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ABSTRACT 

Over the last 10 years, a special cadre of middle-level management known as Resource Persons 

(RPs) was specifically created in India for carrying out teacher mentoring and monitoring activities. 

Despite being allocated almost one-third of the education budget targeted at improving learning 

outcomes, the RPs are a poorly understood cadre with little known about their roles, responsibilities 

and effectiveness. In this paper, drawing on detailed data collected from school audits, unannounced 

classroom observations, student, teacher and RP surveys in approximately 350 primary and upper 

primary schools in Jharkhand, India, we conduct an assessment of RPs’ mentoring and monitoring 

activities. This assessment points to a number of interesting findings. First, most children are behind 

their grade level in terms of achieving proficiency in reading and math. Second, teacher absenteeism 

remains a significant problem. Third, despite high levels of self-reported effort by RPs, these efforts 

do not translate into effective teaching activities. We postulate that asymmetries in contractual 

arrangements and demographic and social attributes between RPs and teachers limit RP mentoring 

efforts. Fourth, student responses on teaching methods are more consistent with independent 

classroom observations than teacher or RP reports on teaching activities. Our findings have three 

important policy recommendations: a) for improving teacher mentoring – more educated and qualified 

RPs must be hired and re-trained who are then entrusted with the sole responsibility of mentoring 

teachers; b) for improving teacher monitoring – governments should pilot student assessments of 

teaching activities along with independent school monitoring that eventually builds a culture of 

feedback based on accurate data to improve teaching and teacher mentoring; c) for improving both 

teacher monitoring and mentoring – the state should invest in holistically improving the use of enabler 

technology systems through technologies that work in constrained environments, a robust EMIS with 

strong data management capabilities, and a workforce with digital competence.
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The production of education is a highly complex process, especially so in a developing country 

like India. There is a perplexing array of inputs from the parent, child and school that result in 

educational outcomes which, in turn, are difficult and expensive to measure.5 These inputs 

include years in school, scholarships, textbooks, quantity and quality of teachers, parental time, 

school meals, and others. Identifying the effects of these varied factors (school, child, parent and 

environment) in the complex, dynamic environments of schools and classrooms is a major focus of 

educational research (Kremer et al., 2013).6  Despite the complexity, there is some consensus in the 

literature relating to the school level factors that result in learning which include teacher presence 

and classroom instruction quality. In fact, improving teacher quality has been found to be the most 

cost-effective means of improving learning outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 2000). However, how to 

most cost-effectively improve teacher quality continues to be an open question.

1 | Introduction

5. There are contentious issues in defining what the normative goal of education should be. The outputs and outcomes may vary by who is 
defining them, and measurement remains a challenge. Consider the United Nations Millennium Development Goal of achieving universal 
primary education, or its later avatar of Sustainable Development Goal positing inclusive and equitable quality education and promoting 
lifelong learning opportunities for all. Each of these universal goals might be interpreted differently (if at all) at various levels of education 
system in a specific country, and also open many possibilities on how to measure progress.

6. Consider factors such as students’ skills, expectations, motivation and behavior; family resources, attitudes and support; peer group 
skills, attitudes and behavior; school organization, resources and climate; curriculum structure and content; teacher skills, knowledge, 
attitudes and practices – all that may influence student learning. And, it is tough to understand how these varied factors influence and 
relate to each other for different types of students and different types of learning. (Vignoles, Levacic, Walker, Machin, & Reynolds, 2000) 
discuss interesting conceptual and empirical issues with educational production function literature.
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In this paper, we attempt to pick a meaningful slice – teacher quality and teacher mentors (known 

as Block Resource Persons (BRPs) and Cluster Resource Persons (CRPs)) in public lower primary 

and upper-primary schools – from the large pie of reasonably known determinants of student 

achievement to examine the extent to which teacher mentors (BRPs/CRPs) are able to carry out 

teacher mentoring and monitoring activities entrusted to them. We also report on the prevalence 

of teacher absenteeism and classroom instruction quality conducted through unannounced school 

audits and classroom audits in Jharkhand, India. In addition, we conduct, for the first time in India, 

student surveys on teaching activities to understand classroom instruction quality. This has the 

potential to serve as a new tool for facilitating teacher monitoring within the primary school system 

in India.

The Indian education system has sub-district administrative structures called Block Resource 

Centres (BRCs) and Cluster Resource Centres (CRCs), which are aimed at quality improvement 

in public lower primary (i.e. grades 1 to 5) and upper-primary (i.e. grades 6 to 8) schools. In an 

effort to provide in-service teacher professional development and support for the state schools, 

a large cadre of resource persons known as Block Resource Persons (BRPs) and Cluster Resource 

Persons (CRPs) was created at the block and cluster levels of administration in India, located 

within the BRCs and CRCs. These BRPs and CRPs serve as a mid-level management layer in India’s 

school system and form the interface between teachers and district/state level functionaries. The 

responsibilities of this mid-level management have evolved over time, although one of its key stated 

functions is the provision of academic mentorship and on-site support to teachers. 

BRPs/CRPs in India are responsible for monitoring teacher attendance and classroom instruction 

quality as well as facilitating teacher mentoring through help with curriculum development, lesson 

planning, and classroom management for public school teachers, which in turn, influences student 

learning outcomes as measured by performance on reading and math tests. 

In reality, while a significant amount of state education budgets is expended on the recruitment 

and training of the BRPs and CRPs, there is lack of clarity around their roles and job descriptions, 

activities, involvement with teachers, training, and ability to mentor and monitor. In Jharkhand, the 

implementation state for this study, 31.42% of the budget allocation for interventions for improving 

learning outcomes, amounting to INR 6,083.07 Lac (8.7 million USD), was made for “Academic 

Support and Supervision through BRC/URC & CRC” (Meeting Minutes of Project Approval Board, 

2017).7 Despite the large share of budget allocated for developing BRPs and CRPs, there are no 

empirical studies examining the extent to which these BRPs/CRPs are able to carry out the roles 

and responsibilities entrusted to them.

7. This includes salaries, a contingency grant, and travel allowance for meetings. The Meeting Minutes of Project Approval Board, 2017 may 
be found here.

https://seshagun.gov.in/sites/default/files/2019-05/JH_PAB_2017_2018.pdf
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The objective of this paper is to fill this gap in the education literature by conducting an assessment 

of teacher mentoring and monitoring activities within primary and upper primary public schools in 

India. In doing so, we will draw evidence from survey data collected in approximately 350 primary 

and upper primary schools in Ranchi district in Jharkhand state in India. We conducted detailed 

in person interviews among Resource Persons (BRPs and CRPs) to assess their mentoring and 

monitoring efforts. To measure teachers’ roles and responsibilities, we conducted unannounced 

school audits and classroom audits that capture objective measures of teacher attendance and 

classroom instruction quality. We also conducted a simple assessment of student learning to 

position the findings from the RP and teacher assessment within our context.

Our assessment of student learning, teacher inputs and Resource Person (RP) efforts point to 

a number of interesting findings. First, most children are behind their grade level in terms of 

achieving proficiency in reading and math, which is consistent with findings from research in 

India. Second, a large proportion of teachers remain absent from schools and even when present, 

a disproportionately large share of teachers is not engaged in active classroom instruction. Third, 

despite high levels of effort exerted by RPs (self-reported), these efforts do not translate into 

effective teaching practices. We postulate that asymmetries in: contractual arrangements, key 

demographic and social attributes as well educational qualification and competence between RPs 

and teachers possibly explain why RPs are constrained in carrying out teacher monitoring and 

mentoring activities in these schools. 

In recent years, a large volume of studies in education in India point to the importance of 

developing - (a) effective teacher monitoring systems for improving teacher presence and 

often argues inspections to be much more cost-effective in reducing effective student-teacher 

ratios than hiring additional teachers themselves (Chaudhury et al. 2006; Muralidharan 2013; 

Muralidharan et al. 2017), and (b) pedagogical innovations that target improvements in classroom 

instruction where the interventions include teaching at the right level in the classroom, remedial 

instruction, and cash incentives for teachers (see review in Muralidharan 2013).

Our findings show that RPs, responsible for carrying out these mentoring and monitoring 

activities, continued to be responsible for a range of activities beyond monitoring and mentoring, 

could have been better qualified, and in spite of efforts, appeared to face challenges in ensuring 

teacher presence in the school and/or classroom. Hence in this paper, we propose and pilot test 

the effectiveness of an independent student tool specifically designed to measure classroom 

instruction quality. We find that student responses on teaching methods are more consistent with 

classroom audits conducted by an independent agency than the reports of teachers or RPs on 

teaching methods.
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Our detailed assessment of students, teachers, and RPs allows us to offer some important policy 

recommendations that can be used to strengthen education mentoring and monitoring systems in 

India and in other developing countries fraught with similar challenges related to teacher presence 

and instruction. First, we recommend that governments invest in hiring more educated, experienced 

teachers as RPs who can both mentor younger teachers as well as contribute to teacher 

professional development in a more holistic manner. We believe due to the asymmetric nature of 

contractual obligations between RPs and teachers, RPs are unable to effectively mentor teachers. 

Second, our data shows that a major part of the RP’s time is spent in administrative tasks and 

data collection and compilation, leaving very little time for actual mentoring to improve classroom 

instruction. Hence, we recommend that RP’s efforts and time be entirely focused on teacher 

mentoring activities, and the same be captured in the roles and responsibilities of RPs. Third, 

we recommend that governments conduct annual unannounced teacher assessments that are 

completed by students, with due consideration to the political economy around this reform as well 

as likelihood for gaming. These assessments will be in the form of student interviews as opposed 

to written evaluations as children in many developing countries cannot read and write. However, 

anonymous low-cost self-written evaluations would be possible for teachers in higher secondary 

schools whose students have acquired proficiency in basic reading and writing. Furthermore, the 

student evaluations of teacher activities may not only be used in place of independent inspections, 

but can also be used to develop and strengthen student-teacher relationships by allowing 

students to respond and comment on the positive aspects of teacher effort and give feedback and 

suggestions for improvements in teaching practices. This type of an integrated method of student 

evaluations of teaching methods are a widely used tool in colleges and universities to make tenured 

faculty appointments around the world and has served as an important way of monitoring teachers 

and also provides useful feedback to teachers in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of their 

existing pedagogical innovations. The aforementioned recommendations can strengthen school 

mentoring and monitoring efforts substantially in Jharkhand and elsewhere in India.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of teacher professional 

development programs as well as covers the history of middle-level management (BRPs/CRPs) in 

Indian school system. Section 3 describes the data and Sections 4 and 5 summarize the results 

from student, teacher and RP assessments and perspectives from our surveys on what needs to 

be improved. Section 6 provides a snapshot of government initiatives, including from after this 

survey. Section 7 offers ideas for policy making and implementation that can support governments 

in improving teacher mentoring and monitoring, especially in low-resource contexts.
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A growing body of research has confirmed that teacher quality is the most impactful factor for 

student achievement8 compared to other commonly measured school-level inputs such as class size, 

curriculum, school climate, textbooks, uniforms, and technology. Improvements in teacher quality 

can raise students’ test scores significantly (Chetty et al., 2014; Eide et al., 2004; Goldhaber, 2007; 

Rivkin et al., 2005; Schacter & Thum, 2004). Variation in teacher quality may explain up to 23% of 

the variation in student test score performance (Rockoff, 2004). What constitutes teacher quality is 

in and of itself a contentious debate. However, teacher characteristics have strong correlations with 

student achievement. Teacher factors are of two types - process and structural. Process variables 

refer to the quality of interactions between the teachers and students, as well as the activities they 

engage in while in the classroom. Structural variables refer to the resources that facilitate those 

interactions: teachers’ education, experience, and subject content knowledge. While process quality 

consistently predicts student outcomes, structural quality also explains a smaller share of student 

learning and weakly predicts process quality.9 Thus, improving teacher quality, both, before their 

service begins (through pre-service training programs) and during service (through in-service 

professional development (PD) programs) is an important policy agenda for realizing gains in student 

achievement (World Development Report, 2018). 

What do successful in-service teacher professional development programs look like? Darling-Hammond 

et al. (2017) identified seven key features shared by effective teacher professional development 

programs – content focus, active learning, collaborative, clear links to practice, coaching and expert-

supported, feedback and reflection based, and sustained.10 The World Bank has summarized these 

features as practicality, specificity, and continuity.11 Practicality means teachers are trained using 

concrete methods as opposed to theoretical constructs, and the training is classroom-based. 

Specificity means teacher training programs are most effective when they teach pedagogy specific 

to a subject area (say, how to effectively teach a mathematics class). Continuity means teachers 

receive significant continual support, not one-off workshops. There is also research stressing that 

for teacher professional development to be effective, it should be a part of the overall school reforms 

and goals, and there should be a focus on teachers deepening their understanding of how students 

learn a certain content.12 An interesting analysis of both at-scale and evaluated programs establishes 

connection between teachers’ subject-focus and lesson enactment, and student achievement.13

2 | Background
2.1  What do we know about teacher quality and in-service teacher professional development, and 

why does the middle-level management (BRCs/CRCs) matter?

8. Majority of the research on student achievement production commonly considers student performance as the outcome. Most of the 
educational research examines the relationship between various factors of student achievement production and measures of student 
performance, most commonly standardized test scores.

