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Abstract: MMany arguments are being forwarded in favour of and against No Detention Policy (NDP) in 
elementary education. Before going to debate these arguments we should consider two other important provisions 
of the Right to Education Act (RTE) which are directly related to the NDP: Age Appropriate Class, Continuous 
& Comprehensive Evaluation (CCE). All these three provisions need to be considered together when we argue 
for/or against the NDP. Indeed removal of NDP due to low learning achievements of the students is the result of 
lack of teachers and infrastructure in the school which seems to be shifted on the students. The punishment for the 
weakness of the system as well as poor economic and social backwardness of parents should not be transferred 
upon the student by adopting the removal of no detention policy.
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INtRoDuctIoN

As a part of Millennium Development Goals (MDG) of the 20th Century, universlisation of elementary education with 
good quality was accepted by the Government of India, although, this goal could not be achieved until the end of the cen-
tury. Now it has been achieved with almost a hundred per cent enrolment in elementary education. However, the quality 
of education is still questionable. 

The rights-based approach was adopted by the Government of India and in the same sequence the Right to Compulso-
ry Education Act, 2009 was promulgated to improve the quality of education. One of the important provisions of this Act 
is the No Detention Policy (NDP) up to Class 8. According to this provision, no child will be detained in the same class 
due to failing in any examination up to Class 8. It was envisioned in the Act that if any student could not pass the exam-
ination at any particular stage, the teacher would provide him/her special training so that he/she could achieve the required 
level of learning, but students could not be detained in the same Class. Though this Act was initiated in 2009, a few state 
governments had already adopted the policy of no detention before that. Since it was a central act, after 2010, every state 
had to adopt this policy (i.e. no detention).

After the implementation of this mandatory provision, in many states, it was felt that the quality of education deteri-
orated. Many studies were conducted and it was found that even in Class 6 and 8, a big share of students was not able to 
read and write a simple sentence and calculates simple addition and subtraction of arithmetical operations, especially in 
rural government schools. Therefore, after passing Class 8, without any rigour, a high proportion of these students failed in 
Class 9 and 10. It was argued that because of No Detention Policy (NDP), students did not have any incentive or pressure 
to pass the examination and did not take the learning activities seriously. They went to school for the mid-day meal and 
came back home without any learning. Thus, there was a demand from many state governments, educationists, teachers, 
and non-government organizations to change the NDP.
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Therefore, the Government of India constituted a committee to review this policy under the chairmanship of Vasudev 
Devnani (the then Education Minister of the Government of Rajasthan). The committee recommended the removal of this 
provision from the RTE Act. The Government of India changed this provision of the Act and the state governments were 
given the freedom not to implement this provision (i.e. no detention) and free to implement in their own ways. However, 
the issue is still being debated in the academic and different quarters of the society. 

Many arguments are being forwarded in favour of and against this policy. Before going to debate these arguments 
we should consider two other important provisions of the Act which are directly related to the NDP: viz. Age Appropriate 
Class, and Continuous & Comprehensive Evaluation (CCE). All these three provisions need to be considered together 
when we argue for/or against the NDP. Age Appropriate Class is the provision ‘to save children from the humiliation and 
embarrassment of sitting with younger children’ (RTE Act, 2009). The Act provides the, i.e. ‘given the life experiences of 
the children, it is recognized in the field of education that their (high-age children) mental capabilities are higher than those 
of entry-level (six-year-old) children, and they are indeed capable of accelerated learning.’ Similarly, Comprehensive & 
Continuous Evaluation (CCE) process in which a student is evaluated every week for the separate weekly unit only so that 
the child does not have the heavy burden of memorising a long course as in the case of annual examination. This process 
is free from the fear of failing in the annual examination. The CCE was designed by educationists and proven as the best 
teaching-learning process.  

