 64.7% 69.2% 76.7% 82.0% 4.0 10.6 2.4 1.6 3.4 3.3
Primary by age 15 87.8% 81.5% 84.7% 89.4% 90.1% 95.9% 0.4 3.0 1.0 1.8 -0.3 0.1
Secondary by age 19 54.8% 38.3% 46.4% 48.5% 57.9% 73.2% 3.2 10.5 7.1 7.4 7.7 -1.3
Panel B: 1999/2000 Change: 1993/4-1999/2000

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Primary by age 12 66.3% 55.0% 62.3% 67.6% 73.3% 78.7% 17.2 23.4 19.9 16.2 12.3 3.4
Primary by age 15 87.4% 78.5% 83.7% 87.6% 90.4% 95.8% 26.5 37.1 31.4 22.1 21.0 10.8
Secondary by age 19 51.6% 27.8% 39.3% 41.1% 50.2% 74.5% 18.2 -9.3 -0.4 1.0 -0.3 51
Panel C: 1993/4

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Primary by age 12 49.1% 31.6% 42.4% 51.4% 61.0% 75.3%
Primary by age 15 60.9% 41.4% 52.3% 65.5% 69.4% 85.0%
Secondary by age 19 33.4% 37.1% 39.7% 40.1% 50.5% 69.4%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a percentage of the number of
children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a percentage of the number of
children of that age who have completed primary school.

Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 14: Completion rate, detailed disaggregation

Panel A: 2004/5

High Caste Hindus Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls

Primary atage 12
Primary at age 15
Secondary atage 19

86.2% 88.0%
94.3% 94.4%
71.8% 75.7%

69.2% 71.2%
89.4% 89.1%
54.6% 49.3%

66.6% 74.7%
84.3% 89.1%
58.6% 53.5%

63.7% 60.4%
84.5% 82.9%
36.1% 38.0%

68.8% 74.3%
82.1% 91.6%
42.6% 54.7%

55.0% 66.8%
77.0% 76.1%
42.6% 39.7%

56.2% 73.9%
98.4% 88.5%
43.4% 77.0%

67.3% 62.6%
83.5% 80.1%
42.0% 36.9%

Panel B: 1999/2000

High Caste Hindus Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls

Primary atage 12
Primary atage 15
Secondary at age 19

80.1% 79.5%
94.6% 93.1%
69.8% 72.0%

69.3% 66.3%
88.5% 86.7%
50.0% 45.6%

72.1% 66.7%
88.9% 89.2%
474% 42.8%

58.9% 54.3%
87.1% 75.7%
344% 25.3%

66.0% 60.8%
87.5% 87.3%
50.7% 57.2%

52.1% 50.0%
83.4% T77.7%
385% 26.1%

64.4% 66.3%
89.0% 86.7%
55.6% 48.0%

58.0% 54.8%
82.5% 66.3%
36.5% 35.3%

Panel C: 1993/4

High Caste Hindus Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls

Primary atage 12
Primary at age 15
Secondary atage 19

T4.7% 76.6%
86.9% 84.9%
69.8% 69.5%

55.3% 44.6%
71.6% 53.7%
52.5% 38.3%

63.4% 55.8%
76.6% 67.2%
45.1% 47.4%

40.9% 27.5%
52.9% 33.1%
36.6% 27.7%

50.9% 51.5%
59.0% 59.8%
48.9% 49.4%

39.4% 25.7%
46.1% 40.1%
30.2% 20.0%

57.6% 69.6%
76.2% 68.0%
71.6% 40.5%

39.3% 22.1%
48.1% 18.8%
28.3% 27.2%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61. Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a percentage of the number of
children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.
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The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a percentage of the
number of children of that age who have completed primary school.
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Table 15: Dropout rate