9. (Molina, E., Fatima, Syeda F., Ho, Andrew D., Melo, C., Wilichowski, Tracy M., Pushparatnam, A., 2020)
10. (Darling-Hammond, Hyler, & Gardner, 2017)
11. See (World Bank, 2018) for a more detailed discussion.
12. (Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation, Office of Education, NSW Government, 2014)
13. (Popova, Evans, E., & Arancibia, 2018)
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There have also been studies specifically establishing positive correlations between teacher coaching 

and their instructional practice.14 A 2009 review of teacher development literature emphasizes the 

building of communities of practice and the organizing of individual or group coaching, including peer 

coaching, as pivotal to success.15 Furthermore, in a review of 1,300 studies with a stated focus on PD, 

only those with more than 14 hours of PD demonstrated any positive and significant effect on student 

outcomes. The report stated that teachers who receive substantial professional development – an 

average of 49 hours – could boost student achievement by about 21 percentile points. Intensive PD 

is therefore positively correlated with better student outcomes (Yoon et al., 2007). In an experiment 

conducted in South Africa, pupils exposed to two years of the same program, with the same learning 

material and daily lesson plans, improved their reading proficiency by 0.12 standard deviations if 

their teachers received centralized training, compared to 0.24 if their teachers received in-class 

coaching.16 One of the most compelling frameworks for teacher professional development, based on 

several empirical studies, posits that a robust teacher development program must be individualized, 

contextual and problem-driven, enable deep and meaningful reflection, and should be facilitated by 

knowledgeable and experienced coaches and/or peers (Korthagen, 2017). These findings may point 

at some of the theoretical underpinnings, at least in hindsight, of the system of teacher professional 

development in India that is facilitated by BRPs and CRPs.

While the above discussion draws from the available literature to identify some strategies and 

interventions for teacher development including coaching, it is important to add two caveats before 

closing this section. One, there is limited precision and standardization in the manner in which specific 

types of interventions such as coaching are explained in studies. In particular, cost-benefit analyses 

(that factor in opportunity costs) are needed in addition to impact analysis, since these interventions 

aren’t considered in a vacuum and are essentially studied for prioritization over others. Two, despite 

a lot of knowledge being available on what constitutes good teaching practices and how to impart 

them, it is not necessary that most teachers practice actions aligned to available theories.17

The evolution of school education system in India is alluring (just like the history of anything else 

in the country) and complex. Some attempts to develop a national system of free and compulsory 

primary education in India had begun during the pre-independence period under British colonial 

rule, and the Constitution of India later aimed at providing free and compulsory education for all 

children up to the age of fourteen years within ten years of independence. The post-independence 

era in India witnessed an increased emphasis on education as a means of national development. 

2.2  A brief history of middle-level management in the Indian school system

14. (Kraft, Blazer, & Hogan, 2017)
15. (Darling-Hammond & Richardson, Research Review / Teacher Learning: What Matters?, 2009)
16. (Cilliers, J., Fleisch, B., Prinsloo, C., & Taylor, S. 2019)
17. While teacher development has traditionally focused on cognitively transferring theories to teachers so that they may practice evidence-

backed behavior in the classroom, this approach hasn’t met with much success. This is because simply being cognitively aware of and 
knowing good teaching practices isn’t enough for teachers to apply this knowledge. For related literature on the ‘gap between theory and 
practice,’ see (Bakkenes, Vermunt, & Wubbels, 2010); (Robinson, 1998); (Wideen, Mayer-Smith, & Moon, 1998). An interesting framework 
on actual teacher behavior being guided by their cognitive, affective, and motivational dimensions is discussed in (Korthagen, 2017).
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Educational reconstruction was reviewed by a number of committees and commissions including the 

University Education Commission (1948-49) and the Secondary Education Commission (1952-53). 

The Education Commission (1964-66) was appointed to advise the Government of India (GoI) on the 

general principles and policies for the development of education at all stages and in all aspects and 

the report of this commission famously came to be known as the Kothari Commission Report (Kothari, 

1970).

Education was traditionally managed by India’s state governments (with development finance 

provided by the federal government to the states to help meet the capital needs of their education 

systems) but was made a ‘concurrent’ subject in 1976.18 A National Policy on Education formulated 

in 1986 gave further impetus to universal enrollment for elementary education, and new schemes to 

extend the coverage and quality of primary education, teacher education etc. were launched during 

the subsequent decades. In 1992, education governance was decentralized, and school management 

responsibilities were transferred to local bodies at district, village and block levels.19 Decentralization 

also led to the establishment of District Institutes of Education and Training (DIETs) that could provide 

teacher training (both induction and in-service) and support at district level.

The District Primary Education Program (DPEP) launched in 1993 post the decentralization was 

central to the establishment and evolution of the BRP/CRP cadre. It aimed to provide quality education 

to 6 to 14-year-olds, and initially covered 42 districts across 7 states in India, later expanding to 

219 districts (out of 575) across 15 states. DPEP interventions focused on community mobilization 

and participation, textbook creation, professional development of teachers, improved classroom 

practices, early childhood education and reform in educational management and planning. It was 

under the DPEP that the Block Resource Centers (BRCs) and Cluster Resource Centers (CRCs) were 

created, primarily as infrastructure for delivery of in-service training to primary school teachers. 

A pool of BRPs at the block level was drawn from the teacher cadre to deliver the training programs, 

while CRPs (also drawn from the teacher cadre) primarily conducted school visits and monthly 

meetings of teachers. Both BRPs and CRPs also collected field data to monitor DPEP fund utilization 

as well as to provide statistics on various aspects of the school system and the system of in-service 

training. Thus, the two main tasks of BRPs and CRPs at the time of their inception were in-service 

training of teachers and management of data requirements (MHRD, 2011). These tasks may have 

been treated by the system as non-systemic, limited and time bound to the DPEP project period, and 

– as a 2011 government report describes – the institutions of BRC and CRC perhaps ‘worked’ amidst 

this limited setting and were imbued with a ‘sense of purpose’.

18. Concurrent List of subjects in the Indian constitution allows both state and federal governments to legislate on the subject, which, in the 
case of education, implies federal government getting involved in education planning at the state level. It is argued in (Colclough & De, 
2015) that the trigger for this change was the rapid expansion of the sector that made it difficult for the states to meet even recurrent 
expenditures. The change enabled the federal government to contribute more to state-level education finance.

19. As part of sub-national administration of India, states and union territories are divided into districts. A block is the next level of 
administrative division within a district, and each block may consist of several villages or village clusters.
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The launch of Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) across the country in 2001 intensified efforts towards 

decentralized planning for elementary20 education and expanded the sub-district administrative 

structures (BRCs and CRCs) across all districts of India. The local government or the Panchayati Raj 

Institutions (PRIs) were also involved in the process and were expected to play a key role in micro-

planning, especially in the development of Village/Ward Education Plans and School Improvement/

Development Plans and the Annual Work Plans and Budgets. The Right of Children to Free and 

Compulsory Education (RTE) Act, 2009 further expanded access to education with its mandate to 

have a primary school within 1 km, and an upper-primary school within 3 kms, respectively, of each 

habitation. Consequently, there was a phenomenal growth in the total number of schools in the 

country. This also led to the expansion and systematization of the responsibilities of BRCs and CRCs.

A study commissioned by the Government of India (MHRD, 2010) to understand the effectiveness 

of BRCs and CRCs in providing academic support to elementary schools concluded that these 

institutions were ‘overloaded with administrative work, had inadequate infrastructure, and were 

burdened with the jobs of conducting too many training programs.’ A subsequent discussion report 

of the Government of India termed the job profiles of BRPs and CRPs in all states as ‘ambitious lists 

of expectations’ with a ‘high degree of ad-hocism’ pervading their work. 

Some of the current expectations and activities of the BRPs and CRPs include teacher training 

(including receiving and managing training funds, planning schedules, and maintaining records 

pertaining to training), visiting schools (to conduct observations, follow up on trainings, check records, 

have discussions with teachers), conducting monthly teacher meetings, collecting and compiling 

data on all aspects of SSA support to schools and teachers (including children census, records on 

school related achievement, utilization of funds, mid-day-meals, quality monitoring), supporting 

other educational activities (such as increasing enrolment, conducting bridge courses, working 

with community, overseeing the inclusion of out-of-school children, interacting with volunteers on 

inclusive education), working with NGOs for programs planned by them, non-academic tasks (such as 

elections) etc. In addition, as the report points out, administrators in the system depend on the BRPs 

and CRPs for ‘multifarious administrative activities as they are easily available workforce.’ It is not 

surprising that this mid-level education management has low satisfaction levels, an unrealistic range 

of expectations, and inadequate training to handle the allocated tasks leading them to operate sub-

optimally. Consequently, their inputs have limited or no impact in improving academic performance 

of students (MHRD, 2010).

As part of designing an effective impact evaluation of RBF (result based financing) targeted for RPs 

in Ranchi, Jharkhand in India, a series of baseline surveys were administered to these RPs, teachers, 

and students. During Dec 2018 - Jan 2019, we collected detailed data on teacher mentors’/resource 

3 | Data

20.   Elementary Education is Primary (1-5) plus Upper Primary (6-8), and includes grades 1-8. 
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persons’ as well as teachers’ socioeconomic background characteristics, education, experience, 

roles and responsibilities, and personality traits. The Resource Person (RP) surveys also capture 

their knowledge about teacher attendance and student learning along with recall data on classroom 

observations made by these RPs. The recall data on classroom observations capture teacher actions, 

student interaction, and use of teaching learning material in the classrooms. Similar information is 

also captured through 15-minute classroom observations conducted by our enumerators. To our 

knowledge, for the first time a host of standard personality related inventories were administered to 

measure Big Five personality traits, Locus of Control, and Grit among teachers and resource persons 

from a developing country. 

The Big Five personality traits were measured using the 10-item inventory of Gosling et al. (2003), 

where the Big Five traits capture the following: Openness to experience captures the tendency to be 

open to new aesthetic, cultural or intellectual experiences; Conscientiousness refers to a tendency 

to be organized, responsible, and hard-working; Extraversion relates to an outward orientation rather 

than being reserved; Agreeableness reflects the tendency to act in a cooperative and unselfish 

manner; and Emotional stability (opposite of Neuroticism) is predictability and consistency in emotional 

reactions with absence of rapid mood changes. Additionally, the 8-item Grit scale of Duckworth & 

Quinn (2009) was implemented, in which a higher score on the Grit scale implies greater ability to 

pursue long-term goals with sustained effort. Finally, Locus of Control was measured using 13-item 

inventory from Rotter (1966), where a higher score indicates greater internal locus of control, that is, 

when individuals believe that life’s outcomes are due to their own efforts.

Finally, we also collected basic school attributes (relating to teacher attendance using audits and 

basic school infrastructure) and administered child surveys among children in grade 4 to capture 

proficiency in reading and math scores. Importantly, to our knowledge, for the first time, data on 

classroom teaching-learning practices is collected as recalled by the students to examine consistency 

in teaching-learning practices across RPs, teachers, enumerators and students.

A list of 32 BRPs and 169 CRPs was obtained from government records. All BRPs/CRPs were targeted 

for interviews.21 In addition, we drew a representative list of 365 primary and upper primary schools 

under the purview of 155 CRPs that represent 92% of all CRPs in Ranchi.22 In our sample, on average 

each CRP mentors and monitors teachers in approximately 4-5 primary and upper primary schools. The 

155 CRPs surveyed during baseline represent 90% of all primary and upper primary schools managed 

by CRPs.23 During Dec 2018 - Jan 2019, almost 95% of the target schools were covered, reaching 347 

primary and upper primary government schools across all 18 blocks in Ranchi, Jharkhand. Of the 201 

21. Few of the BRPs and CRPs left the job, one got arrested and others changed jobs within the government so this resulted in 201 BRPs/
CRPs who were targeted for baseline survey training

22. This paper focuses entirely on public schools in Jharkhand, which have seen a consistent decline in schooling enrolment rates between 
2010 and 2016, much like the rest of India (Kingdon, 2020).

23. The 14 CRPs excluded from the baseline sampling on average mentor and monitor approx. 8.5 schools. However, there is no significant 
difference in the average no. of teachers present in schools under the 155 CRPs chosen for the baseline survey and the 14 CRPs not 
chosen for the baseline survey (p-value = 0.40). 
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RPs enlisted, 196 were surveyed (164 CRPs and 32 BRPs). During the school visits, enumerators also 

collected detailed school level, teacher level, student level and classroom observation data. Finally, 

1003 teacher surveys and 1722 child surveys were also conducted.24 As follow up, a focused group 

discussion was conducted with 11 BRPs/CRPs, and 4 structured interviews were conducted with 

BRP (1) and CRPs (3) to deepen our understanding of the roles and responsibilities of and challenges 

faced by BRPs/CRPs.

Before we examine the roles and responsibilities of teacher mentors, we start with an assessment of 

student learning outcomes followed by an assessment of teacher activities as measured by teacher 

attendance and classroom instruction. We also provide commentary on accounts of teacher activities 

as reported by students, teachers, RPs, and independent enumerators.