ARgumENt AgAINst thE NDP

The CCE is a complex pedagogical method which is not easy to understand for teachers. Lack of comprehension of the 
CCE is the main hurdle in implementing NDP (Dhankar, 2017). Since NDP is linked with the CCE and without proper 
training and sufficient resources, such as infrastructure in schools and required teaching staff the CCE cannot be imple-
mented effectively. Hence, NDP cannot give expected results. Indeed, without these essential resources, no method can im-
prove quality, particularly in the case of NDP, it becomes more difficult to produce quality. In the RTE Act, the term ‘Class’ 
is very important, but the Act does not have any provision of examination. The Class can only be relevant when a barrier of 
examination exists which measures the level of learning. Thus, ‘Class’ and detention are mutually dependent, without de-
tention we cannot imagine the concept of ‘Class’ (Dhankar, 2017). Under NDP teachers become non-serious and lazy and 
teacher absenteeism also increases. Teachers rotate their ‘French-leave’. Therefore, one teacher has to manage more than 
one class. As the teachers know that every student has to be promoted to the next class, they do not care much about their 
level of learning. The Central Advisory Board on Education (CABE) recommended reintroducing the examination at least 
for Class 5 and 8. The Board has the assertion that the quality of learning has declined due to NDP. Under NDP the level 
of learning is not measured, so performance cannot be judged and we cannot know whether the goal has been achieved or 
not. Since the performance is not available publicly, accountability also reduces (CABE, 2014).

ARgumENt IN fAvouR of NDP

For the Indian education system, detention may not be a good policy. It may be good for the child, but in a different ped-
agogic system, be like in the U.S., where by this system students are identified and helped, then an examination may be a 
good policy. The objective of the examination should not be to shame and punish children; rather it should be to identify 
the schools which are not performing well so that they can be monitored accordingly (Benerjee, 2016). The fundamental 
assumption behind NDP stated in article 13 of the RTE Act, 2009 is that children are born with equal potential to learn and 
become creative adults, which implies that every child can complete the curriculum of elementary education in eight years. 
For the educational outcome (learning level), nature, and nurture both work together and make the final effect. All children 
have a set of universal human genes. When children are given a reasonable environment to develop as a capable member 
of society, environmental conditions also influence development. Nurturing is affected by many factors, namely physical 
through nutrition, physical activity, and stress; intellectual through informal experience and formal instructions; and social 
through adult role models and peer relationship (McDvtt and Ormrod, 2007).

It is a misconception that no detention means no assessment. The CCE is a process by which formative assessment 
is assessed which includes social attitudes, creativity, emotional development, and perseverance (Livemint, September 2, 
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2015). The detention is used to eliminate the children who fail in the examination. The detained children have to repeat the 
same class or leave school. Thus, detention is demotivating and discouraging. The notion of ‘compulsion’ does not match 
with the notion of ‘right’. Detention makes such an education system, that refuse to serve the children’s right. Expulsion 
should not be the solution. For instance, a child who is violating the discipline of school should not be expelled from 
school. Instead, the child should be addressed differently, through counselling, different curricular and co-curricular activ-
ities, so that his/her behaviour can be changed. Similarly, poor performing students should be treated differently rather than 
detaining them. This is not a casual matter but a serious job and has to be taken sincerely. Sen and Dreze (2002) argue that 
education demand a good deal of time and attention. For example, preparation of a child to send him to school, stimulates 
his interest, help in doing homework, and establish a rapport with the teacher. They empirically establish that a large num-
ber of children from marginalized sections left the school after detaining them. The removal of NDP worst affects those 
children who belong to marginalized sections of the society. The cost of detention becomes double on the disadvantaged 
social groups (especially girl children in all social groups). Such children already have a low socio-economic profile and 
also have poor schooling (Ramchandran, 2012).