State 2004/5 1999/2000
Atagel2 Atagel5 Atagel9 Atagel2 Atagel5 Atagel9

Andrha Pradesh 10.7% 39.7% 65.0% 2.9% 14.5% 49.9%
Assam 4.1% 20.1% 47.7% 0.2% 12.5% 30.0%
Bihar 3.1% 17.5% 62.9% 0.4% 10.3% 46.6%
Gujrat 9.4% 42.6% 76.6% 1.6% 14.8% 46.2%
Haryana 4.6% 25.5% 60.3% 0.0% 19.4% 47.3%
Himachal Pradesh 0.6% 5.9% 50.2% 20.9% 43.9% 70.3%
Karnataka 5.4% 31.0% 73.1% 11.4% 36.0% 83.6%
Kerala 1.9% 7.7% 58.4% 1.4% 13.3% 67.2%
Madhya Pradesh 8.4% 28.6% 61.1% 9.3% 28.3% 78.1%
Maharastra 7.6% 22.7% 64.0% 4.2% 14.4% 75.7%
Orissa 12.6% 40.0% 79.2% 7.5% 27.2% 61.0%
Punjab 4.9% 26.7% 62.4% 3.8% 11.9% 58.1%
Rajasthan 7.4% 30.8% 65.2% 6.4% 21.7% 67.8%
Tamil Nadu 4.4% 24.5% 68.3% 11.4% 11.5% 68.7%
Uttar Pradesh 9.1% 30.3% 58.8% 2.3% 11.3% 48.8%
West Bengal 8.8% 36.0% 62.6% 10.2% 27.3% 69.0%
All-India 7.3% 28.4% 63.1% 9.0% 26.6% 65.1%

Source: NSS, rounds 55 and 61. Data unavailable for round 50.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report
attending at the time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 16: Dropout rate by gender

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
All-India Boys Girls All-India Boys Girls
Atage 12 7.3% 5.6% 9.6% -1.7 -1.7 -1.5
Atage 15 28.4% 26.2% 31.2% 1.8 25 0.5
Atage 19 63.1% 59.3% 68.0% -2.0 -0.5 -3.9

Panel B: 1999/2000

All-India Boys Girls
Atage 12 9.0% 7.3% 11.1%
Atage 15 26.6% 23.7% 30.7%
Atage 19 65.1% 59.8% 71.9%

Source: NSS, rounds 55 and 61. Data unavailable for round 50.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that
do not report attending at the time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.

Table 17: Dropout rate by sector

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5

All-India Urban Rural All-India Urban Rural
Atage 12 7.3% 6.1% 7.7% -1.7 -0.9 -1.9
Atage 15 28.4% 22.6% 30.6% 1.8 15 1.6
Atage 19 63.1% 48.2% 70.7% -2.0 -3.3 2.1

Panel B: 1999/2000

All-India Urban Rural
Atage 12 9.0% 7.0% 9.6%
Atage 15 26.6% 21.1% 29.0%
Atage 19 65.1% 51.5% 72.8%

Source: NSS, rounds 55 and 61. Data unavailable for round 50.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not
report attending atthe time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.

Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 18: Dropout rate by community

Panel A: 2004/5 Change: 1999/2000-2004/5
. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled . High caste Scheduled . Scheduled
All-Ind . Musl . All-Ind . Musl .
naia Hindu Caste ustim Tribe nai Hindu Caste ustim Tribe
Atage 12 7.3% 6.0% 9.0% 9.1% 11.3% -1.7 -0.8 -3.1 -2.3 -6.3
Atage 15 28.4% 23.2% 38.1% 37.0% 38.3% 1.8 -0.5 6.4 3.0 4.0
Atage 19 63.1% 59.6% 72.5% 68.4% 70.2% -2.0 -0.8 -4.0 -1.7 -5.7

Panel B: 1999/2000

. High caste  Scheduled . Scheduled
All-India Elindu Caste Muslim Tribe
Atage 12 9.0% 6.8% 12.1% 11.4% 17.6%
Atage 15 26.6% 23.7% 31.7% 34.0% 34.3%
Atage 19 65.1% 60.4% 76.5% 76.1% 75.9%

Source: NSS, rounds 55 and 61. Data unavailable for round 50.
The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report attending at the time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 19: Dropout rate by wealth quintile