A total of 1722 children enrolled in grade 4 were interviewed as part of the baseline. We administered 

a basic set of questions to capture household background characteristics and then administered 

the ASER testing tools to capture learning. In our sample 54% children were male and 46% female, 

90% of the children report that their mothers were employed and almost 50% stated their fathers 

were engaged in farming. Only 24% of the children take private tuition, which is much more common 

in India in general, indicating that the socioeconomic status of the children may not enable them 

to avail such facilities. To capture details on children’s socioeconomic status in more detail, which 

to our knowledge has never been collected during a school survey, we ask students to respond on 

the availability of notable assets in the household such as TV, mobile phone etc. It’s not surprising 

that children are able to respond to the availability of simple observable assets like TV, motorcycle, 

mobile phone and other items in a household since similar age children are often able to respond to 

more complicated incentivized experiments as well as gender attitudes (Cappelen et al. 2020; Dhar 

et al. 2019). The reports on household assets are used to capture socioeconomic status (SES). More 

than 50% of the children belong to households that own a motorcycle/scooter/color TV and almost 

all children report that households own a mobile phone (91%) - presence of these items indicate 

average or below average SES. And, owning a car, cooler, refrigerator, computer/laptop and tractor 

would be considered luxury items in our context and less than 1% of the children report owning these 

“luxury” assets. This is not surprising as children enrolled in public school tend to belong to lower 

SES compared to children enrolled in private schools in India. In fact, the household wealth index for 

children enrolled in private schools is almost 1.7 times that of the wealth index of children enrolled in 

public schools (Singh, 2014). 

4 | Assessment of Student Learning, Teacher  
 Inputs, and Resource Persons

4.1  Assessment of Student Learning

24. We draw schools and teachers in proportion to the number of schools and teachers managed by each CRP. If a CRP manages more 
schools then we drew more teachers and schools under her as compared to a CRP who managed fewer schools (and teachers there in).
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In addition to basic demographics, we used the ASER (2018) testing tools for India to obtain basic 

assessment on children’s math and language proficiency skills. ASER testing tools focus on measuring 

basic foundational skills among children that would normally be achieved by grades 2 or 3. In India, 

if the child is progressing on time then by the beginning of grade 3, children should be able to read 

a simple text fluently as well as complete basic arithmetic operations like subtraction. For the math 

tests in our sample, students are asked to recognize numbers (1-9, 10-99), complete simple two-digit 

subtraction problems and complete simple three-digit division problem (where three digits have to 

be divided by one digit). We also administer two tests for language proficiency – one reading test 

is administered in the children’s native language in Hindi and another reading test is administered 

in English. The language proficiency test asks students to recognize letters, words, read a small 

paragraph (grade 1 level text) and a short story (grade 2 level text). The paragraph includes 4 

short sentences and the story includes 7-9 short sentences. In Figures 2-4 we summarize student 

performance on these tests. 

Figure 1 shows that only 18.6% of children in grade 4 can complete a division problem, 34% can complete 

a subtraction problem, 33% can recognize two-digit numbers, 14% can recognize one-digit numbers, 

and a handful of students are unable to recognize any numbers. Our numbers are comparable, but 

substantially better than the estimates reported in ASER (2018)25  since – (a) our analysis sample is 

from one district, Ranchi, a slightly better off district in terms of socioeconomic status in Jharkhand, 

and (b) our sample includes children in both urban and rural public schools. Despite this, a substantial 

proportion of students are behind their ̀ grade level’ in terms of achievement, for instance, only 18.5% 

of children in grade 4 are able to complete a simple division.

F1 Student performance in Math

25. ASER (2018) notes that in rural Jharkhand among children enrolled in grade 4, about 14.7% of children can divide, 17.7% can subtract, 
34.6% can recognize numbers between 10 and 99, 27.1% can recognize numbers between 1-9, and only 4.6% of children do not recognize 
even numbers 1-9. 
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F2 Student performance in English

F3 Student performance in Hindi

In Figures 2 and 3 we find that there are substantial differences in children’s language proficiency 

across English and Hindi (native language). Only 6% of students in grade 4 are able to read a grade 

2 level text (or story) in English, but almost 50% of grade 4 students are able to read a grade 2 level 

text in Hindi. Most children are only able to recognize letters in English.

Overall, Figures 1-3 show that student performance in native language is the strongest (albeit still well 

below grade level) followed by performance levels in Math and English. And, interestingly, consistent 

with teacher reports on subjects they find most difficult to teach – 52% of teachers find English to be 

a difficult course to teach followed by Math (21%) and Hindi (5%). An immediate implication of this is 

to invest resources in teacher training programs for these particular subjects. 

Next, we examine teacher performance using teacher presence and classroom instruction quality.
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The 347 schools in our sample have 1,629 teachers.26  Teacher presence is a fundamental component 

of education. It’s a widely documented challenge in developing countries and would be imperative 

for us to examine the extent of teacher presence observed in our sample. To do so, we follow the 

methodology outlined in Muralidharan et al. (2017), where teacher absence was measured by direct 

physical verification of teacher presence within the first fifteen minutes of enumerator’s entry into 

the school. This is the most objective way of capturing teacher attendance in areas where “ghost 

attendance” is a huge concern. Average teacher attendance in our sample is about 65%, which puts 

the absenteeism rates at 35%, not much better than the absenteeism rates noted in Muralidharan et 

al. (2017).27 Figure 4 shows that only 26.2% of the schools in our sample had 100% teacher attendance. 

And approximately 40% of the schools in our sample have 50% or less teachers present on any 

given day. This certainly paints a grim picture of teacher attendance and calls for greater efforts 

by government administrators in targeting and improving teacher monitoring initiatives in schools 

including strengthening RPs to carry out the monitoring activities more regularly and effectively. This 

also calls for the need for more direct incentives/initiatives targeted for teachers to improve their 

attendance rates.

A second critical aspect of student learning is teacher instruction in the classroom. The time a teacher 

spends teaching and the quality of that instruction are important and critical aspects of student 

4.3 Assessment of Teaching Methods

4.2  Assessment of Teacher Presence

F4 Teacher Attendance

26. There are on average 4.7 teachers per school. And most schools are small, almost 50% of the schools in our sample have a total of 4 
teachers per school and only 1 school in the survey has a total of 12 teachers.

27. Muralidharan et al. (2017) show results from two rounds of school audits in rural Jharkhand. In Table A4 of the paper the authors report 
that 43.8% of teachers in 2003 and 45.84% of teachers in 2010 remain absent from school. 
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learning. To capture classroom instruction quality, we administered a short 15-minute module on 

classroom observations where enumerators collected a single snapshot of information on selected 

list of teaching methods and teacher attitudes listed in Table 1 below. These questions were drawn 

from a previous classroom observation study wherein the tools were specifically designed to capture 

classroom instruction quality among teachers in the state of Bihar in India (Sinha et al., 2016). In the 

Bihar study, the enumerator observations on classroom instruction lasted for 30 minutes; however, 

due to funding constraints, we had to shorten the classroom observations to 15 minutes. A total of 

394 classrooms were observed as part of the baseline survey. Only 73% of the classes observed were 

found seated within the classroom. The remaining were found either outdoors or in the corridors. In 

only 65% of the classrooms, the teacher was found to be teaching continuously, and in the remaining 

35% of the classrooms, the teacher was teaching some of the time – this is a substantially large 

proportion of teachers not teaching, given that this observation was made during just a 15 minute 

classroom visit.

T1 Questions used to measure Teaching methods and Teacher attitudes

Panel A: Teaching methods (Yes/No)

Reading aloud from the textbook

Writing on the blackboard

Giving students dictation

Asking students to recite, together or one by one

Asking students to write on the blackboard

Asking students oral questions related to the lesson

Asking students to do any kind of written work (in copies or slates)

Checking students’ written work

Asking students to use any TLM other than the textbook

Asking students to work in groups or in pairs

Asking students to do any activity that was NOT textbook based

Panel B: Teacher attitudes (Yes/No)

Smiling, laughing, joking with students?

Carrying a cane or stick in the classroom?

Using negative language with children?

Engaged in any kind of non-teaching work?
Notes: all questions in this table had two options: 1 – Yes, 2 - No

Figure 5 below captures the proportion of observed teaching methods as noted by the enumerator. 

Note that teaching methods noted by the enumerator are likely to be biased upwards and suffer from 

some classic experimenter demand effects/Hawthorne effects but not very much since the classroom 

observations were conducted unannounced; the teacher might still increase her/his time on task, but 

it is unlikely they would be able to significantly increase the quality of instruction. In contrast, in most 

developed countries, annual classroom assessments are conducted by the principal and coordinated 

in advance with the teacher where concerns over the experimenter demand effects are magnified. 
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Despite this concern, only five of the eleven teacher activities are reported at least 50% of the times 

and almost none of the activities exceed 75%. One of the most widely reported metrics on teacher 

activity is that of blackboard usage – which stands at about 57% in our sample. Muralidharan and 

Sundaraman (2009) find active blackboard usage to be about 40-49% in Andhra Pradesh and Sinha 

et al. (2016) find blackboard usage to be about 57% in Bihar.28 About 63% of the teachers are found 

reading aloud from the textbook (the Andhra Pradesh study finds a similar number between 42 and 

56% and the Bihar study finds 89% of teachers to be reading from the textbook). Finally, about 41% 

of teachers ask students to recite (the Andhra Pradesh study finds this number to be between 45 and 

60%, and in Bihar this number stands at 49%).29 Overall, these findings are aligned with the findings 

pertaining to teacher attendance and teaching activities as observed during classroom observations 

in developing countries (see Muralidharan and Sundaraman (2009), Sinha et al. (2016)).

Next in Figure 6, we capture the distribution of teacher attitudes in the classroom, as observed by 

the enumerator. While majority (64%) of teachers have a positive and friendly (smiling, laughing and 

joking) attitude towards children, as reported by the enumerator, a not insignificant percent, namely 

15% of enumerators observe the teacher carrying a cane or stick in the classroom. A very small 

percentage (0.51%) of enumerators report that the teachers use negative language. Similarly, Sinha 

et al. (2016) report less than 4% use of negative language in the classrooms in Bihar. Lastly, 18.53% of 

enumerators, report that teachers do non-teaching work in their classrooms. Murlidharan et al. (2017) 

note that in a survey conducted in 2003 on schools across 1,668 villages, also report that about 16% 

of the teachers carry out non-teaching work that includes administrative work, paperwork, reading 

magazine or newspapers, listening to radio, doing personal work etc. Similarly, a previous study in 

India by Chaudhury et al. (2006) report that among 75% of all teachers present in school on any given 

day only about half of those present were engaged in teaching work.

F5 Teaching Activities as Reported by the Enumerators

28. Although blackboard usage is pretty high in Duflo and Hanna (2005) as well as Glewwe, Ilias and Kremer (2010).
29. We provide a range for the Muralidharan and Sundaraman (2009) study in Andhra Pradesh since average numbers on teacher activities 

are available for both treatment and control schools.
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Almost all teachers around the world spend their time on two types of activities – teaching 

(which includes classroom instruction time, preparation time, time spent on student assessments 

and maintenance of school records) and non-teaching activities (that include meetings, other 

administrative tasks, and preparation of midday meals in this context). Teachers in all countries, 

but specifically in developing countries, have an overwhelming number of responsibilities. In Table 2 

below we summarize the distribution of teacher’s time on various teaching and non-teaching activities. 

According to self-reported data, 26.8% of the teachers spend about 3 hours a day teaching in class, 

and 23% spend even less than that. Considering that most schools are open for about 6 hours each 

day, teaching-related activity accounts for less than 50% of the time spent by approximately one in 

four teachers present in school.

Approximately 77% of teachers spend over 3 hours in teaching, but a significant percentage of them 

spend very less time on critical activities such as lesson planning or conducting continuous and 

comprehensive student assessments. Around 27% of teachers engage in lesson planning for around 

an hour, and almost 70% spend less than 30 min to prepare for teaching time that is generally 3 hours 

or more. Similarly, around 54% teachers spend less than 30 minutes assessing students and 40% 

spend less than an hour. Farrell and Oliveira (1993) note that internationally teachers spend between 

7 and 9 hrs in a week on non-teaching activities; whereas in our sample, on average, a teacher spends 

roughly 10-12 hrs a week on non-teaching activities – substantially higher than most other countries. 

4.4 Assessment of Teacher Efforts

F6 Teacher Attitudes in the Classroom as Reported by the Enumerators
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T2 Distribution of teacher’s time on teaching and non-teaching activities (self-reported)30 

Notes: For Guru Goshti Meetings and SMC meetings, the table captures hours spent per month and for the remaining activities it captures 
hours spent per week. 