The CCE is the best for development of students but it requires a lot of attention and labour. This requires extra effort 
to train the teachers and to implement this process. It is argued in favour of detention policy that it evaluates the schools 
and measures their efficiency, which can be used to make them better accordingly but this argument is not tenable for eval-
uating the schools. There are several other methods to evaluate schools and it is not suitable to adopt the detention policy to 
evaluate a school’s educational performance. The punishment for the weakness of the system as well as poor economic and 
social backwardness of parents should not be transferred upon the student by adopting the removal of no detention policy. 

Those who argue against the NDP assuming that only children are responsible for their failure and the quality of ed-
ucation also declines due to such children suggest that these children should be detained and repeat the same class so that 
they can be made more serious about their studies and as a result, the quality of education will improve. It is also assumed 
that by creating a fear of examination and by failing students can make them really serious about their studies. Only the 
students are responsible for their own failure in the examination is the main argument for the removal of NDP. They also 
claim that such students are only responsible for the low quality of education in schools. If a student does not work hard 
for the studies he or she should get a result as a failure in the examination and he should reappear in the same class again. 
This argument is based on the assumption that the fear of failure in examination makes students serious towards studies. 
On the contrary, under the Right to Education Act, it was assumed that students should be free from the fear of failure in 
examination during the age from 6 to 14 years. Under this Act, there was no provision of detention of students in the same 
class up to the Class 8. This no detention was assumed necessary to reduce the dropout rate during elementary education 
of the student. The objective of this policy is to retain the students in school under the age of 14 without any interruption.  

Indeed, the objective of RTE Act was that the children of age between 6 to 14 years can continue their study without 
any fear and drop-out rate in the elementary education can be reduced, so that the CCE is also added with the NDP. It was 
assumed that the children of age 6 to 14 years are too young to bear the brunt of failing; therefore, this alternative system 
was adopted. In the new system of detention, in some of the states, even an annual board examination for Class 5 and 8 
will be conducted, in which the full course of a year will be assessed. The justification of a single annual examination is 
already questionable, even in the higher education the semester system is being adopted and even in one semester, at least 
two examinations are preferred. In the annual examination, the stress is on rote of answers only. In this system rather than 
studying the whole course and understanding and developing the ability to analyse the subject, the mechanical process of 
memorizing the information is emphasized. Securing maximum mark becomes the only target. Therefore, in this system of 
the annual examination, there is no scope of development of comprehensive understanding, analytical abilities, and higher 
cognitive skills in the children. To crack, the examination becomes the sole objective of education. Ideally, in elementary 
education children should be given practical training of behaviour and other skills like communication, etc. 

The object of NDP was not to assess, what the children had learned, but to retain them in the elementary education 
during the initial 8 years of their schooling. In the annual examination system, the ability to memorise only the bookish 
knowledge is assessed. In the CCE the creativity, emotional ability, community behaviour, and other higher cognitive 
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skills are developed and assessed. It may be that in the annual examination system the ability to memorize the bookish 
knowledge may be higher than that of NDP and CCE system, but the objective of education cannot be fulfilled through 
only memorization the bookish knowledge. The purpose of NDP was not the complete absence of examination, but to 
retain the student in school until the age of 14. The objective of education is not to remember the bookish information but 
to develop the thinking, understanding and analyzing capability of the student. These objectives can be achieved only by 
the Comprehensive & Continuous Evaluation system.

REluctANt tEAchERs

Many teachers not willingly become teachers. They choose this profession out of compulsion and because of unemploy-
ment, and since no other alternative white-collar job is available in the job market. Therefore, they do not like teaching 
and are reluctant to teach. Such teachers cannot be dedicated ones. Out of the total state government employees, approxi-
mately half are the teaching job. In some states, 25 to 30 per cent enrolment of students is in private schools. Generally, a 
government school job is preferred to a private school one so the quality of the private school teacher is lower than that of 
government ones. Many teachers in private schools are not trained. Only a few private schools have good quality teachers. 
In government schools, in the name of para-teachers and teaching assistants untrained persons are hired at very small hono-
rarium/salary to teach. Given the job market conditions, they become ready to teach at such a low honorarium/salary. Even 
out of those who are trained, i.e. have obtained certificate/diploma/degree in education, less 4 per cent of them have passed 
the Teacher Eligibility Test (TET) conducted by the Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE) at all India level, and 
by various state governments at the state level.