Panel A: 2004/5

Change: 1999/2000-2004/5

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Atage 12 7.3% 11.6% 8.4% 6.4% 4.3% 2.3% -1.7 -1.7 -3.0 -2.3 -1.3 -0.8
Atage 15 28.4% 40.6% 33.1% 27.6% 24.3% 11.6% 1.8 15 -0.6 0.7 1.2 -0.1
Atage 19 63.1% 80.0% 74.8% 68.1% 59.9% 39.8% -2.0 -4.6 -3.7 5.1 -7.6 -1.2
Panel B: 1999/2000

All-India 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Atage 12 9.0% 13.3% 11.4% 8.7% 5.6% 3.1%
Atage 15 26.6% 39.1% 33.7% 26.9% 23.1% 11.7%
Atage 19 65.1% 84.6% 78.5% 73.2% 67.5% 41.0%

Source: NSS, rounds 55 and 61. Data unavailable for round 50.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report attending at the time of the survey.

Changes are percentage point differences.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Table 20: Dropout rate, detailed disaggregation

Panel A: 2004/5

High Caste Hindus

Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls

At age 12 37%  4.7%
At age 15 19.4% 14.6%
At age 19 40.8% 43.6%

4.2% 9.7%
22.2% 30.0%
61.9% 77.4%

9.0%  9.7%
248% 40.9%
56.8% 68.8%

56% 13.1%
35.5% 44.7%
74.0% 81.3%

10.5% 10.7%
374% 32.8%
71.4% 61.9%

8.0%  8.9%
351% 41.8%
66.1% 73.9%

3.4% 6.3%
244% 20.7%
55.7% 38.7%

9.1% 15.9%
35.7% 49.7%
72.2% 76.4%

Panel B: 1999/2000

High Caste Hindus

Scheduled Castes Muslims Scheduled Tribes
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls

At age 12 5.2% 4.8%
Atage 15 17.0% 15.7%
Atage 19 42.7% 49.5%

54% 10.2%
23.0% 32.8%
63.4% 76.9%

10.1% 7.0%
25.0% 35.9%
58.4% 71.8%

8.3% 19.5%
27.1% 41.1%
75.1% 89.4%

11.3% 12.8%
33.5% 39.5%
66.4% 74.0%

10.0% 12.2%
29.2% 36.4%
75.9% 87.7%

6.0% 7.1%
18.5% 26.3%
56.4% 78.7%

17.4% 21.4%
31.5% 43.1%
71.0% 92.7%

Source: NSS, rounds 55 and 61. Data unavailable for round 50.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report attending at the time of the survey.
Figures weighted using NSS sample weights.
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Main decompositions

Table 21: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu attendance advantage

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. Scheduled Castes

vs. Scheduled Tribes

Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Age 6-14 6.8 41 60% 11.6 4.6 39%
Age 15-18 9.2 7.0 75% 6.8 74 110%

Panel B: 1999/2000

vs. Scheduled Castes

vs. Scheduled Tribes

Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Age 6-14 11.7 7.7 66% 16.7 8.6 52%
Age 15-18 8.4 7.0 83% 8.0 7.1 89%

Panel C: 1993/4

vs. Scheduled Castes

vs. Scheduled Tribes

Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Age 6-14 15.2 10.0 66% 211 13.6 64%
Age 15-18 8.1 7.9 97% 10.7 6.7 63%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending

school at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.

1. Attendance rate for 15-18 year olds defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 22: Decomposition of the Muslim attendance disadvantage

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. High Caste Hindus

vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religion gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 9.5 31 32% 12 -2.5 -209%
Age 15-18 9.2 1.7 18% 0.6 -5.2 -803%

Panel B: 1999/2000

vs. High Caste Hindus

vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religion gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 11.3 3.9 35% -2.0 -5.8 285%
Age 15-18 10.2 25 25% 1.9 -4.3 -227%

Panel C: 1993/4

vs. High Caste Hindus

vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religion gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 115 4.4 38% -5.6 -71.7 137%
Age 15-18 9.1 14 15% 0.3 -6.0 -1910%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending

school at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.