T3 Distribution of RP time on different activities (self-reported) 

Daily Time Spent

< 30 mins 1 hour 2 hours 3 hours 4 or more

Panel A: Teaching Activities

Teaching 8.6% 6.4% 7.8% 26.8% 50.4%

Preparing Lessons 68.8% 26.8% 3.6% 0.5% 0.3%

Filling Registers 86.0% 11.4% 2.0% 0.3% 0.3%

CCE/Other Assessment Activities 53.5% 39.8% 4.8% 0.9% 1.0%

Panel B: Non-Teaching Activities

Preparing/Serving Midday Meal 66.4% 28.6% 3.6% 1.0% 0.4%

Extracurricular Activities 62.7% 33.6% 2.7% 0.8% 0.2%

Asking students to work in groups or in pairs 69.7% 26.2% 2.4% 1.0% 0.6%

Classroom 
Observation (per 
week)

Mentoring Teacher
(per week)

Collecting 
Administrative 
Data (per week)

Guru Goshti 
Meetings (per 
month)

SMC Meetings
(per month)

Hours per 
week/
month

n % n % n % n % n %

0 hrs 5 2.55 5 2.55 6 3.09 0 0 13 6.63

1-2 hrs 23 11.73 65 33.16 52 26.80 18 9.23 85 43.37

2-3 hrs 20 10.20 52 26.53 47 24.23 47 24.10 60 30.61

3-4 hrs 19 9.69 29 14.80 46 23.71 62 31.79 22 11.22

4-5 hrs 43 21.94 19 9.69 27 13.92 42 21.54 12 6.12

5-6 hrs 83 42.35 26 13.27 16 8.25 26 13.33 4 2.04

> 6 hrs 3 1.53

Total 196 100 196 100 194 100 195 100 196 100

We conducted in-person interviews amongst 196 RPs. During school visits, we find that about 40% 

of RPs spend between 2-4 hrs in a school, 30% spend between 4-6 hrs in a school and another 

30% spend less than 2 hrs in a school. In Table 3 below we show the distribution of RP mentoring 

and monitoring activities conducted during their school visits that include weekly activities such 

as observing classroom instruction, mentoring teachers, and collecting administrative data as well 

as monthly activities that include participating in Guru Goshti meetings and School Management 

Committee (SMC) meetings. RPs report spending a significant proportion of their time, almost 

between 4-6 hrs in conducting classroom observations; unaccompanied by feedback to the teacher, 

this is classroom observation for teacher monitoring. In comparison, a smaller share of RPs report 

spending time in teacher mentoring activities, i.e. providing feedback to the teachers post classroom 

observations. Most RPs spend 0-4 hrs mentoring teachers.

4.5 Assessment of RP activities

30. It is possible for self-reported time use to diverge in important ways from independent observations of time use. In fact, we do observe 
divergence in this study.
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Once every month RPs are also required to be present in School Management Committee and Guru 

Goshti meetings. As shown in Table 3, about 60% of them spend less than 3 hrs in Guru Goshti 

meetings and approximately 80% spend less than 3 hrs in SMC meetings. 

We also collect data on RP interaction and knowledge about the challenges prevalent in improving 

learning outcomes. We find that 75% of RPs mention discussing children’s performance or teacher’s 

role in improving learning outcomes for students. We also find that approximately 39% of RPs report 

teacher absenteeism to be a concern but report only 6% of teachers being absent from school. 

However, RPs also report taking this low incidence of teacher absenteeism quite seriously. About 

87% of RPs have taken some action against the absent teachers, mostly reporting them to principals. 

Note that the teacher absenteeism rates reported by RPs is five times smaller than the actual teacher 

absenteeism rates in Jharkhand reported earlier; thus, we believe RPs are not able to carry out their 

teacher monitoring duties effectively. While it is possible that the RPs have a perception bias, this still 

poses challenges to accurate monitoring.

A crucial part of responsibilities RPs are entrusted with include collecting data on the administrative 

and academic front. In Table 4 below we find that almost all RPs collect administrative data on 

enrollment levels, uniform and textbook distribution, bank account and Aadhaar (Unique Identification 

Number for all citizens in India) details of all students. Similarly, almost all take stock of teacher 

absenteeism, learning level of students, progress with syllabus and formative assessments covered 

in class; however, the focus is more on collecting administrative data than academic data.

T4 RP reporting on administrative data collection efforts (self-reported)

Administrative data 
collection points

Percent of RP collecting 
administrative data

Academic data collection 
points

Percent of RP collecting 
academic data

Student enrollment 100 Student learning levels 98.97

Girl child enrollment 98.92 Syllabus covered 97.09

Number of students with 
Aadhaar card

98.90 Formative assessments 
covered

97.04

Bank account details of 
students

99.45 Teacher absenteeism 95.56

Uniform distribution 97.21 Teacher away on training/ 
deputation

92.45

Textbook distribution 98.33 Teacher allocation 71.20

Teacher strength 68.33

As shown above, RPs self-report high levels of effort, yet, as shown in Figures 5-7, objective measures 

of teacher effort pertaining to teacher attendance and classroom observations remain abysmally low 

in Ranchi.
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When asked whether the RPs understood the purpose of a quality monitoring tool (software application 

on tablets given to them) they use to capture teacher activities, amongst many other data points, most 

responded saying it is a tool to measure student learning level/performance (and some responses 

said classroom transaction) and can be used to improve teaching-learning practices. However, some 

understand it just as a tool to obtain school level information/data (for reporting purposes). They also 

asserted that it was helpful for policy formulation and making plans for schools. However, the RPs 

enlisted a battery of expected tasks and responsibilities when asked what they perceived what their 

duties were. This array of duties enlisted was vast, consisted of at least 60% administrative work 

according to the RPs, including opening bank accounts for and having government identification 

documentation done for the students, as well as monitoring school meal schemes within schools. 

With respect to any projects undertaken by the RPs, most listed administrative activities with very 

few listing academic projects being undertaken.

With regards to the challenges the RPs face, they included being assigned to any task the district 

officials found important, not enough compensation, compensation and allowances not being 

disbursed in a timely manner, and insufficient training and lack of direction. They also highlighted 

data collection activities as taking up majority of their time and not leaving enough time for academic 

work. There is no incentive system in place – only verbal acknowledgement from the block officials – 

and that does not appear to be adequate. The RPs find the need to be given laptops, and timely and 

better travel allowances.

 

Over the last decade a significant number of states in the US modified teacher evaluation systems 

wherein teacher rewards were based on: improvements in test scores/achievement gains, classroom 

observations, and student evaluations of teacher performance. The Measures of Effective Teaching 

(MET) project funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation in the US specifically encourages the 

use of student surveys for evaluating teachers. There is growing consensus that students can add 

value to evaluating and providing feedback to teachers (see The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 

2012a, 2012b).

Given the constraints faced by RPs in adequately monitoring teachers, we propose and pilot test the 

effectiveness of student surveys for evaluating teaching practices. For the first time in the context 

of India, we administer a short survey to the students and ask them to recall classroom activities and 

teacher attitudes from the last class they attended to minimize recall bias related concerns. We ask 

students the same inventory of questions that were previously used by our independent enumerators 

during their classroom observations (See Table 1). The student accounts of teaching activities and 

4.6  Pilot initiative: Student accounts of teacher activities (compared with RP, teacher, and  
         independent account of teacher activities)
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teacher attitudes are summarized in Figures 7 and 8 below. Similar to enumerator accounts, only 

six of the eleven teacher activities are reported more than 50% of the times and almost none of the 

activities including writing on blackboard is observed more than 71% of the time. 

F7 Teaching Activities as Reported by the Students

F8 Teaching Activities as Reported by the Students

In addition to teaching activities described above as recalled by the student as well as those 

previously summarized by the enumerator during independent classroom observations, we also 

collect data on teaching activities from teacher survey and also the RP survey. Next in Table 7 we 

compare classroom activities as obtained from RPs, classroom observations and student surveys. 

For a few selected metrics we also have comparable statistics from the teacher surveys. In Columns 

(1)-(4) we summarize average teaching activities obtained from the four different survey respondents 

and in Columns (5), (6) and (7) we compare the RP surveys, teacher surveys and child surveys all 

with the benchmark gold standard responses on teaching activities as obtained from the classroom 
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observations in Column (4). Overall, we find that RPs and teacher surveys tend to over report teaching 

activities much more than student respondents. In Columns 1 and 2, the maximum is close to 99% 

and the minimum value for any activity is 55% whereas in Columns 3 and 4, the maximum is at 

77% and the minimum is at 11%. The differences across columns are pretty stark. We find the gaps 

between classroom observations and both RPs and teacher surveys remain very large – differences 

are all significantly different from zero and at least 13% to a max of 80%, whereas the gaps between 

classroom observations and student surveys are much smaller – many are not even significantly 

different from zero and even when significant, the magnitude of the differences are as small as 

6.22 and at most as large as 15%. Our findings suggest that RPs are not likely to either observe or 

reveal the true teaching activities incurred in a classroom. That said, our results suggest that student 

surveys can serve as potential source for collecting reliable data on teaching activities as they tend to 

mimic the classroom observation data the most, providing an avenue for more research in this area.

T5 Comparison of selected teaching activities across sources

Teaching activities RP (%)
(1)

Teacher
Surveys
(%)
(2)

Child
Surveys
(%)
(3)

Classroom
Obs. (%)
(4)

Difference
P-value
(5) 
= (1)-(4)

Difference
P-value
(6)
= (2)-(4)

Difference
P-value
(7)
= (3)-(4)

Reading aloud from the textbook 88.72 73.69 62.69 -26.02
(<0.01)

-11.02

Writing on the blackboard 96.94 98.80 70.62 57.61 -39.32
(<0.01)

-41.11
(<0.01)

-13.02 
(<0.01)

Giving students dictation 81.12 32.06 18.53 -62.59 
(<0.01)

-13.52 
(<0.01)

Asking students to recite, together 
or one by one

81.96 54.18 41.58 -40.37 -12.59 
(<0.01)

Asking students to write on the 
blackboard

(<0.01) -12.59 27.92 -43.87 
(<0.01)

-15.46 
(<0.01)

Asking students oral questions 
related to the lesson

(<0.01) 75.44 74.87 -13.33 
(<0.01)

-0.56 
(<0.81)

Asking students to do any kind of 
written work 

85.20 76.71 70.48 -14.72 
(<0.01)

-6.22 
(<0.01)

Checking students written work 84.62 75.67 62.09 -22.52 
(<0.01)

-13.58 
(<0.01)

Asking students to use any TLM 
other than the textbook

54.64 92.81 14.40 12.50 -42.13 
(<0.01)

-80.30 
(<0.01)

-1.90 
(0.032)

Asking students to work in groups 
or pairs

72.54 93.01 24.85 13.27 -59.27 
(<0.01)

-79.74 
(<0.01)

-11.58 
(<0.01)

Asking students to do any activity 
that was not text based

64.77 69.05 13.30 10.94 -53.82 
(<0.01)

-58.10 
(<0.01)

-2.35 
(0.21)

Sample size 196 1001 1722 394

Notes: p-values from two-tailed proportion test are reported in columns (5)-(7). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10. There is some small amount 
of variation in sample sizes across the different questions.
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5 | Why are RPs not able to effectively mentor  
 and monitor teachers?

In Jharkhand BRPs/CRPs were first hired in 2005 as daily wage 

workers, and only in 2013 were the cohorts transitioned into 

workers with annual contracts. Due to the nature of the origin 

of BRPs/CRPs, this cohort may be viewed as being temporary 

and not integral to the system, potentially leading to challenges 

in establishing the individual authority of the BRPs and CRPs. 

Moreover, the tenure of BRPs/CRPs and teachers are distinct 

with implications for asymmetric power dynamics: while most 

teachers are permanent staff protected by virtually lifelong 

employment, the BRPs/CRPs are a contractual labor force 

with short and easily replaceable tenure. Now, even when a 

significant percentage of teachers are engaged in contractual 

employment, it seems that the initial power dynamics at the introduction of the RP cadres continue 

to drive the behavior of current actors, even when those initial conditions don’t apply to all the RP-

teacher relationships. The result is RPs cannot enforce teachers to conduct effective classroom 

instruction. This is further complicated by the fact that owing to the pay increases in the Indian 

government, teachers on average earn 42,091 INR, which is much higher than the average household 

income of a RP - 83% of them earn less 20,000 INR. It is also likely that the dual role of mentor 

and monitor played by RPs contributes to complicating the relationship between RPs and teachers, 

resulting in lowered trust that would be necessary for teachers to listen and respond to the mentoring 

by RPs. Further, the FGDs and structured interviews also appear to indicate that because of the 

existing perceptions regarding the relative hierarchy of RPs and teachers, district and sub-district 

education functionaries are likely to disregard the accounts of RPs in case of contradictions in the 

accounts of RPs and teachers,. This not only means that teachers are likely to not face consequences 

for their actions, but also further reinforces existing power dynamics between RPs and teachers and 

makes RPs feel disempowered.

Before we examine asymmetries between RP and teacher characteristics, we summarize key attributes 

about RPs and teachers in Table 5 below. Majority of RP and teachers are between 30 and 50 years 

with at least 8 or more years of work experience. 90% of RPs and 80% of teachers have obtained at 

least an undergraduate degree. A significantly larger proportion of RPs, almost 26%, belong to the 

general/upper caste, compared to teachers where only 14% belong to the general/upper caste. 

5.1 Contractual arrangements

5.2  Asymmetries in Age, Identity, and Experience between RPs and Teachers

“The teachers don’t respect 
us. While a few are openly 
hostile, most question our 
qualifications and training. 
How can we train them when 
we are ourselves untrained 
and contractual? Over 
time, some have stopped 
questioning us, but they 
don’t always listen to us.” 
– A CRP
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T6 RP and Teacher Characteristics

Age distribution: Resource Persons Teachers

<20 yr - 0.10

20-29 yr 2.63 2.11

30-39 yr 25.00 30.82

>40 yr 57.24 38.76

50 or older 15.13 28.21

% with a bachelors degree 74.08 47.80

% with a masters degree 21.93 32.80

% male 92.35 55.33

% SC 2.05 6.08

% ST 4.62 38.68

% OBC 67.18 40.78

% General 26.15 14.46

% with monthly household income (<20,000 INR) 83.16 NA

Monthly salary NA 42091.86 (49016.76)

Full time work experience in years 11.4 (2.32) NA

Experience as a teacher in current school NA 8.06 (6.5)

Sample size 196 1003

Notes: Mean along with standard deviations reported in parenthesis. Some variation in sample size exists across variables as we have 
made no imputations for missing values.