In such condition, unemployed job seekers, who want a government job, depend on state government teaching jobs. If 
we want to know the job preference of unemployed youth, teaching comes at the end. Any other government job which has 
less salary than teaching is preferred due to higher social status. Due to this preference, the youth best in merit adopt other 
jobs than teaching and the remaining youth get the teaching job. The youth, who adopt teaching out of compulsion, do not 
work with full capability and mental disposition. Highly meritorious youth, available in the market are not willing to work 
as teachers. In order to reduce the expenditure on education, governments appointed untrained youth as para-teachers, 
shiksha-mitras and teacher assistant in government schools on low honorarium/salary. Due to the distress conditions in 
labour market, unemployed youths get ready to work at very low honorarium/salary. Even on such low paid jobs, unem-
ployed youth face harsh competition for getting jobs in government sector due to the high rate of unemployment among 
the youth. Para-teachers are ready to work on low honorarium because they have the hope to be a permanent teacher in 
the future. This experiment of appointing para-teachers in government schools reduced government expenditure a lot but 
resulted in deterioration in the quality of education in government schools. Thus, one of the important reasons for the low 
quality of education in government schools is the working of the last remaining available minds in schools because the best 
minds are neither willing nor available to work as teachers.  

Let us answer these questions: Are only the children responsible for deteriorating the quality of education? Is the 
education system as a whole not responsible for this deterioration of the quality of education? Are the school and the so-
ciety giving all the required facilities and opportunities to the children for that they have the right to get? Is it justifiable 
to expect the best educational outcome from the children without providing required opportunities and facilities to them? 
Do all the schools have the basic infrastructure? Should the boring curriculum, substandard textbooks, and reluctant and 
careless teachers, many of them untrained and ineligible to teach not be blamed? These are the problems on the part of the 
supply-side. 

On the other hand, there are some demand-side problems that are also responsible. The parents who send their children 
to schools are the consumers, who demand education, also have their own problems. More than thirty per cent population 
of the nation is still living below the poverty line and more than sixty per cent population live in rural areas. Twenty-two 
per cent population belongs to SC and ST who are not only socially backward but also more than fifty per cent of them are 
economically backward whose economic and social condition is miserable. Even in the general category population, there 
are many people living below the poverty line. Discrimination against the girl child is still prevalent in our society. Thus, 
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the Indian parents, who are the consumer of education, are victims of huge inequality. 

If we look at the conditions of the government schools, there are many reports which reveal the poor condition 
and inequality among the schools. There is a hierarchy even amongst the government schools. Many types of govern-
ment schools exist namely, Kendriya Vidyalayas, Navodaya Vidyalayas, Sainik Schools, state government schools, rural 
schools, urban schools, panchayat schools, and municipal corporation schools. There is much difference among these 
schools in terms of quality of education and infra structure. Most of the schools belong to the state governments and local 
bodies and the quality is still poor in these schools. Some urban schools are better in the quality but their number is very 
small. In government schools, especially in rural areas, the infrastructure is very poor and their monitoring and governing 
is also poor. Teacher absenteeism is quite common in these schools.

In a society like in India, where a large section belongs to economic and social backwardness with low education, it 
is a challenge to bring down the high dropout rate in elementary education. There will not be any adverse effect of NDP 
and CCE on the economically and socially well off sections of the society because the poor performance in education of 
these students can be taken care of by their parents. Inside the schools as well as outside the learning environment has an 
important implication on the educational performance and learning capacity of students. Parents’ income, education level, 
profession, residence, and neighbourhood affect a lot on the learning level or performance of the student. Factors, such 
as whether a student lives in the urban area or in the rural area and within urban areas, well developed, or slum area, also 
affect the educational performance of the student.