1. Attendance rate for 15-18 year olds defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 23: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu attendance advantage by gender

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 Boys 7.0 31 44% 10.0 31 31%
Girls 9.7 5.4 56% 9.0 3.2 35%
Age 15-18t Boys 9.5 7.8 82% 8.6 3.2 38%
Girls 7.6 6.8 90% 10.0 0.0 0%
Panel B: 1999/2000
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 Boys 11.6 6.2 54% 115 3.1 27%
Girls 15.2 10.0 66% 11.0 4.7 43%
Age 15-18 Boys 7.8 7.1 91% 9.1 4.3 47%
Girls 9.9 8.1 82% 11.7 0.8 7%
Panel C: 1993/4
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 Boys 151 9.4 62% 12.0 4.4 37%
Girls 19.7 134 68% 10.9 4.6 42%
Age 15-18t Boys 9.6 8.3 86% 7.9 2.7 34%
Girls 9.1 8.5 93% 10.9 0.0 0%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.
The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.

1. Attendance rate for 15-18 year olds defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 24: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu attendance advantage by sector

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 Urban 9.3 5.4 58% 11.0 5.1 47%
Rural 7.6 34 44% 8.8 2.0 22%
Age 15-18t Urban 12.9 10.2 79% 175 1.7 44%
Rural 5.6 4.9 88% 4.1 -0.5 -11%
Panel B: 1999/2000
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 Urban 124 8.2 66% 12.7 5.5 43%
Rural 124 6.9 56% 11.9 34 29%
Age 15-18 Urban 12.7 8.9 71% 18.0 8.2 46%
Rural 4.6 4.4 97% 4.1 -0.9 -21%
Panel C: 1993/4
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Age 6-14 Urban 14.8 9.3 63% 14.9 8.1 54%
Rural 155 9.5 61% 11.2 3.3 29%
Age 15-18t Urban 13.3 111 83% 17.3 7.8 45%
Rural 5.0 4.2 83% 24 -3.3 -137%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.
The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.

1. Attendance rate for 15-18 year olds defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 25: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu completion advantage

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. Scheduled Castes vs. Scheduled Tribes
Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Primary at 12 104 6.9 66% 12.0 5.7 48%
Primary at 15 5.8 4.6 79% 5.1 5.3 102%
Secondary at 19 16.9 8.7 51% 17.5 12.0 69%
Panel B: 1999/2000
vs. Scheduled Castes vs. Scheduled Tribes
Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Primary at 12 12.9 6.2 48% 10.0 7.8 78%
Primary at 15 52 4.0 76% 11.3 5.5 49%
Secondary at 19 20.5 12.5 61% 135 9.4 69%
Panel C: 1993/4
vs. Scheduled Castes vs. Scheduled Tribes
Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Primary at 12 19.2 129 67% 24.0 15.8 66%
Primary at 15 20.4 13.0 64% 27.8 20.1 72%
Secondary at 19 18.9 13.9 74% 19.6 11.7 60%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a
percentage of the number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a
percentage of the number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
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Table 26: Decomposition of the Muslim completion disadvantage

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. High Caste Hindus

vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religiongap  Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 10.2 6.0 59% -0.7 -1.2 170%
Primary by age 15 7.1 1.7 23% 15 -2.9 -193%
Secondary by age 19 12.8 4.2 33% -4.3 -1.6 38%

Panel B: 1999/2000

vs. High Caste Hindus

vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religiongap  Explained % explained Religion gap Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 11.9 0.2 1% -0.2 -5.0 2455%
Primary by age 15 3.2 0.2 6% -3.8 -4.3 114%
Secondary by age 19 12.0 3.4 28% -6.8 -6.6 97%

Panel C: 1993/4

vs. High Caste Hindus

vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religiongap  Explained % explained Religion gap Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 16.6 5.3 32% -4.1 -9.8 237%
Primary by age 15 17.6 3.1 17% -5.1 -115 224%
Secondary by age 19 14.9 1.6 11% -4.2 -9.2 219%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a

percentage of the number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a

percentage of the number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
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Table 27: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu completion advantage by gender