T7 Comparison of RP ages, educational qualification and work experience against teachers in their jurisdiction

Resource Persons

Same/Equal Older/More Younger/Less

n % n % n %

Age 34 3.55 405 42.31 518 54.12

Educational qualification 408 43.31 286 30.36 248 26.32

Work experience 31 3.21 383 39.77 549 57.00

Significant percentage of teachers (54%) are mentored by RPs who happen to be younger than them, 

which may contribute to a power dynamic that is not favorable for RPs. India’s cultural and social 

norms dictates that younger people be more agreeable to older adults making it difficult for younger 

people in mentoring roles to guide older adults. There is some evidence in organizational behavior 

5.2.1 Asymmetries in age distribution
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which points that employees with younger managers tend to exhibit more negative emotions related 

to fear and anger. Not surprisingly, due to the asymmetric contract and power structure between 

RPs and teachers, we find no significant difference in teachers’ emotional stability across older and 

younger paired RPs (p-value = 0.18, two-sided t-test). Additionally, this issue of being mentored by 

RPs who are younger may indirectly also result in poor quality mentoring, given that RPs who are 

younger have less experience.

Almost 90% of RPs have at least obtained undergraduate degrees. Overall, RPs have higher 

qualification levels compared to the teachers. But, around 26% teachers are mentored by RPs who 

have lesser qualifications than those of the teachers they mentor. In fact, 77% of teachers with 

postgraduate degrees are mentored by RPs with lower qualifications. This seems to be a serious 

issue, given that content knowledge and content-specific pedagogy are generally known to be some 

of the most challenging issues for teachers, and a higher qualification could be one of the proxies 

for better subject matter knowledge. This trend of poor competencies shows up in the fluency levels 

of RPs in English. Only 21% of all RPs can speak English fluently/good and 49% can write English 

fluently/good. This is extremely concerning since this group is expected to guide teachers who find 

teaching English to be a challenge (indicated as the subject most teachers have difficulty with - 52% 

of teachers find English to be the hardest subject to teach). This could likely hint at the possibility 

that RPs do not have the requisite overall pedagogical and content knowledge to provide teachers 

useful mentoring. Further, it is also possible that teacher mentoring is not sufficiently well structured 

to support RPs with relatively lower competencies.

Consistent with the asymmetries noted in age and educational qualifications above, a significant 

percentage of teachers (57%) are mentored by RPs who happen to have less work experience than 

them, which may work in two ways – lack of experience could mean lack of knowledge that can act as 

a bottleneck to RP mentoring capabilities; at the same time, less experience could also reflect higher 

quality education (as graduates of more recent time would have benefited from the overall expansion 

of India’s higher education systems) and therefore better quality. 

While it’s not certain if more work experience could certainly lead to better mentoring by RPs, what 

is certain is that this clear difference in the experience of teachers and RPs would contribute to the 

power dynamic by making teachers more resistant to advise from someone with less work experience, 

and also by reducing the confidence of RPs in advising those with greater experience. Therefore, 

it may be worthwhile considering employing senior individuals, or even retired teachers, or retired 

mentor teachers to take up these roles.

5.2.2  Asymmetries in educational qualification

5.2.3  Asymmetries in work experience
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We use the caste and gender break up provided in Table 5 to arrive at some comparisons between 

RP and teachers along these characteristics. RPs are primarily male (92%), with only 8% female. It is 

possible that the RP position requires extensive travel and is not suitable for women in the context 

of Jharkhand. Compared to the RP cadre, the teacher cadre is more gender balanced with ~45% 

females and ~55% males. Given this almost equitable distribution, and the fact that the number of 

female RPs are very low (less than 10%), 90% of the female teachers are mentored by male RPs. 

Majority of teachers and RPs come from historically marginalized and discriminated groups, such 

as SC (Scheduled Caste, former untouchables), ST (Scheduled Tribes, indigenous population) and 

OBCs. Almost 6% of teachers belong to the SC category, compared to 2.05% of RPs who belong 

to the SC category, 39% of teachers belong to the ST category whereas only 4.6% of RPs belong 

to the ST category, and almost 41% of all teachers belonged to the OBC category compared to 

67% of RPs who belong to the OBC category. Only 14% of teachers belong to the General category 

(also known as upper castes) whereas close to 27% of RPs belong to this category and might be 

hesitant to communicate and mentor teachers belonging to lower caste groups in India. There 

is overwhelming evidence from both the economics and psychology literature that points to the 

presence of discrimination and shows that people generally tend to prefer in-groups compared to 

out-groups (Bertrand and Mullainathan, 2004; Tajfel, 1984; Lane, 2016; Neumark, 2018). As a result, 

it is possible that the caste, age, and gender differences observed in our sample impact both the 

quantity and quality of RP-teacher interactions and feedback.

Overall, there are a significant number of misalignments between RPs and teacher characteristics, 

providing some explanation for the misalignment between RP effort and teacher outcomes.

The Government of Jharkhand has adopted a two-pronged strategy to address the systemic issues 

in education and eventually improve teaching learning in classrooms in Jharkhand. The first part 

of the strategy is reduction of administrative responsibilities of RPs through the streamlining and 

automation of routine monitoring activities. The government recognizes that this is best achieved 

through the use of technology enabled tools. The second part of the strategy is to support RPs in 

better performing their academic responsibilities, primarily teacher mentoring. These efforts span 

streamlining of monitoring, recruitment and training, and improving the data management capabilities 

of the state, domains that are in line with the findings in this paper.

5.2.4 Asymmetries in Caste and Gender

6 | Government initiatives in improving RPs       
 and teachers since 2015
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In 2019, the operations of RPs were streamlined with a focus on improving teacher monitoring. The 

first step towards this was to map RPs to schools in their jurisdiction. RPs were assigned an equal 

number of schools. The RPs were also trained to efficiently collect administrative data on tablets and 

conduct reporting and monitoring activities while visiting schools, and their monthly allowances were 

raised by 15-20%.

Several measures were adopted by the state to improve teacher quality, including through teacher 

professional development. Not having recruited teachers for nearly two decades, the state recognizes 

that recruitment is a priority to improve teacher quality. Consequently, development of rules for teacher 

recruitment (both for elementary and secondary level) and norms for teacher educators has been an 

area of focus in recent times. The state has initiated teacher recruitment at both elementary and 

secondary levels. 16,349 elementary and 1,719 secondary teachers were recruited in 2015-16. There 

is also an acknowledgement of the fact that teachers need to be appropriately trained pre-service and 

regularly in-service to facilitate learning activities in different subjects for children, and that Jharkhand 

has serious limitations in terms of teacher education. Separate rules were developed to train cadres 

of teachers and teacher educators in the state. Recently, the State undertook stocktaking of District 

Institute of Education and Training (DIETs) and Teacher Education Institutes (TEIs) which surfaced 

a lot of gaps in these institutes in terms of availability of regular staff, infrastructure, training, and 

programs. The State is also in the process of strengthening the SCERT and DIETs. The strengthening 

of physical infrastructure of DIET & Training colleges has already been started and specific DIETs are 

deemed to become centers of excellence for various subject areas. Separate rules for recruitment of 

teacher educators and processes for recruiting regular teacher educators in the Teacher Education 

Institutions (TEIs) have been put in place. According to the RPs, some of the trainings conducted by 

the Department of Education (DoE) include the Buniyaad, Buniyaad Plus, science and math training, 

inclusive education training, and training on the school management committees, the continuous and 

comprehensive evaluation system, school development plans and the UDISE data collection tools.

The government has also been using a technology-centric and data driven research approach 

towards Monitoring, Research and Evaluation. The JEPC Report (2018-19) highlights the Management 

Information Systems put in place. This includes the integrated MIS Platform – e-Vidya Vahini, and 

a robust and complete MIS for School Education is being developed and implemented throughout 

the State. The insights from this report may be used to support the government’s efforts towards 

strengthening the monitoring and evaluation work.
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A sizeable portion of the education budget is spent on strengthening teacher mentoring and 

monitoring activities and over the last 10 years, a special cadre of middle-level management known 

as Resource Persons (RPs) was specifically created in India for teacher mentoring and monitoring. 

However, very little is known about this cadre’s roles, responsibilities, efforts, and effectiveness. In 

this paper, we conduct an assessment of RPs’ mentoring and monitoring activities in the state of 

Jharkhand, by drawing on detailed evidence collected from school audits, unannounced classroom 

observations, student surveys, teacher surveys and RP surveys in approximately 350 primary and 

upper primary schools in Jharkhand, India. 

This assessment of student learning, teacher inputs and RPs’ efforts point to a number of interesting 

findings. First, this is a context where most children are behind their grade level in terms of achieving 

proficiency in reading (English and Hindi) and math. Second, teacher absenteeism remains a significant 

concern in our context – approximately 35% of teachers are absent on any given school day. Third, 

despite high levels of self-reported effort exerted by RPs, these efforts do not translate into effective 

teaching activities. We postulate that asymmetries in: contractual arrangements and demographic 

and social attributes between RPs and teachers limits RP mentoring efforts. 

Lastly, to improve teacher monitoring, we pilot test the effectiveness of an independent student tool 

specifically designed to measure classroom instruction quality, and find that student responses on 

teaching methods are more consistent with the independent classroom observations than teacher or 

RP reports on teaching activities.

Drawing from the observations above, key recommendations to strengthen teacher mentoring lie 

across the realms of:

1. Recruitment of RPs

2. Clarifying responsibilities of and setting performance standards for RPs

3. Student accounts of teacher practices and independent school monitoring

4. Capacity building of the state for impactful implementation of technology

Given the issues with unfavorable power dynamics amongst RPs and teachers arising out of issues 

related to difference in age, nature of employment, income, caste, gender, work experience, and 

educational qualifications, two broad areas of reform could be useful in restoring the power balance. 

First, recruitment practices that progressively make the RP cadre appear more credible to teachers 

(i.e. shape their perceptions and attitudes towards RPs), could help shift the power relation in 

7 | Conclusion
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favor of the cadre. A well-designed and executed recruitment process could deliberately choose 

for meaningful work experience and advanced educational qualifications that would ideally result in 

teachers being more receptive to feedback from RPs. A systematic recruitment process could also 

encourage diversity (caste and gender) to provide an edge to RPs in understanding and empathizing 

and connecting with teachers from diverse backgrounds. While meaningful work experience and 

educational qualifications could be markers of quality, they are not definitive; thus, a strong recruitment 

process would also include practices that test and select for desirable knowledge, competencies 

and attitudes, through tests for content, classroom teaching, classroom observation and feedback 

cycles, and interviews. Such a process could also optimize selection of specific traits such as caste 

and gender if they are aligned to larger social justice needs. To summarize, in Jharkhand, the state, 

as principal agent, is acting via RPs to influence teachers, for which power balance between RP and 

teacher cadre needs to be restored, and their outcomes aligned. Additionally, while the recruitment 

practices aim for long term change, incentives could exhibit and cause alignment of the outcomes 

desired by both RPs and teacher cadres.

Second, RPs must be entrusted with only teacher mentoring responsibilities, with clear and widely 

understood and accepted performance standards. RPs make up a cadre that is primarily academic, 

with teacher mentoring being the key task they should be expected to perform. Some core activities 

of teacher mentors are to observe classroom teaching, provide feedback on teaching, lesson plans 

and assessments, and to provide on-demand support to teachers primarily focused on pedagogy and 

content knowledge. However, there are multiple issues that exhibit that these tasks are not focused 

on. Not all RPs collect academic data as exhaustively as they do administrative data, the total time 

given by RPs to academic tasks seems quite limited, there is quite a bit of dispersion in the time RPs 

allocate to specific activities, and the time many RPs allocate to mentorship seems to be too low to 

be meaningful. Therefore, it is crucial that performance standards and expectations are set, and that 

RPs be entrusted with the sole responsibility of mentoring teachers.

Third, student accounts/perceptions of teacher practices must be encouraged to improve teacher 

performance, with due consideration to issues of political economy surrounding the teacher-

student relationship. Comparing data from RPs, teachers, students, and classroom observations 

(conducted by enumerators) suggests there is significant divergence between RP/teacher surveys 

and classroom observations, whereas student accounts of teaching activities are fairly close to the 

data obtained from independent and unannounced classroom observations. One potential cause of 

this could be that the data is self-reported, i.e. when an RP reports on the performance of a teacher, 

s/he is commenting about the effectiveness of her/his mentoring. Essentially, this is a result of the fact 

that the monitor and the mentor is the same person. However, students may have no such incentives 

for misreporting, especially if information is sought from them through anonymous surveys and there 
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are no risks to them for honest reporting of teacher activities in the classroom. Governments could, 

therefore, conduct student assessments of teacher activities to improve teacher monitoring. Further, 

cycled back to RPs and teachers, this data could also support teacher mentoring. These student tools 

should be viewed as an additional data stream to supplement existing databases and ideally used 

with the aim of developing and strengthening student-teacher relationships by allowing students 

to respond to and comment on the positive aspects of teacher effort as well as provide feedback 

and suggestions for improvement.  It must, however, be reinforced that the state of teacher student 

relationships, preservation of anonymity of not just individuals but also groups of students, and ability 

of the system to deliver the feedback to teachers in the right manner must be considered before the 

launch of such initiatives.