Neither NDP nor detention policy has much impact on the child that belongs to higher income or higher middle-in-
come family. In a family where parents are educated, have higher income and awareness about the benefits and importance 
of education, a child remains unaffected from any policy of detention or no detection, but in the family with low income, 
low education and have low inspiration to get education the failure in the examination of a child up to elementary classes 
may leads to dropout. These first generation poor learners feel difficulty to continue the studies as they do not get any help 
at home in their studies as parents cannot help them and due to poor economic condition, parents are not able to afford 
private tuition. A low fee of education, mid-day meal, and free books help these students a lot in continuing their studies. 
Detention policy for these students at elementary education makes a serious problem to continue their education, and as a 
result, many of them become child labourers. The remedial teaching was also absent in most of the schools which was en-
visioned in the Right to Education Act. Detention may increase the chance to be dropped out. These are the most sensitive 
sections of the society and detention policy hurts them the most. It is better to make these students stay in the education 
system even with poor learning because detention will lead to dropout and child labour.

Parents belonging to a high-income group can pay sufficient attention to their wards’ studies or can arrange private 
tutors or they can help the children in studies but, parents with subsistence livelihood who send their child to schools with 
much difficulty are not able to do so. If the child belongs to a very low-income family and fails in the examination most 
likely he/she will leave the school and work as a child labour. Without the availability of sufficient physical infrastructure, 
sufficient number of teachers in school who are trained in CCE how can a child be punished as failure and dropout by de-
taining? There is also the lack of sufficient researches in India about the fact whether detention policy improves the quality 
of learning or not. Only on the basis of the ASER report (Pratham), the removal of NDP is not just. One thing needs to be 
considered that during the prevailing of NDP the quality of education was different in different types of schools. Private 
schools in the urban area had higher quality of education than in government schools and after that come the government 
schools in the rural area. The quality of learning was not the same in these schools while NDP was in effect. This indicates 
that removal of NDP is not necessary and sufficient condition exists to improve the quality of education. 

One argument is also given in favour of the removal of NDP that teachers do not make much effort in teaching be-
cause all students will be promoted in the next class due to no detention policy. Thus parents are unable to know the real 
evaluation of the child and so they cannot help the child accordingly. Under NDP students know that no one will fail in the 
examination so, this feeling makes them non-serious towards studies. But all these arguments do not carry much weight 
to evaluate the NDP. During the NDP regime, the system of evaluation was CCE. Under CCE evaluation the weakness of 
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student can be identified and there is the role of teachers and parents to correct these weaknesses. Whatever the system 
of evaluation it does not have any adverse effect on the student‘s learning capacity if the student belongs to educationally 
advanced parents, as the parents can contribute to student learning. 

coNclusIoN

Detention cannot be a good method for the better learning of the student up to elementary Classes. Removal of no detention 
may probably have an adverse effect on the child belonging to the weaker section of the society. Without much research on 
the effect of annual board examination on the learning improvement of the student, it is too hasty to remove the NDP. The 
enrolment up to elementary education in nearly universal but there is a serious threat to increase the dropout rate. Detention 
has a serious adverse effect on the dropout of the student especially belonging to the weaker section of the society. No de-
tention should be seen with provision of Age Appropriate Class and Comprehensive & Continuous Evaluation so far. The 
purpose of the evaluation in the examination is not only to memorise the study material, several other important aspects of 
the life such as creativity and a better understanding of the student, which have been ignored in the process of the removal 
of NDP. The punishment for the weakness of the education system as well as poor economic and social backwardness of 
parents should not be transferred upon the student by adopting the removal of NDP. As the school and the society are giv-
ing all the required facilities and opportunities to the children for that they have the right to get, it is fair to expect the best 
educational outcome from the children without providing required opportunities and facilities to them.   
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