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 Boys 9.0 6.5 72% 11.8 7.2 61%
Girls 133 6.3 47% 8.4 43 52%
Primary by age 15 Boys 5.3 4.1 78% 6.7 14 21%
Girls 6.0 5.6 93% 7.5 2.4 32%
Secondary by age 19 Boys 17.8 10.4 58% 14.0 4.5 32%
Girls 16.3 10.1 62% 114 5.3 47%
Panel B: 1999/2000
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 Boys 114 6.9 60% 10.8 14 13%
Girls 13.1 6.2 47% 13.1 -1.4 -11%
Primary by age 15 Boys 44 4.7 107% 2.3 18 80%
Girls 111 4.2 38% 4.3 1.0 22%
Secondary by age 19 Boys 17.1 11.2 65% 12.9 3.8 29%
Girls 21.2 135 64% 10.7 25 23%
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Panel C: 1993/4

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 Boys 18.6 111 60% 15.9 45 29%
Girls 23.2 17.0 73% 17.1 6.7 39%
Primary by age 15 Boys 20.0 13.0 65% 22.3 45 20%
Girls 27.1 18.7 69% 12.0 3.2 27%
Secondary by age 19 Boys 20.5 14.4 70% 15.7 1.0 6%
Girls 18.4 14.4 78% 14.1 31 22%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a percentage of the
number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a percentage of the
number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
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Table 28: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu completion advantage by sector

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim

Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained

Primary by age 12 Urban 12.9 6.4 50% 15.8 9.5 60%
Rural 9.1 5.4 59% 7.7 4.6 59%
Primary by age 15 Urban 7.8 3.8 48% 6.1 15 24%
Rural 4.3 4.9 112% 8.3 2.8 34%
Secondary by age 19 Urban 25.3 13.0 51% 20.9 9.5 45%
Rural 113 6.9 61% 7.5 33 44%

Panel B: 1999/2000

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim

Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained

Primary by age 12 Urban 13.0 8.4 64% 14.4 6.2 43%
Rural 10.1 4.0 39% 12.6 -2.6 -21%
Primary by age 15 Urban 6.3 4.0 63% 3.7 1.6 43%
Rural 6.5 4.0 62% 3.9 -0.5 -13%
Secondary by age 19 Urban 235 11.9 51% 16.2 8.4 52%
Rural 134 8.8 66% 11.3 42 37%
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Panel C: 1993/4

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Primary by age 12 Urban 18.0 12.2 68% 225 12.6 56%
Rural 17.8 10.9 61% 16.6 33 20%
Primary by age 15 Urban 154 10.7 69% 22.9 8.8 38%
Rural 22.1 13.3 60% 17.1 0.3 2%
Secondary by age 19 Urban 19.8 13.8 70% 22.3 7.7 34%
Rural 14.6 9.3 64% 9.7 -0.6 -6%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a percentage of the
number of children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a percentage of the
number of children of that age who have completed primary school.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
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Table 29: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu dropout advantage

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. Scheduled Castes vs. Sche duled Tribes
Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
At age 12 33 1.9 59% 4.5 25 56%
Atage 15 12.9 6.7 52% 11.3 9.5 83%
Atage 19 11.3 9.1 81% 39 9.1 236%

Panel B: 1999/2000

vs. Scheduled Castes vs. Scheduled Tribes
Caste gap Explained % explained Caste gap Explained % explained
Atage 12 39 2.8 73% 7.1 3.7 53%
At age 15 7.8 7.3 94% 15.1 10.2 67%
Atage 19 10.6 11.8 111% 7.3 4.5 61%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school

that do not report attending at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
1. Dropout rate at age 19 defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.

Table 30: Decomposition of the Muslim dropout disadvantage

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. High Caste Hindus vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religion gap Explained % explained Religion gap  Explained % explained
Atage 12 3.7 0.9 23% 0.0 -1.9 -4625%
Atage 15 11.6 13 11% -0.9 -6.8 794%
At age 19 5.8 0.6 10% -3.6 -3.7 103%

Panel B: 1999/2000

vs. High Caste Hindus vs. Low Caste Hindus

Religion gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
Atage 12 35 0.9 26% -1.3 -3.6 276%
Atage 15 8.1 1.7 21% -1.8 5.1 282%
Atage 19 12.1 3.9 32% 2.3 -4.2 -184%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school

that do not report attending at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
1. Dropout rate at age 19 defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 31: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu dropout advantage by gender