Fourth, use (supportive) independent school monitoring to improve the veracity of data being 

reported and build a culture of feedback to improve teacher performance. If governments intend to 

continue independent inspections/monitoring, it is best if they are conducted with an eye on building 

competence of RPs to better mentor teachers. For this, the government could implement systematic 

but sparse monitoring on the ground by independent supervisors whose only task is to collect data on 

surprise checks of schools and then, cross-verify their aggregate findings against the observations 

of the RPs. While one outcome of this could be that RPs are disincentivized from engaging in false 

reporting, a key intended outcome of this initiative would be to open channels of communication within 

education functionaries, especially RPs and teachers on performance standards. These independent 

monitoring and subsequent alignment of stakeholders on data and performance standards could be 

supplemented by structured support for RPs to improve their pedagogical and content knowledge and 

their mentoring competencies. Essentially, a key recommendation is to transition from a monitoring-

centric system that targets teachers for inspections (with a punitive intent), to a system where 

student-teacher and teacher-RP relationships are built on feedback and engagement, and with an 

eye on performance improvement.

Fifth, build capacity of the state for an impactful implementation of technology. It is important 

to note that given the plethora of responsibilities of RPs, the government has already recognized 

the value of tools and systems that enable the automation of routine, mainly administrative, tasks 

of RPs, freeing them to better perform their mentoring duties. Technology could be that enabler, 

provided some conditions are true. First, it is not sufficient to collect data; the government would 

need to perform continuous dynamic data analysis to identify categories of teachers and RPs based 

on various parameters for further on-ground monitoring and mentoring. Second, there needs to be 

a suitable technology infrastructure, such as technologies that work in low network areas, capable 

devices such as smartphones/tablets, and EMIS that assigns unique IDs to actors across systems 

(e.g. teacher IDs across systems for attendance in training, classroom observations and HR systems). 
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Third, there would be a need to build the digital competence of teachers and RPs, so that they 

can effectively engage with and leverage digital tools and solutions. In essence, effective mentoring 

entails making it easy for RPs and teachers to perform their duties through the use of enablers 

such as technology, which requires state capacity building in technology. This is an area where the 

Government of Jharkhand was already observed to be making strides, with RPs being equipped 

with tablets to undertake data collection. The government intends to continue making progress by 

streamlining monitoring to free up RP time for mentoring and enhancing data use to improve targeted 

interventions.
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Appendix
1 | Overview of Data

2 | Jharkhand School Profile

T8 Sample size for each data type collected

T9 Availability of school facilities (school survey)

T10 Number of teachers per school (school survey)

Data Type Sample Size

RP Surveys 196

School Surveys 347

Classroom Observations 394

Teacher Surveys 1003

Child Surveys 1722

Facility n %

Drinking Water 319 93.0

Electricity 251 73.4

Library 156 45.8

Separate Female Toilet 328 95.6

Separate Male Toilet 309 90.4

Midday Meal 337 98.3

Biometric Attendance System 327 95.6

Number of Teachers n (schools) %

1 16 4.6

2 50 14.4

3 54 15.6

4 59 17

5 50 14.4

6 43 12.4

7 29 8.4

8 20 5.8

9 14 4

10 10 2.9

12 2 0.6

Total 347 100

Mean no. of teachers per school 4.71

SD 2.32
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3 | Profile of RP Cadre in Ranchi

3.1 Background Characteristics of RPs

T11 RPs by type (RP survey)

T12 Gender-wise distribution of RPs (RP survey)

T14 RP marital status (RP survey)

T13 Summary statistics for age distribution of RPs (RP survey)

Type n %

BRP 32 16.33

CRP 164 83.67

Total 195 100

Gender n %

Female 15 7.7

Male 181 92.3

Total 196 100

Marital Status n %

Unmarried 20 10.2

Married 176 89.8

Total 196 100

n Mean p25 p50 p75 SDSD

BRP/CRP Age 196 42.02 38 42 47 6.89
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T15 Number of members in RP households (RP survey)

T16 Monthly household income (RP survey)

T17 Source of secondary income for RPs (RP survey)

HH Members n %

1 2 1.02

2 5 2.55

3 10 5.10

4 55 28.06

5 47 23.98

6 41 20.92

7 16 8.16

8 8 4.08

9 5 2.55

10 4 2.04

11 1 0.51

13 2 1.02

Total 196 100

Monthly Income (INR) n %

Less than 20,000 163 83.1

20,001 – 40,000 16 8.2

40,001 – 60,000 6 3.1

60,001 – 80,000 3 1.5

80,001 – 1,00,000 3 1.5

1,00,001 – 1,20,000 4 2.1

Over 1,20,000 1 0.5

Total 196 100

Secondary Income n %

Earnings from self-employment or 
part-time employment

21 10.8

No secondary income 174 89.2

Total 195 100
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T18 Secondary income by RPs Marital Status (RP survey)

Unmarried Married

Secondary Income n % n %

Earnings from self-employ-
ment or part-time employment

0 0.0 21 12

No secondary income 20 100 154 88

Total 20 100 175 100

T19 Caste distribution for RPs (RP survey)

T20 Religious distribution for RPs (RP survey)

T21 Caste-wise distribution of HH monthly income (RP survey)

Caste n %

General 51 26.15

Scheduled Caste 4 2.05

Scheduled Tribe 9 4.62

OBC 131 67.18

Total 195 100

Religion n %

Hindu 164 83.7

Muslim 29 14.8

Christian 3 1.5

Total 196 100

General Scheduled Caste Scheduled Tribe OBC

Income (INR) n % n % n % n %

Less than 
20,000

40 78.4 3 75.0 6 66.7 113 86.2

20,001 – 40,000 4 7.8 0 0 2 22.2 10 7.7

40,001 – 60,000 2 3.9 0 0 0 0 4 3.1

60,001 – 80,000 1 2.0 0 0 0 0 2 1.5

80,001 – 
1,00,000

2 3.9 0 0 1 11.1 0 0

1,00,001 – 
1,20,000

2 3.9 0 0 0 0 2 1.5

Over 1,20,000 0 0 1 25.0 0 0 0 0

Total 51 100 4 100 9 100 131 100
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T22 Religion-wise distribution of HH monthly income (RP survey)

Hindu Muslim Christian

Income (INR) n % n % n %

Less than 
20,000

134 81.6 27 93.1 2 66.7

20,001 – 40,000 14 8.6 1 3.4 1 33.3

40,001 – 60,000 5 3.1 1 3.4 0 0

60,001 – 80,000 3 1.8 0 0 0 0

80,001 – 
1,00,000

3 1.8 0 0 0 0

1,00,001 – 
1,20,000

4 2.5 0 0 0 0

Over 1,20,000 1 0.6 0 0 0 0

Total 164 100 29 100 3 100

T23 Educational qualifications of RPs (RP survey)

Education Level n %

Class 10 or above (not including Class 12) 1 0.5

Class 12 or above (not including undergraduate) 6 3.1

Undergraduate 133 69.2

Postgraduate or higher 44 23.6

Vocational Training 7 3.6

Other 5 2.55

Total 196 100

4 | Profile of Teachers in Jharkhand

T24 Distribution of teachers by gender (teacher survey)

T25 Distribution of teachers by type (teacher survey)

Gender n %

Female 448 44.7

Male 555 55.3

Total 1003 100

Teacher Type n %

Principal/Headmaster 152 15.1

Para teacher 269 26.9

Regular teacher 54 5.4

Helper Teacher 526 52.5

Total 1001 100



Strengthening Teacher Mentoring and Monitoring Systems: Evidence from India 47

T26 Gender distribution of permanent vs. contract teachers (teacher survey)

T27 Gender-wise educational qualification of teachers (teacher survey)

T28 Gender-wise professional qualification of teachers (teacher survey)

Female Male Total

Teacher Type n % n % n %

HM/Principal 43 9.6 109 19.7 152 15.2

Para/Helper 380 85 415 74.9 795 79.4

Regular 24 5.4 30 5.4 54 5.4

Total 447 100 554 100 1001 100

Female Male

Education Level n % n %

Matric/High 
School

3 0.7 12 2.2

Intermediate/10+2 74 16.6 105 19

Graduate 196 43.9 282 50.9

Postgraduate 173 38.8 155 28

Total 446 100 554 100

Female Male

Professional 
Qualification

n % n %

TTC 156 35.62 191 35.70

B.Ed 141 32.19 98 18.32

CP Ed 2 0.46 1 0.19

M.Ed 3 0.68 5 0.93

None 2 0.46 5 0.93

Others 134 30.59 235 43.93

Total 438 100 535 100

T29 Caste-wise distribution of teacher professional qualification (teacher survey)

General Scheduled 
Caste

Scheduled 
Tribe

OBC Other

Professional 
Qualification

n % n % n % n % n %

TTC 43 30.50 27 45.76 144 38.50 133 33.42 0 0

B.Ed 53 37.59 15 25.42 86 22.99 85 21.36 0 0

CP Ed 0 0 0 0 1 0.27 2 0.5 0 0

M.Ed 7 4.96 0 0 0 0 1 0.25 0 0

None 1 0.71 1 1.69 2 0.53 2 0.5 1 100

Others 37 26.24 16 27.12 141 37.70 175 43.97 0 0

Total 141 100 59 100 374 100 398 100 1 100
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T30 Number of grades taught by teacher type (teacher survey)

T32 Summary statistics for age distribution of teachers (teacher survey)

Principal/ HM Para Teacher Regular 
Teacher

Helper 
Teacher

No. of Grades n % n % n % n %

1 108 3.9 174 4.8 33 3.7 292 4.6

2 104 7.2 172 5.6 33 3.7 296 5.3

3 103 17.1 172 21.9 37 16.7 320 22.8

4 105 5.9 180 5.9 36 5.6 34 12.4

5 105 27.6 182 29.4 40 33.3 353 24.0

6 93 2.6 153 4.5 34 9.3 327 4.6

7 94 1.3 148 2.6 37 0 320 1.7

8 87 33.6 147 24.5 45 27.8 305 23.8

Total 152 100 269 100 54 100 526 100

n Mean p25 p50 p75 Min Max SD

Teacher Age 996 42.90 39 45 51 20 72 8.12

T31 Percent of teachers teaching a particular grade (teacher survey)

Grade Percentage of 
Teachers -
Teaching Grade

Grade Percentage of 
Teachers -
Teaching Grade

1 60.63 5 68.03

2 60.63 6 60.83

3 63.23 7 60.03

4 64.53 8 57.54

T33 Gender-wise breakdown of teachers’ marital status (teacher survey)

Female Male Total

Status n % n % n %

Unmarried 30 6.73 44 7.96 74 7.41

Married 394 88.34 504 91.14 898 89.89

Other 22 4.93 5 0.9 27 2.7

Total 446 100 553 100 99 100
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T35 Summary statistics for years of work experience of teachers (teacher survey)

T36 Summary statistics for self-reported teacher salaries (teacher survey)

n Mean p25 p50 p75 Min Max SD

Teacher Work 
Experience

1002 12.16 3 13 16 1 36 8.40

n Mean p25 p50 p75 Min Max SD

Teacher Salaries 433 42,091.86 10,000 40,000 53,600 4,000 52,001 49016.76

T34 Teacher responses for whether they have teaching experience in a private school (teacher survey)

T37 Gender-wise summary of self-reported teacher salaries (teacher survey)

Taught in a Private 
School

n %

No 775 77.5

Yes 225 22.5

Total 1000 100

n Mean SD

Male Teachers 269 46,020.7 57,182.65   

Female Teachers 174 39,550.54 42,840.38

T38 Gender-wise caste distribution of teachers (teacher survey)

Female Male Total

Caste n % n % n %

General 71 15.85 74 13.33 145 14.46

Scheduled Caste 29 6.47 32 5.77 61 6.08

Scheduled Tribe 214 47.77 174 31.35 388 38.68

OBC 133 29.69 275 49.5 408 40.68

Others 1 0.22 0 0 1 0.1

Total 448 100 555 100 1003 100
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T39 Summary statistics for teacher commute times between home and school (teacher survey)

n Mean p25 p50 p75 Min Max SD

Commute Time 994 36.20 15 30 45 1 250 30.36

T40 Distribution of teachers’ commute times to school (teacher survey)

T41 Teacher responses to whether classroom/teaching supplies are easily available (teacher survey)

T43 Comparison of teacher and RP mean age and mean gender (RP & teacher survey)

Commute to School n %

15 mins or less 270 26.91

15-30 mins 377 37.58

30-45 mins 140 13.95

45-60 mins 116 11.56

More than an hour 100 9.97

Total 1,003 100

Problem in Availability of Supplies n %

No Problem 851 85.7

Some Problem 128 12.9

A lot of Problem 14 1.4

Total 993 100

Mean Gender Mean Age

Teacher 0.55 42.90

RP 0.92 42.02

5 | RP Functioning

T42 Crosstabulation examining the gender breakdown between RPs and teachers (RP & teacher survey)

Teacher Gender Female Male

RP Gender n % n %

Female 48 11.1 48 8.8

Male 386 88.9 498 91.2

Total 434 100 546 100
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T44 Summary statistics comparing the age distribution of teachers vs. RPs (RP & teacher survey)

n Mean p25 p50 p75 Min Max SD

RP Age 196 42.02 38 42 47 28 58 6.89

Teacher Age 996 42.90 39 45 51 20 72 8.12

T45 Duration in current job (RP survey)

Duration n %

5 years or less 2 0.99

5 to 10 years 70 34.82

More than 10 years 129 64.17

Total 201 100

T46 A comparison of the educational qualifications of teachers and RPs (RP & teacher survey)

Teacher RP

Education Level n % n % Education Level

TTC 347 35.66 1 0.51 Class 10 or above (not includ-
ing Class 12)

CP Ed 3 0.31 6 3.06 Class 12 or above (not includ-
ing undergraduate)

B. Ed 293 24.56 133 67.86 Undergraduate

M. Ed 8 0.82 44 22.45 Postgraduate or higher

Others 369 37.92 7 3.57 Vocational Training

T47 RP teaching experience correlated with whether they speak to teachers on school visits (RP survey)

Spoke with Teachers

No Yes Total % n %

Worked as a Teacher in 
the Past

n % n % n %

No 2 66.67 133 68.91 135 68.88

Yes 1 33.33 60 31.09 61 31.12

Total 3 100 193 100 196 100
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T48 Types of schools RPs reported having worked at in the past (RP survey)

T49 RP English speaking abilities (RP survey)

T51 RP English writing ability (RP survey)

T50 RP English speaking abilities (RP survey)

School Type n %

Private 44 75

Government 9 15

NGO 3 5

Others 3 5

Total 60 100

Self-Rated English-Speaking 
Ability

n %

Fluent 7 3.57

Good 35 17.86

Average 112 57.14

Little 35 17.86

Cannot Speak/Write 7 3.57

Total 196 100

Self-Rated English Writing 
Ability

n %

Fluent 19 9.69

Good 77 39.29

Average 81 41.33

Little 17 8.67

Cannot Speak/Write 2 1.02

Total 196 100

Grouped English Speaking 
Ability

n %

Good or Fluent 42 21.42

Average or Less 154 79.0

Total 196 100
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T52 RP English writing ability (RP survey)

T55 RP responses for whether absenteeism is a problem in their jurisdiction (RP survey)

Grouped English Writing Ability n %

Good or Fluent 96 48.97

Average or Less 100 51.02

Total 196 100

Absenteeism a Concern n %

No 120 61.22

Yes 76 38.78

Total 196 100

T53 Comparison of teacher activities self-reported vs. RP observation (RP & teacher survey)

Teacher Self-Reported RP Observation

No Yes No Yes

Teacher Activity n % n % n % n %

Used any TLM 
other than the 
textbook during 
a class

72 7.19 929 92.81 88 45.36 106 54.64

Made children 
work in small 
groups during a 
class

70 6.99 931 93.01 53 27.46 140 72.54

Used the 
blackboard 
during a class

12 1.2 988 98.8 6 3.06 190 96.94

Asking students 
to do any 
activity that was 
NOT textbook 
based

308 30.95 687 69.05 68 35.23 125 64.77

T54 Mean percent of teachers present on the day of data collection (school survey)

n Mean p25 p50 p75 Min Max SD

Teacher 
Attendance

346 65.17 50 66.67 100 0 100 27.69
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T56 Action taken by RPs to address teacher absenteeism (RP survey)

T57 BRP/CRP responses for number of teachers absent during previous visit to school (BRP/CRP survey)

T58 Hours RPs reported working the previous week (RP survey)

T59 Types of administrative data collected by RPs during school visits (RP survey)

Action Taken n %

Spoken to Teachers 33 44.0

Spoken to Principals 38 50.7

Spoken to BEEO 39 52.0

Did Nothing 3 4.0

Teachers Absent n %

None 88 48.89

1-2 65 36.11

2-3 21 11.67

3-4 5 2.78

4 or more 1 0.56

Total 180 100

Hours Worked n %

20 – 40 hours 84 42.86

41 – 60 hours 97 49.49

61 – 80 hours 12 6.12

>80 hours 3 1.53

Total 196 100

Total 180 100

Administrative Data Type n %

Student Enrolment 195 94.38

Girl Child Enrolment 183 93.36

Students Aadhar Data 179 91.32

Bank Details of Students 180 91.83

Uniform Distribution 174 97.21

Textbook Distribution 177 88.77

Other 27 13.77
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T60 Types of academic data collected by RPs during school visits (RP survey)

T62 RP responses regarding speaking with teachers on regular school visits (RP survey)

T63 Frequency of RP speaking with teachers by years of experience (RP survey)

Academic Data Type n %

Student Learning Levels 192 97.95

Syllabus Covered 167 85.20

Formative Assessments 
Conducted

164 83.67

Teacher Absenteeism 172 87.75

Teacher Away on Training/
Deputation

147 75

Teacher Allocation 89 45.40

Teacher Strength 82 41.83

Spoke With Teacher n %

No 3 1.53

Yes 193 98.47

Total 196 100

Years of Work Experience

Spoke with Teachers n Mean SD

No 3 8.33 4.04

Yes 192 11.45 3.30

T61 ANOVA for the mean years of experience with the hours RPs spent on mentoring teachers (RP survey)

Hours Spent Mentoring Mean Years of Experience SD n

0 hours 13.40 7.09 5

1-2 hours 11.80 3.42 65

2-3 hours 11.55 2.92 52

3-4 hours 11.32 3.05 29

4-5 hours 10.52 3.42 19

5-6 hours 10.46 3.00 26
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T64 Caste-wise breakdown of whether RPs spoke to teachers during school visits (RP survey)

T66 Summary table giving the number of hours spent by the RPs on different activities per week (RP survey)

T67 Summary table giving the number of hours spent by the RPs on different activities per month (RP survey)

T65 Religion-wise breakdown of whether RPs spoke to teachers during school visits (RP survey)

General Scheduled 
Caste

Scheduled 
Tribe

OBC Total

Spoke with 
Teachers

n % n % n % n % n %

No 1 1.96 0 0 0 0 2 1.54 3 1.54

Yes 50 98.04 4 100 9 100 129 98.47 192 98.46

Total 51 100 4 100 9 100 131 100 195 100

Hours spent per week on: Classroom Observation Mentoring Teachers Collecting Administrative Data

n % n % n %

0 hours 5 2.55 5 2.55 6 3.06

1-2 hours 23 11.73 65 33.16 52 26.59

2-3 hours 20 10.20 52 26.53 47 23.98

3-4 hours 19 9.69 29 14.80 46 23.47

4-5 hours 43 21.94 19 9.69 27 13.78

5-6 hours 83 42.35 26 13.27 16 8.16

> 6 hours 3 1.53 2 1.02

Total 196 100 195 100 193 100

Hours spent per month on: Guru Goshti SMC meetings

n % n %

0 hours 0 0 13 6.63

1-2 hours 18 9.23 85 43.37

2-3 hours 47 24.10 60 30.61

3-4 hours 62 31.79 22 11.22

4-5 hours 42 21.54 12 6.12

5-6 hours 26 13.33 4 2.04

Total 195 100 196 100

Hindu Muslim Christian Total Total

Spoke with 
Teachers

n % n % n % n % n %

No 3 1.83 0 0 0 0 3 1.53 3 1.54

Yes 161 98.17 29 100 3 100 193 98.47 192 98.46

Total 164 100 29 100 3 100 196 100 195 100
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T68 Hours per week CRPs spend in school (RP survey)

Hours in School n %

0-2 hours 51 26.02

2-4 hours 79 40.31

4-6 hours 53 27.04

6-8 hours 11 5.61

Total 194 100

T69 Caste-wise distribution of hours spent on SMC meetings (RP survey)

General Scheduled 
Caste

Scheduled 
Tribe

OBC

Hours on SMC 
Meetings

n % n % n % n %

0 hours 5 9.8 0 0 3 33.33 5 3.82

1-2 hours 18 35.29 3 75.0 1 11.11 62 47.33

2-3 hours 22 43.14 1 25.0 3 33.33 34 25.95

3-4 hours 6 11.76 0 0 1 11.11 15 11.45

4-5 hours 0 0 0 0 1 11.11 11 8.40

5-6 hours 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3.05

Total 51 100 4 100 9 100 131 100

T70 Caste-wise distribution of hours spent on Guru Ghosti meetings (RP survey)

General Scheduled 
Caste

Scheduled 
Tribe

OBC

Hours on SMC 
Meetings

n % n % n % n %

1-2 hours 4 7.84 0 0 2 22.22 12 9.23

2-3 hours 16 31.37 2 50.0 1 11.11 28 21.54

3-4 hours 16 31.37 0 0 1 11.11 45 34.62

4-5 hours 8 15.69 2 50.0 3 33.33 28 21.54

5-6 hours 7 13.73 0 0 2 22.22 17 13.08

Total 51 100 4 100 9 100 130 100
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T71 Number of hours spent on Guru Goshti by RPs by mean years of experience (RP survey)

T72 Number of hours spent in school by RPs and mean number of teachers spoken to by RPs (RP survey)

T73 Number of hours spent in school by RPs and mean number of teachers mentored by RPs (RP survey)

Hours on Guru Ghosti n Mean Range n

(Years of Experience) SD 7.09 5

1-2 hours 18 9.55 3.23

2-3 hours 47 11.56 3.83

3-4 hours 62 12.16 3.00

4-5 hours 42 11.09 3.31

5-6 hours 26 11.26 2.69

Hours in School n Mean n

(No. of Teachers Spo-
ken to)

SD 7.09 5

0-2 hours 51 4.62 5.42

2-4 hours 76 5.25 3.85

4-6 hours 52 8.86 7.76

6-8 hours 11 9.90 6.87

Hours in School n Mean Range n

(Hours Mentored) SD 7.09 5

0-2 hours 51 3.29 1.46

2-4 hours 79 3.40 1.55

4-6 hours 53 3.22 1.17

6-8 hours 11 4.18 1.40

T74 RP responses to receiving government training (RP survey)

Received Training n %

No 25 12.76

Yes 171 87.24

Total 196 100
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T75 Type of government training received if training was received (RP survey)

T76 Tasks listed by RPs as their duties

Training Type n %

Describe Roles and Responsibilities as BRP/CRP 68 39.77

Provide Guidance on Roles and Responsibilities 19 11.11

Describe and provide guidance on Roles and Responsibilities 70 40.94

Others 14 8.19

Academic support Attend CRC meetings

Classroom observation Create awareness of PTA

SMC and RTE Data/document collection and analysis

Encourage teachers Improve teaching and learning

Monitor MDM and other government schemes Monitoring and support all school

Organize BRC meeting Organize child committees

Organize Guru Gosthi Organize SMC meeting and PTM

Other administrative work Oversee national data collection such as NAS

Provide feedback to teachers School visit for academic support

SMC training Student enrollment and retention

Support BEEO in his/her work Support CCE evaluation

Support teachers training Teach

Teacher attendance Transporting documentation

6 | Personality Traits: Comparison of Teacher and RP Personality Traits

T77 Gender-wise teacher personality traits (teacher survey)

Female Male

Teacher Personality Traits Mean n SD Mean n SD p

Extraversion 13.82 446 5.17 13.59 552 5.05 0.66

Agreeableness 14.41 446 3.86 14.09 552 4.23 0.13

Conscientiousness 14.73 446 3.97 14.89 552 3.98 0.43

Emotional Stability 12.48 446 5.37 12.48 552 5.14 0.95

Openness to New Experi-
ences

17.79 446 6.46 16.07 552 6.65 0.00

Grit 3.58 444 .66 3.59 553 .62 0.61

Locus of Control 6.54 448 1.87 7.02 555 1.98 0.91
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T78 Gender-wise BRP/CRP personality traits (RP survey)

Female Male

BRP/CRP Personality Traits Mean n SD Mean n SD

Extraversion 4.67 15 1.03 4.34 181 1.34

Agreeableness 6.5 15 0.86 5.89 181 1.21

Conscientiousness 6.33 15 1.09 6.24 181 1.10

Emotional Stability 5.10 15 1.57 4.95 181 1.62

Openness to New Experi-
ences

4.84 15 1.19 5.31 181 1.30

Grit 3.69 15 0.70 3.69 181 0.56

Locus of Control 9.33 15 1.44 8.67 181 1.93

Teacher Agreeableness and Openness are correlated to whether they speak to BRP/CRP (r= 

0.11, r=0.10). Whether they do activities that are not in the syllabus is correlated to LoC and 

Extravertedness (r=0.10, r= 0.11), whether they play games with the students is correlated to 

Extravertedness (r=0.11), using TLM is correlated to Agreeableness (r=0.16) and whether they gave 

homework to the students is correlated to LoC (r=0.12).