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
At age 12 Boys 2.9 1.8 61% 4.6 14 31%
Girls 4.7 2.6 56% 2.6 0.2 7%
At age 15 Boys 10.6 7.1 67% 10.8 0.5 5%
Girls 14.7 7.6 52% 12.1 2.0 17%
At age 19 Boys 10.0 10.0 100% 6.0 4.7 78%
Girls 9.0 10.1 113% 5.6 -0.9 -15%
Panel B: 1999/2000
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
At age 12 Boys 4.1 23 55% 4.7 1.8 39%
Girls 5.9 4.7 79% 1.8 1.2 65%
At age 15 Boys 7.6 7.8 103% 6.8 15 21%
Girls 13.9 9.6 69% 9.5 2.1 22%
At age 19 Boys 6.6 10.3 157% 12.0 5.2 43%
Girls 145 11.9 82% 12.0 2.9 24%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report attending
at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
1. Dropout rate at age 19 defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 32: Decomposition of the High Caste Hindu dropout advantage by sector

Panel A: 2004/5

vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
At age 12 Urban 5.0 2.8 56% 6.8 2.4 35%
Rural 31 1.8 59% 1.9 0.0 -2%
At age 15 Urban 15.2 9.0 59% 175 4.6 26%
Rural 10.7 55 51% 79 -0.3 -4%
Atage 19 Urban 175 12.8 73% 16.7 10.2 61%
Rural 3.3 5.4 166% -1.8 -4.4 248%
Panel B: 1999/2000
vs. all low-caste Hindu vs. Muslim
Caste gap Explained % explained Religiongap  Explained % explained
At age 12 Urban 3.8 31 80% 55 2.6 47%
Rural 49 3.0 62% 21 1.6 74%
At age 15 Urban 13.2 9.2 70% 15.1 4.6 31%
Rural 7.1 6.5 92% 2.6 0.0 1%
At age 19 Urban 10.5 12.0 114% 20.0 10.1 51%
Rural 7.1 6.6 94% 5.7 0.4 6%

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report attending
at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
1. Dropout rate at age 19 defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Detailed decompositions
Table 33: Detailed decomposition of the high-caste Hindu attendance advantage (NSS 61st round)

Caste/ Explained by!
Regllls;jon Gender Age Rels:;g to Sector glrj:g(i)c-s Assets Education State ex;—lztiile &
vs. low caste  Age 6-14 % points 8.3 0.0 0.2 0.3 -0.1 0.0 0.9 3.0 -0.1 4.2
Hindu % share 100% 1% 2% 3% -1% -1% 11% 37% -1% 51%
z-statistic 2.68 5.11 7.66 2.63 1.85 10.77 32,51 1.08
Age 15-183 % points 8.6 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.0 2.7 4.6 -0.1 7.1
% share 100% -1% 0% -2% 1% 0% 32% 54% -1% 83%
z-statistic 5.41 0.27 4.38 2.33 0.45 18.22 25.76 0.75
vs. Muslim Age 6-14 % points 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.0 2.4 -0.1 3.1
% share 100% 0% 0% 3% 1% 4% 0% 26% -1% 32%
z-statistic 0.69 0.96 7.47 2.83 6.18 0.29 27.23 0.29
Age 15-188 % points 9.2 0.1 0.5 -0.1 -0.2 0.9 -0.3 2.8 -2.0 1.7
% share 100% 1% 5% -1% -2% 10% -3% 30% -21% 18%
z-statistic 3.46 7.60 4.15 2.41 6.49 2.89 21.43 4.17

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The attendance rate for an age range is the proportion of children of that age range that report attending school at the time of the survey.

Gaps are percentage point differences.

1. The contribution towards caste/religion gap due to each set of explanatory variables. See text for detailed list of explanatory variables in each set.
2. The sum of contributions across all sets of explanatory variables.

3. Attendance rate for 15-18 year olds defined as a proportion of children who completed primary school.
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Table 34: Detailed decomposition of the high-caste Hindu completion advantage (NSS 61 round)

Caste/ Explained by*

Regl;s;)on Gender Rels:;g to Sector gze;;?](i)c-s Assets Education State exglc;ﬁile ¢
vs. low caste Primary by 9 points 10.9 0.0 0.9 0.1 0.2 1.0 4.8 0.0 6.6
Hindu age 12 % share 100% 0% 8% 1% -2% 9% 44% 0% 60%
2-statistic 0.68 6.03 1.08 2.39 3.42 16.49 0.03
Primary by 9 points 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 3.2 0.7 4.8
age 15 % share 100% 0% 1% 0% 0% 14% 58% 12% 85%
2-statistic 0.29 0.56 0.24 0.01 311 11.80 2.40
Secondary by % points 17.0 -0.3 0.0 0.1 0.1 3.0 6.5 0.4 9.6
age 19 % share 100% 2% 0% 1% 0% 17% 38% 2% 56%
2-statistic 3.92 0.07 0.72 1.26 8.50 15.83 0.97
vs. Muslim Primary by 9% points 10.2 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.1 41 1.1 6.0
age 12 % share 100% 0% % 1% 4% 1% 40% 10% 59%
2-statistic 0.53 5.63 1.10 2.34 0.41 1433 1.30
Primary by 9% points 71 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.7
age 15 % share 100% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 20% 0% 23%
2-statistic 113 0.54 0.26 0.33 0.07 4.87 0.03
Secondary by 9% points 12.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.4 43 0.0 42
age 19 % share 100% 1% 0% 1% 5% 3% 34% 0% 33%
2-statistic 1.25 0.60 0.73 1.83 155 11.85 0.04

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The primary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of primary school as a percentage of the number of
children of that age who have ever enrolled in school.

The secondary completion rate at a given age is the number of children of that age reporting completion of secondary school as a percentage of the number of
children of that age who have completed primary school.

Gaps are percentage point differences.
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1. The contribution towards caste/religion gap due to each set of explanatory variables. See text for detailed list of explanatory variables in each set.
2. The sum of contributions across all sets of explanatory variables.

Table 35: Detailed decomposition of the high-caste Hindu dropout advantage (NSS 61 round)

Caste/ Explained by

Regl;s;on Gender Rel:g;g to Sector g?aeprz(i)c-s Assets Education State exp-)rl(;tizle @
vs. low caste Atage 12 % points 37 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.7 1.3 0.0 2.1
aelth % share 100% 2% 7% 0% 5% 18% 35% 1% 58%
z-statistic 0.95 2.52 0.50 1.20 2.97 7.68 0.20
Atage 15 % points 12.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 -0.1 2.3 4.7 0.6 75
% share 100% 0% 1% 0% -1% 18% 37% 5% 61%
z-statistic 0.23 0.99 0.44 0.89 7.13 13.75 2.11
Atage 19 % points 9.3 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 3.2 5.2 0.6 9.1
% share 100% -3% 0% 3% 0% 35% 56% 7% 98%
z-statistic 3.41 0.21 1.82 0.41 9.31 11.66 1.54
vs. Muslim Atage 12 % points 3.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 -0.3 0.7 0.2 0.9
% share 100% 3% 5% 2% 8% 7% 18% -6% 23%
z-statistic 1.53 2.16 0.64 1.70 1.42 5.08 0.68
Atage 15 % points 11.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.1 2.0 -16 1.3
% share 100% 1% 0% 1% 6% -1% 17% -14% 11%
z-statistic 2.52 0.87 0.48 2.64 0.59 6.27 2.50
Atage 1% % points 5.8 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4 -0.6 3.9 2.6 0.6
% share 100% -2% -3% -5% 6% -10% 69% -46% 10%
z-statistic 2.23 1.68 1.82 0.98 2.24 10.47 2.24

Source: NSS, rounds 50, 55 and 61.

The dropout rate for each age is the proportion of children of that age who were once enrolled in school that do not report attending at the time of the survey.
Gaps are percentage point differences.

1. The contribution towards caste/religion gap due to each set of explanatory variables. See text for detailed list of explanatory variables in each set.

2. The sum of contributions across all sets of explanatory variables.
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