T79 RP access to and use of Internet (CRP survey)

Internet Use n Mean SD

Have Email Account 191 0.72 0.44

Help with Checking Email 184 0.34 0.48

Email on Phone 187 0.77 0.42

WhatsApp 194 0.95 0.19

Accessed WhatsApp Yesterday 196 0.77 0.42

Can Google 196 0.908 0.28

7 | Computer Usage
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T80 Last time RPs report using their email accounts (RP survey)

T81 RP frequency of using Google (RP survey)

Last Checked Email n %

Today 32 17.77

Yesterday 25 13.88

Last Week 49 27.22

Two Weeks Ago 8 4.44

Last Month 21 11.66

Can’t Remember 45 25

Total 180 100

Last Checked Email n %

Today 32 17.77

Yesterday 25 13.88

Last Week 49 27.22

Two Weeks Ago 8 4.44

T82 Frequency of watching videos on YouTube (RP survey)

Use Google n %

Once A Week 54 27.69

Few Times A Week 119 61.03

Never 22 11.28

Total 195 100
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8 | Teaching and Learning in Jharkhand

T83 RP observation of teacher activities (RP survey)

T84 RP observation of teacher behavior (RP survey)

Yes No

Teacher Activity n % n %

Reading aloud from the textbook 22 11.28 173 88.72

Writing on the blackboard 6 3.06 190 96.94

Giving students dictation 37 18.88 159 81.12

Asking students to recite, together or one by one 35 18.04 159 81.96

Asking students to write on the blackboard 55 28.21 140 71.79

Asking students oral questions related to the lesson 23 11.79   172 88.21

Asking students to do any kind of written work (in copies or slates) 29 14.80 167 85.20

Checking students' written work 30 15.38 165 84.62

Asking students to use any TLM other than the textbook 88 45.36 106 54.64

Asking students to work in groups or in pairs 53 27.46  140 72.54

Asking students to do any activity that was NOT textbook based 68 35.23 125 64.77

Yes No

Teacher Behavior n % n %

Approaching at least 3 individual students in the middle or back of the class 50 25.51 146 74.49

Calling at least 3 children by their name while teaching 30 15.46 164 84.54

Smiling, laughing, joking with students 42 21.43 154 78.5

Giving corporal punishment 185 95.36 9 4.64 

Carrying a cane or stick in the classroom 186 95.88 8 4.12

Using negative language with children 179 92.75 14 7.25

Using local information to make the class relevant 43 22.05 152 77.95

Engaged in any kind of non-teaching work 133 68.91 60 31.09

Leaving the classroom before the class was over 144 74.23 50 25.77
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T85 RP observations of students’ activities (RP survey)

T86 Time spent by teachers in school activities as reported by teachers (teacher survey)

No Yes

Student Activity n % n %

Reading from a textbook 13 6.74 180 93.26

Reading something other than a textbook 120 61.22 76 398.78

Copying from the blackboard or from a textbook 53 27.18 142 72.82

Taking dictation 24 12.31 171 87.69

Doing any writing activity other than copying or dictation 88 45.83 104 54.17

Copying numbers or sums from blackboard or textbook 23 13.29  150 86.71

Reciting numbers or multiplication tables 18 9.28 176 90.72

Doing any math activity other than copying or reciting 64 33.33 128 66.67

Doing any activity that was not based on the textbook 52 27.37 138 72.63

Three or more children asking the teacher questions related to the content being 
taught

39 23.35 128 76.65   

Daily Time Spent

Teacher Activities < 30 mins 1 hour 2 hours 3 hours 4 or more

Teaching 8.61% 6.41% 7.81% 26.83% 50.35%

Preparing Lessons 68.77% 26.83% 3.6% 0.5% 0.3%

Filling Registers 86.0% 11.4% 2.0% 0.3% 0.3%

CCE/Other Assessment Activities 53.5% 39.82% 4.76% 0.91% 1.01%

Preparing/Serving Midday Meal 66.36% 28.64% 3.57% 1.02% 0.41%

Extracurricular Activities 62.69% 33.6% 2.71% 0.8% 0.2%

Other Administrative Work 69.74% 26.21% 2.43% 1.01% 0.61%
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T87 Time spent by teachers on teaching learning activities as reported by teachers (teacher survey)

T87 Time spent by teachers on teaching learning activities as reported by teachers (teacher survey)

No Yes

Teacher Activities n % n %

Made a lesson plan 125 12.55 871 87.45

Talked to a parent about the child’s learning 94 9.39 907 90.61

Used any TLM other than the textbook during a class 72 7.19 929 92.81

Took out a book from the library 247 24.95 743 75.05

Gave students homework 21 2.10 981 97.90

Used the blackboard during a class 12 1.2 988 98.8

Made children work in small groups during a class 70 6.99 931 93.01

Taught a group of two or three students together? 92 9.21 907 90.79

Helped to prepare or serve the midday meal 231 23.26 762 76.74

Spent more than 1 hour in a day filling register 736 73.9 260 26.1

Visited the cluster or block resource center 444 44.62 551 55.38

Asked somebody for help with teaching a topic 528 53.07 467 46.93

Played a game/sports with students 195 19.52 804 80.48

Did a class activity that was not mentioned in the textbook 308 30.95 687 69.05

Had a conversation with BRP/CRP regarding the syllabus 234 23.49 762 76.51

n Mean SD Min Max

Reading aloud from the textbook 1772 0.73 0.44 0 1

Writing on the blackboard 1722 0.70 0.45 0 1

Giving students dictation 1722 0.32 0.46 0 1

Asking students to recite, together or one by one 1722 0.54 0.49 0 1

Asking students to write on the blackboard 1722 0.43 0.49 0 1

Asking students oral questions related to the lesson 1722 0.75 0.43 0 1

Asking students to do any kind of written work (in copies or slates) 1722 0.76 0.42 0 1

Checking students' written work 1722 0.75 0.42 0 1

Asking students to use any TLM other than the textbook 1722 0.14 0.35 0 1

Asking students to work in groups or in pairs 1722 0.24 0.43 0 1

Asking students to do any activity that was NOT textbook based 1722 0.13 0.33 0 1

Smiling, laughing, joking with students 1722 0.67 0.46 0 1

Carrying a cane or stick in the classroom 1722 0.30 0.46 0 1

Using negative language with children 1722 0.02 0.15 0 1

Engaged in any kind of non-teaching work 1722 0.17 0.37 0 1
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9 | Child

T89 Grade-wise distribution of children (child survey)

T90 Gender-wise distribution of children (child survey)

T91 Profession children are interested in pursuing (child survey)

n %

Grade 3 24 1.39

Grade 4 1698 98.61

Total 1722 100

Gender n %

Female 926 53.77

Male 796 46.23

Total 1722 100

Ambition n %

Teacher/Professor 446 25.9

Engineer 128 7.43

Doctor 443 25.73

Manager 12 0.7

Farmer 42 2.44

Accountant 1 0.6

Police Inspector 429 24.80

Athlete 110 6.39

Actor/Singer 16 0.93

Other 97 5.63

Total 1722 100
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T92 Profession children are interested in pursuing that fall outside of the given options (child survey)

T93 Employment status of mothers as reported by children (child survey)

T94 Distribution of fathers’ occupations as reported by children (child survey)

Profession (Other) n %

Armed Forces 9 23.7

Business 1 2.6

Dancer 2 5.3

Driver 1 2.6

Flight Attendant 1 2.6

Government 2 5.3

Nurse 7 18.4

Other 1 2.6

Pilot 3 7.9

Undecided 7 18.4

Unskilled Labourer 3 7.9

Watchman/Guard 1 2.6

Total 38 100

Employed n %

No 1557 90.42

Yes 165 9.58

Total 1722 100

Father's Occupation n %

Business 87 5.06

Private/Government Job 147 8.54

Farming 834 48.46

Other Work 603 35.04

No Work 50 2.91

Total 1,721 100
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T96 Teacher absences during the last week as reported by children (child survey)

T98 Summary of factors indicating socioeconomic status (child survey)

n Mean SD Min Max

Days Teacher Absent in the Last Week 1296 2.47 1.17 1 7

n Mean SD Min Max

Motorcycle/Scooter 1722 0.34 0.47 0 1

Colour TV 1722 0.37 0.48 0 1

Mobile Phone 1722 0.91 0.27 0 1

Cycle 1722 0.85 0.35 0 1

Cow/Buffalo/Goat 1722 0.72 0.45 0 1

Car 1722 0.005 0.07 0 1

AC 1722 0.00 0.00 0 0

Cooler 1722 0.004 0.06 0 1

Fridge 1722 0.01 0.13 0 1

Computer/Laptop 1722 0.005 0.07 0 1

Tractor 1722 0.01 0.08 0 1

T97 Child responses for whether enrolled in private tuitions or not (child survey)

Private Tuitions n %

No 1305 75.78

Yes 417 24.22

Total 1722 100

T95 Distribution of fathers’ occupations as reported by children falling outside the given options (child survey)

n %

Father is Deceased 12 4.1

Driver 47 16.2

Skilled Labourer 42 14.5

Unskilled Labourer 179 61.7

Other 10 3.4

Total 290 100
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T99 Student ability in reading and mathematics (child survey)

Grade 3 Grade 4 Total

n % n % n %

Reading Ability in Native Language

Cannot Read Hindi Letters 0 0 42 2.44 42 2.44

Can Read Hindi Letters Only 0 0 327 19.01 327 19.0

Can Read Hindi Words Only 0 0 239 13.90 239 13.90

Can Read Hindi L-3 Sentences 0 0 250 14.53 250 14.53

Can Read Hindi L-4 Paragraphs 0 0 862 50.12 862 50.12

Total 0 0 1,720 100 1720 100

Reading Ability in English

Cannot Read English Alphabets 0 0.0 196 11.39 196 11.4

Can Read English Alphabets Only 4 16.7 1042 60.55 60.5

Can Read English Words Only 18 75.0 301 17.49 301 17.5

Can Read English L-3 Sentences 2 8.3 73 4.24 73 4.3

Can Read English L-4 Paragraphs 0 0.0 109 6.33 109 6.3

Total 24 100 1,721 100 1,721 100

Mathematics Ability

Cannot Recognize 1 - 9 0 0.0 3 0.2 3 0.2

Recognizes Number 1 - 9 3 12.5 240 14.2 243 14.1

Recognizes Number 10 - 99 7 29.2 560 33.1 567 33.0

Can Subtract 11 45.8 576 34.0 587 34.2

Can Divide 3 12.5 315 18.6 318 18.5

Total 24 100 1694 100 1718 100

T100 Class observed (classroom observation)

Class Observed n %

Class 4 117 29.4

Class 3 33 37.69

Mixed Classes 248 62.31

Total 398 100

10 | Classroom Observation

T101 Areas where classes observed were seated (classroom observation)

Class Seated n %

Classroom 293 73.43

Veranda 38 9.52

Outdoors 68 17.04

Total 399 100
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T103 Number of subjects observed being taught (classroom observation)

Total Subjects Taught n %

0 4 1.0

1 385 97.5

2 3 0.8

3 3 0.8

Total 395 100

T102 Teacher presence and activity for classrooms observation (classroom observation)

n %

Teacher and students present. Teacher was teaching all of the time. 252 64.62

Teacher and students present. Teacher was teaching some of the time. 124 31.79

Teacher and students present. Teacher did not teach at all. 10 2.56

No teacher present. Student was supervising the class. 4 1.03

Total 390 100

11 | Triangulation of Teaching and Learning

T104 Observation of common teacher activities across multiple stakeholders (part 1)

BRP/CRP Teacher

Variable n Mean SD n Mean SD

Reading aloud from the textbook 195 1.88 0.31

Writing on the blackboard 196 1.96 0.17 1000 0.98 0.10

Giving students dictation 194 1.81 .39

Asking students to recite, together or one 
by one

195 1.81 0.38

Asking students to write on the blackboard 195 1.71 0.45

Asking students oral questions related to 
the lesson

165 1.88 0.32

Asking students to do any kind of written 
work (in copies or slates)

196 1.85 0.35

Checking students' written work 195 1.84 0.36

Asking students to use any TLM other than 
the textbook

194 1.54 0.49 1001 0.92 0.25

Asking students to work in groups or in 
pairs

193 1.72 .44 1001 0.93 0.25

Asking students to do any activity that was 
NOT textbook based

193 1.64 0.47 995 0.69 0.46

Smiling, laughing, joking with students 196 1.78 0.41

Carrying a cane or stick in the classroom 194 1.04 .19

Using negative language with children 193 1.07 0.26

Engaged in any kind of non-teaching work 1604 0.28 0.45



Strengthening Teacher Mentoring and Monitoring Systems: Evidence from India 70

T105 Observation of teacher activities across multiple stakeholders (part 2)

Observations Child

Variable n Mean SD n Mean SD

Reading aloud from the textbook 399 1.37 0.48 1772 0.73 0.44

Writing on the blackboard 399 1.42 0.49 1722 0.70 0.45

Giving students dictation 399 1.81 0.38 1722 0.32 0.46

Asking students to recite, together or one 
by one

397 1.58 0.49 1722 0.54 0.49

Asking students to write on the blackboard 399 1.72 0.44 1722 0.43 0.49

Asking students oral questions related to 
the lesson

399 1.25 0.43 1722 0.75 0.43

Asking students to do any kind of written 
work (in copies or slates)

398 1.29 0.45 1722 0.76 0.42

Checking students' written work 398 1.38 0.48 1722 0.75 0.42

Asking students to use any TLM other than 
the textbook

397 1.87 0.32 1722 0.14 0.35

Asking students to work in groups or in 
pairs

397 1.86 0.34 1722 0.24 0.43

Asking students to do any activity that was 
NOT textbook based

398 1.81 0.31 1722 0.13 0.33

Smiling, laughing, joking with students 399 1.35 0.47 1722 0.67 0.46

Carrying a cane or stick in the classroom 399 1.85 0.35 1722 0.30 0.46

Using negative language with children 399 1.99 0.07 1722 0.02 0.15

Engaged in any kind of non-teaching work 399 1.81 0.39 1722 0.17 0.37
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